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MISSION 
The New York City Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) is an independent agency that is 

empowered to receive, investigate, prosecute, mediate, hear, make findings, and recommend action 

on civilian complaints filed against members of the New York City Police Department (NYPD or the 

Department) that allege the use of excessive or unnecessary Force, Abuse of Authority, Discourtesy, 

ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ /ÆÆÅÎÓÉÖÅ ,ÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȢ 4ÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÓÔÁÆÆȟ ÃÏÍÐÏÓÅÄ ÅÎÔÉÒÅÌÙ ÏÆ ÃÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅÓȟ 

conducts investigations, mediations, and prosecutions in an impartial manner.  

 
In fulfillment of its mission, the Board pledges to:  

¶ encourage members of the community to file complaints when they believe they 
have been victims of police misconduct; 

¶ respect the rights of civilians and officers; 

¶ encourage all parties involved in a complaint to come forward and present 
evidence; 

¶ expeditiously investigate each allegation thoroughly and impartially; 

¶ make fair and objective determinations on the merits of each case; 

¶ offer civilians and officers the opportunity to mediate their complaints, when 
appropriate, in order to promote understanding between officers and the 
communities they serve; 

¶ recommend disciplinary actions that are measured and appropriate, if and when 
the investigative findings substantiate that misconduct occurred; 

¶ engage in outreach in order to educate the public about the Agency and respond 
to community concerns; 

¶ report relevant issues and policy matters to the Police Commissioner and the 
public; and 

¶ advocate for policy changes related to police oversight, transparency, and 
accountability that will strengthen public trust and improve police-community 
relations. 

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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LETTER FROM THE CHAIR 
Dear Fellow New Yorkers,  

Over the past year, the Agency has undertaken new initiatives aimed at 
improving investigations and communications with complainants.  

As reported in our 2018 Semi-Annual Report, the Board launched a 
pilot program of its Disciplinary Framework in January 2018 with the 
goal of making more consistent disciplinary recommendations. As the 
pilot program reached its first full year of implementation in 
December, the Framework has successfully led to greater consistency 
in Board panel discussions of cases and has resulted in more consistent 
outcomes over time. The Board seeks to build on this initial success 
and looks forward to reporting back to the public on future steps.  

&ÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ &ÅÂÒÕÁÒÙ ςπρψ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÔÏ begin investigating allegations of sexual 
misconduct, the Agency created an internal working group to determine how best to incorporate 
investigations and prosecutions of criminal sexual misconduct into Agency operations. Much 
progress has been made on this front and several new training initiatives were launched in 2018. 
These include training on forensic experiential trauma interviewing (FETI) techniques and a training 
ÍÏÄÕÌÅ ÆÒÏÍ "ÅÌÌÅÖÕÅ (ÏÓÐÉÔÁÌ #ÅÎÔÅÒȭÓ 6ÉÃÔÉÍ !ÄÖÏÃÁÃÙ 4ÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÏÎ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÖÉÃÔÉÍÓ 
of sexual assault. Further, the CCRB has partnered with the NYC Alliance Against Sexual Assault to 
launch a sexual misconduct training series for CCRB investigators focusing on the neuroscience of 
trauma, rape culture, documenting a sexual assault investigation, and vicarious trauma. 

This year also showed an increase in complaints for the second consecutive year following seven 
straight years of declining complaint numbers, with the CCRB receiving 4,745 complaints within its 
jurisdiction in 2018. One possible explanation for this rise is thÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ 
better serving vulnerable and diverse communities. The CCRB Outreach Unit delivered 1,070 
presentations in 2018ɂthe largest number in Agency historyɂto audiences including high school 
students, immigrant populations, homeless service organizations, formerly incarcerated individuals, 
NYCHA residents, and LGBTQ groups. The CCRB also partnered with members of the City Council on 
Á ÆÕÌÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÍÐÁÉÇÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 2ÉÇÈÔ ÔÏ +ÎÏ× !ÃÔ ÉÎ ÁÎÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ×ȭÓ /ÃÔÏÂÅÒ ςπρψ 
effective date. This involved the creation and distribution of educational materials, participation in 
press and social media efforts, and helping the City Council provide information to constituents.  

Finally, the Agency saw an increase in 2018 in the average time it took to receive Body-Worn 
Camera (BWC) footage from the NYPD. The time increased from 6.6 business days in 2017 to 10 
business days in 2018. Unfortunately, this delay has increased dramatically since 2018 and as of 
June 30, 2019, it now takes an average of 39 business days for the CCRB to receive BWC footage 
ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ .90$Ȣ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÉÓ ÍÁÇÎÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ 
investigations have open requests for BWC footage. Of these outstanding requests, 45 are over 90 
days old and 256 are over 30 days old. BWCs are a vital tool for ensuring that the CCRB conducts 
thorough investigations and provides New Yorkers with effective independent oversight. This is an 
issue the Board and I take incredibly seriously and will diligently work to address.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Fred Davie  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
SECTION 1: COMPLAINT ACTIVITY 

¶ In 2018, the CCRB received 4,745 complaints within its jurisdiction, an increase from the 

4,486 complaints received in 2017 (page 9). This is the second straight year of rising 

complaint numbers following seven years of declining complaints. While it is impossible to 

determine whether increases or decreases in complaints to the CCRB are the result of 

changes in actual police misconduct or in reporting rates, it is important to note that in 

2018, the CCRB Outreach Unit delivered a record high number of presentations (see Section 

8). 

¶ )Î ςπρψȟ σςϷ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÅÍÍÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÌÌÅÇÅÄ 

incidents that ocÃÕÒÒÅÄ ÉÎ "ÒÏÏËÌÙÎȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ σρϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ 

population (page 12). The highest number of complaints stemmed from incidents occurring 

ÉÎ "ÒÏÏËÌÙÎȭÓ χυth Precinct (which serves the East New York and Cypress Hills 

neighborhoods), but tÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÏÃÃÕÒÒÅÄ ÉÎ -ÁÎÈÁÔÔÁÎȭÓ 14th Precinct 

(which serves the southern portion of Midtown, Manhattan), which had a complaint rate of 

21 per 10,000 residents, compared with ten per 10,000 residents for the 75th Precinct (page 

15). 

¶ Due to ÔÈÅ ÌÏÎÇÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎ ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ Ȱ3ÔÏÐ ÁÎÄ &ÒÉÓËȱ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÅ ##2" 

keeps track of all complaints alleging the stop, question, frisk, or search of a person.  

Relative to 2017, these allegations have declined slightly, from 891 to 862 (page 19).  

SECTION 2: INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 

¶ Over the last two years, the substantiation rate (the percentage of full investigations in 

which the Board voted to substantiate at least one allegation) has remained stable at 19%. 

The unsubstantiation rate (the percentage of cases in which it could not be determined by a 

preponderance of the evidence whether the alleged misconduct occurred) similarly 

remained at 48% (page 31).  

¶ The truncation rate (the percentage of complaints that are closed without a full 

investigation, mediation, or attempted mediation) increased slightly to 58% in 2018 from 

55% in 2017(page 25). Complaints filed directly with the CCRB are less likely to be 

truncated than complaints that are referred to the Agency. For example, 73% of complaints 

ÔÈÁÔ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ .90$ȭÓ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ !ÆÆÁÉÒÓ "ÕÒÅÁÕ ɉ)!"Ɋ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÒÕÎÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ςπρψȟ 

compared with 46% of complaints that originated with the CCRB (page 27).  

¶ In 2018, the CCRB began tracking cases that were withdrawn by complainants or victims 

upon advice of their attorneys. Sometimes, when a complainant is involved in criminal or 

civil litigation, they are advised by counsel to avoid making any sworn statements in any 

other venue until the conclusion of the court case. Beginning in 2018, for complaints closed 

due to pending litigation, CCRB investigators periodically check court records to determine 

if the case has ended, and if so, attempt to reconnect with the complainant. In 2018, 27 cases 

were reopened after initially being closed due to pending litigation. In 2017 and 2018, 

approximately 10% (39 of 341) of complaints that were previously closed pending litigation 

have been reopened as a result of this new protocol (page 26).  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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SECTION 3: DISCIPLINARY PROCESS 

¶ In 2018, the Board substantiated 226 complaints against 326 police officers. The Board 

recommended Charges and Specifications for 22% of the 326 officers against whom there 

was a substantiated allegation, Command Discipline for 39%, Instructions for 21%, and 

Formalized Training for 17% (page 35). 

¶ Cases in which the Board recommends Charges and Specifications are prosecuted by the 

Administrative Prosecution Unit (APU).1 In 2018, 39 of the 51 cases (76%) the APU closed 

against members of service (MOS) resulted in disciplinary action.2 In 32 of those cases, the 

Police Commissioner imposed discipline of either forfeiture of between one and 20 vacation 

days or suspension (page 38).  

¶ For complaints in which the Board did not recommend Charges and Specifications, the 

Police Commissioner imposed some type of discipline 84% of the time. In those cases, the 

ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÉÍÐÏÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒ ÃÏÎÃÕÒÒÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ 

recommendation 52% of the time in 2018, up from 43% in 2017. The number of cases in 

which the Board recommended some type of discipline, but no discipline was imposed by 

the Police Commissioner, decreased from 23% in 2017 to 16% in 2018 (page 40).  

¶ For cases closed by the APU, the concurrence rate was 38% in 2018, an increase from 27% 

in 2017 (page 41). The most common reasons for a lack of concurrence in APU cases in 

2018 were a penalty imposed that was lower than what the APU had called for at trial (eight 

cases, or 18%), and cases in which an officer pled guilty and agreed to a penalty but the 

NYPD subsequently requested a reduced penalty recommendation in order to finalize the 

plea agreement (eight cases, or 18%).  

SECTION 4: MEDIATION 

¶ In 2018, 50% of cases in which mediation was attempted by the Mediation Unit were closed 

as completed mediationsɂan improvement over the range of 46% to 49% over the 

preceding four years (page 43). 

¶ In 2018, the Mediation Unit conducted 250 mediation sessions, resulting in 231 satisfactory 

resolutions, a 93% success rate. The remaining 18 complaints were returned to the 

Investigations Division (page 45). 

SECTION 5: RECONSIDERATIONS 

¶ In 2018, the CCRB closed requests for reconsideration submitted by the Department 

!ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ υφ -/3 ɉÔÈÏÕÇÈ Á ÒÅÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÉÎ ςπρψ ÍÁÙ ÈÁÖÅ 

stemmed from a complaint closed in a previous year). The Board changed the disposition 

for six officers (11%), downgraded the discipline recommendation for five officers (9%), 

maintained its original decision for 23 officers (41%), and rejected the other 22 (39%) 

reconsideration requests (page 48).  

SECTION 6: THE IMPACT OF VIDEO 

¶ The availability of video evidence, which includes footage from body-worn cameras (BWC), 

                                                      
1 "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ !05 ÔÒÅÁÔÓ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÓ Á ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ȰÃÁÓÅȟȱ ÁÌÌ !05 ÄÁÔÁ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ ÕÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ 
ÔÅÒÍÉÎÏÌÏÇÙȢ 7ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÔÒÉÁÌÓ ÏÒ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȟ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÃÁÓÅȱ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÃÁÓÅ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȢȱ 

2 These numbers include 2017 complaints against members of service that were closed by the APU in 2018.  
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private and municipal security cameras, and video recorded by witnesses, often minimizes 

the ambiguity of the events underlying the allegation. In 2018, 55% of allegations with 

ÖÉÄÅÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ȰÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȱ ɉÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄȟ ÅØÏÎÅÒÁÔÅÄȟ ÏÒ ÕÎÆÏÕÎÄÅÄɊ 

compared to 43% without video. The Board substantiated 28% of full investigations with 

video evidence compared to 12% where there was no video evidence (page 55).   

SECTION 7: BODY-WORN CAMERAS 

¶ By December 31, 2018, the NYPD rolled out BWCs to 15,826 MOS across 81 commands 

citywide (page 57). In 2018, the CCRB requested BWC footage in 1,961 complaints. The 

number of footage requests is sure to increase as the NYPD completes the rollout of its BWC 

program to all MOS on patrol assignments (page 58).  

SECTION 8: OUTREACH 

¶ In 2018, the Outreach and Intergovernmental Affairs Unit gave 1,024 presentationsɀthe 

highest number in Agency history (page 59). The largest categories of presentations were 

those given at libraries (10%) and community events (9%) as the Outreach Unit sought to 

reach as many community members as possible (page 60). 

SECTION 9: NEW INITIATIV ES  

¶ )Î &ÅÂÒÕÁÒÙ ςπρψȟ ÐÕÒÓÕÁÎÔ ÔÏ Á ÒÅÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÐÁÓÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ "ÏÁÒÄȟ ÔÈÅ ##2" ÂÅÇÁÎ 

investigating allegations of sexual misconduct against MOSȢ &ÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÖÏÔÅȟ ÔÈÅ 

CCRB embarked on a two-phase program: in Phase One the Agency immediately began to 

investigate allegations of sexual harassment; in Phase Two the Agency would investigate 

sexual assault allegations once the CCRB staff was properly trained to handle those types of 

allegations. In spring 2018, investigators received training on handling allegations of sexual 

harassment and began investigating Phase One complaints. In fall 2018, investigators 

received more in-depth training in preparation for Phase Two implementation, including 40 

ÈÏÕÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ "ÅÌÌÅÖÕÅ (ÏÓÐÉÔÁÌ #ÅÎÔÅÒȭÓ Victim Advocacy Training Program on 

trauma and working with victims of sexual assault.  In partnership with the NYC Alliance on 

Sexual Assault (the Alliance), ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ Training staff also initiated a multi-part training 

series on sexual misconduct. The first training, held in December 2018, focused on 

Understanding the Neuroscience of Trauma. Upcoming training sessions focusing on sexual 

assault and understanding rape culture, documenting a sexual assault investigation, and 

vicarious trauma are planned (page 62). 

¶ On October 19, 2018, the Right to Know Act (RTKA) went into effect. In coordination with 

the rollout, CCRB staff worked with members of the #ÉÔÙ #ÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ 24+! Ȱ+ÎÏ× 

9ÏÕÒ 2ÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÆÌÙÅÒÓ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÏÆ Óubway stations, 

schools, and at street festivals throughout the five boroughs in coordination with street 

team efforts. CCRB investigators also received training on the 24+!ȭÓ Ô×Ï ÍÁÉÎ ÃÏÍÐÏÎÅÎÔÓ 

and how to plead alleged violations of the RTKA (page 62). 

¶ In January 2018, the Board implemented a pilot program of its Disciplinary Framework, a 

non-binding matrix designed to guide Board Panel discussions on disciplinary 

recommendations for substantiated cases. Use of the Framework does not impact whether a 

complaint will be substantiated by the Boardɂit is used only in cases where misconduct 

has been substantiated. The goal of the Framework is to achieve consistent and fair 

discipline recommendations for both civilians and MOS. The Framework outlines six 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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allegation types thatɂif substantiatedɂtypically would result in the Board Panel 

recommending Charges and Specifications, the most severe level of discipline. These 

allegations include chokeholds, strip searches, warrantless entries, offensive language, 

excessive force with serious injury, and sexual misconduct. In addition, the Framework 

ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅÓ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ##2" ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÉÆ ÁÎÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÔÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

circumstances of the case. During the yearlong pilot program, the Framework has led to 

ÍÏÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ #ÈÁÒÇÅÓ ÁÎÄ 3ÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ×ÉÔÈ ςπρψȭÓ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ 

Charges, 22%, approximating the five-year average for such recommendations, which is 

25%. The Board is currently reviewing the findings of the pilot program to determine 

whether to expand the Framework to other types of disciplinary recommendations and 

whether to adopt the Framework as a permanent part of its review process (page 63).  

¶ In April 2018, trainers from the Perception Institute (https://perception.org ) conducted an 

implicit bias training with all CCRB staff. The training, which the Agency intends to make a 

regular component of the staff training protocol, covered the effects of implicit bias in 

society and the workplace. The training incorporated CCRB-specific case studies and 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÁÌ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÎ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÉÓ 

compromised and how to mitigate biases (page 63).   

https://perception.org/
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INTRODUCTION: THE BOARD AND AGENCY OPERATIONS 

The Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) is an agency of the City of New York. It became 

independent from the New York City Police Department (NYPD) and established in its current all-

civilian form in 1993. Board members review and make findings on all misconduct complaints once 

they have been fully investigated. 

The Board consists of 13 members who are all appointed by the Mayor. The City Council designates 

five Board members (one from each borough); the Police Commissioner designates three; and the 

Mayor designates five, including the Chair of the Board.  

5ÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ .Å× 9ÏÒË #ÉÔÙ #ÈÁÒÔÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄ ÍÕÓÔ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ 

members must live in New York City. No member of the Board may have a law enforcement 

background, except those designated by the Police Commissioner, who must have had prior 

experience as law enforcement professionals. No Board member may be a public employee or serve 

in public office. Board members serve three-year terms, which can be renewed. They receive 

compensation on a per-session basis, although some Board members choose to serve pro bono.  

From 1993 to 2013, all cases in which the Board determined that an officer committed misconduct 

were referred to the Police Commissioner with a discipline recommendation. Pursuant to a 

Memorandum of Understanding between the CCRB and the NYPD (effective April 11, 2013), a team 

ÏÆ ##2" ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ !ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ 0ÒÏÓÅÃÕÔÉÏÎ 5ÎÉÔ ɉ!05Ɋ ÈÁÎÄÌÅÓ ÍÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

cases in which the Board recommends that Charges and Specifications be brought against an officer. 

When the Board recommends discipline other than Charges and Specifications (e.g. Instructions, 

Formalized Training), the case is still referred directly to the Police Commissioner. 

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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SECTION 1: COMPLAINT ACTIVITY 

CCRB COMPLAINT INTAKE 

For most New Yorkers, contact with the 

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) 

begins with filing  a complaint alleging police 

misconduct.  This section covers the number 

of complaints received and their 

characteristics.  

All complaints against New York City Police 

Department (NYPD) members of service are 

ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ #ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔ 4ÒÁÃËÉÎÇ 

System, but only complaints that fall within 

ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ &ÏÒÃÅȟ !ÂÕÓÅ ÏÆ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȟ 

Discourtesy, or Offensive Language 

(FADO) jurisdiction are investigated by the 

CCRB.  

In 2018, the CCRB received 4,745 complaints 

within its jurisdiction (Fig. 01). This is an 

increase from the 4,486 complaints received 

in 2017. As depicted in Fig. 02, the number of 

complaints received fluctuates by month, and 

has seasonal patterns, with lower numbers of 

complaints received in late fall and winter 

months. 

Figure 01: Complaints Received Within CCRB Jurisdiction, 2004 ɀ2018    

 

Figure 02: Complaints Received Within CCRB Jurisdiction by Month, 2017 ɀ 2018  
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CCRB JURISDICTION AND TOTAL FILINGS 

#ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ &!$/ 

jurisdiction are referred to the governmental 

entities with the jurisdiction to process them. 

The two NYPD units that are the primary 

recipients of CCRB referrals are the Office of 

the Chief of Department (OCD), which 

investigates alleged lower-level violations of 

the NYPD Patrol Guide, and the Internal 

Affairs Bureau (IAB), which is tasked with 

investigating allegations like corruption or 

criminal behavior. Individuals whose 

complaints are referred by the CCRB are 

mailed a tracking number so that they can 

follow up on their complaints with the 

appropriate agency. 

 

Examples of complaints the CCRB might 

ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÆÁÌÌ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ 

jurisdiction include: 1) complaints against 

Traffic Enforcement Agents and School Safety 

Agents; 2) complaints against an NYPD officer 

involving a summons or arrest dispute that 

does not include a FADO allegation; 3) 

complaints against an NYPD officer involving 

corruption; and 4) complaints against 

individuals who are not members of the 

NYPD, such as state police or members of 

federal law enforcement, including the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and U.S. 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). 

In 2018, 55% of complaints received did not 

ÆÁÌÌ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ɉ&ÉÇȢ πσɊȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ πσȡ #ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ 2ÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÉÎ %ÁÃÈ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ *ÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ 2014  ɀ 2018  

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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PLACE AND MODE OF FILING 

Most of the complaints filed within the 

##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÅ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÁÎÄ 

ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÄ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ )ÎÔÁËÅ 5ÎÉÔȢ 

The Agency also receives a high number of 

complaints from IAB. As depicted in Fig. 04, 

there has been a slight increase in the number 

of complaints made directly to the CCRB 

between 2017 and 2018.  

The Agency is better able to fully investigate 

complaints when they are filed directly with 

the CCRB (Fig. 25). When complaints are not 

filed directly with the CCRB, the Agency must 

make initial contact with the 

complainant/victim, who may not have been 

informed by other agencies that the 

complaint was referred to the CCRB for 

investigation.  

Figure 04: Complaints Received by Complaint Place, 201 7 and 2018  

Figure 05: Complaints within CCRB Jurisdiction by 
Complaint Mode, 2018  

 

Most complaints are filed with the CCRB by 

phone, either during business hours or via 

the Agency Call Processing Center, which 

handles calls after business hours (63%), 

followed by the CCRB website (27%), and 

in-person visits (8%) (Fig. 05). 
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LOCATION OF INCIDENTS RESULTING IN COMPLAINTS 

In 2018, 32% of the complaints received 

wiÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÅÍÍÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ 

alleged incidents that occurred in Brooklyn, 

which is home to approximately 31% of the 

#ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ&ÉÇȢ πφɊȢ 3 Both the Bronx 

and Manhattan had complaint numbers that 

were disproportionately higher than their 

respective populations, while the complaint 

numbers in Queens were disproportionately 

                                                      
3 City demographic data was drawn from the United States Census by totaling the 2017 population estimates 
for the five counties that make up New York City (Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond). Census 
data is available at http://factfinder.census.gov/  . 

4 3ÔÁÔÅÎ )ÓÌÁÎÄ ÍÁËÅÓ ÕÐ φϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ  

 

lower. Incidents occurring in the Bronx, a 

ÂÏÒÏÕÇÈ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ρχϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ 

residents, made up 20% of complaints. 

Incidents occurring in Manhattan comprised 

24% of complaints, though only 19% of New 

9ÏÒËȭÓ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ -ÁÎÈÁÔÔÁÎȢ 1ÕÅÅÎÓ ÉÓ 

ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ςχϷ ÏÆ .Å× 9ÏÒË #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ 

but only 18% of complaints stemmed from 

this borough in 2018. 4  

Figure 06: Complaints Received within CCRB Jurisdiction by Borough, 2018  

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
http://factfinder.census.gov/
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4ÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ Án interactive 

Complaint Activity Map that provides 

information on complaints by precinct of 

occurrence that is updated daily.5 In 2018, as 

in many prior years, the 75th precinct in 

Brooklyn generated the highest number of 

complaints. However, standardizing the 

number of complaints by residential 

population allows for more accurate 

                                                      
5 6ÉÓÉÔ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ $ÁÔÁ 4ÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÃÙ )ÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ ×ÅÂÐÁÇÅȟ www.nyc.gov/dti , to explore the Complaint Activity 
Map and other data relevant to complaints and allegations.  

6 Precinct population estimates are drawn from the 2010 Census, the most recent year for which detailed 
block-level population data is available. Census data is available at http://factfinder.census.gov/ . 

7 According to the 2010 Census, there are 25 people living within the boundaries of the 22nd Precinct (Central 
Park Precinct), which is why the rate per 10,000 residents depicted in Fig. 08 is so high. For ease of viewing, 
data from the 22nd Precinct has been removed from Fig. 07. 

comparisons between precincts. The highest 

rate of complaints in 2018 occurred in the 

14th Precinct in Manhattan, which had a 

complaint rate of 21 per 10,000 residents 

compared with the 75th 0ÒÅÃÉÎÃÔȭÓ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ ρπ 

per 10,000 residents.6 The map in Fig. 07 

depicts the relative complaint rates in 

individual precincts, while raw number and 

rate of complaints received within each 

precinct are listed in Fig. 08.7  

http://www.nyc.gov/dti
http://factfinder.census.gov/
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Figure 07: CCRB Complaint Rates by Precinct, 2018 

 

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb


 

 

Annual Report 2018                                                                                                                              Page | 15 

Figure 08: CCRB Complaints Received per Precinct of Occurrence, 2017 ɀ 2018 8 

  

                                                      
8 According to the 2010 Census, there are 25 people living within the boundaries of the 22nd Precinct 
(Central Park Precinct), which is why the rate per 10,000 residents depicted in Fig. 08 is so high. 

Precinct

Complaint 

Count

Complaints 

per 10,000 

residents

Complaint 

Count

Complaints 

per 10,000 

residents Precinct

Complaint 

Count

Complaints 

per 10,000 

residents

Complaint 

Count

Complaints 

per 10,000 

residents

1 36 5 48 7 67 101 7 115 7

5 45 9 43 8 68 46 4 33 3

6 47 8 58 9 69 51 6 60 7

7 40 7 52 9 70 70 4 83 5

9 44 6 63 8 71 71 7 75 8

10 40 8 36 7 72 43 3 38 3

13 43 5 33 4 73 96 11 119 14

14 75 14 108 21 75 186 10 178 10

17 25 3 26 3 76 49 11 31 7

18 71 13 94 17 77 92 10 96 10

19 48 2 39 2 78 29 5 32 5

20 28 3 28 3 79 75 8 85 9

22 6 2400 9 3600 81 71 11 67 11

23 72 10 62 8 83 59 5 60 5

24 29 3 41 4 84 71 15 65 13

25 77 16 93 20 88 36 7 34 7

26 29 6 28 6 90 36 3 56 5

28 53 12 58 13 94 18 3 24 4

30 35 6 30 5 100 21 4 27 6

32 92 13 75 11 101 81 12 92 14

33 44 6 39 5 102 53 4 52 4

34 62 6 64 6 103 69 7 72 7

40 103 11 98 11 104 32 2 47 3

41 60 11 62 12 105 67 4 84 4

42 90 11 79 10 106 51 4 38 3

43 90 5 67 4 107 50 3 45 3

44 125 9 136 9 108 37 3 28 2

45 39 3 37 3 109 21 1 39 2

46 97 8 107 8 110 34 2 38 2

47 96 6 89 6 111 19 2 29 2

48 84 10 76 9 112 31 3 30 3

49 44 4 75 7 113 87 7 107 9

50 46 5 30 3 114 86 4 100 5

52 86 6 102 7 115 35 2 36 2

60 69 7 64 6 120 90 8 97 9

61 42 3 56 4 121 45 4 48 4

62 51 3 42 2 122 38 3 40 3

63 35 3 46 4 123 30 3 35 4

66 29 2 27 1

2018201720182017
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ENCOUNTERS RESULTING IN A COMPLAINT 

Figure 09: Top 15 Reasons for Initial Contact, 2017 ɀ 2018  

When a complaint is 

investigated, the CCRB tries to 

discern the initial reason for 

the contact between the 

civilian and the officer(s). In 

2018, the highest 

percentage of complaints 

ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ 

jurisdiction stemmed from 

an officer suspecting a 

civilian of a violation or a 

crime while on a public 

street (Fig. 09).  

The CCRB also tracks the 

outcome of encounters that 

lead to complaints being 

filed. In 2018, more than 

half (54%) of complaints 

ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ 

jurisdiction stemmed from 

encounters where no arrest 

was made or summons 

issued (Fig. 10). This is 

approximately the same 

as the 2017, when 55% of 

the complaints received 

stemmed from these types of 

encounters.  

Figure 10: Outcome of Encounters Resulting in  
CCRB Complaints, 2017 ɀ 2018  

Count
Percent of 

Total
Count

Percent of 

Total

PD suspected C/V of violation/crime - 

street
707 16% 631 14%

Moving violation 303 7% 368 8%

Report-dispute 302 7% 379 8%

Report of other crime 311 7% 386 8%

PD suspected C/V of violation/crime - 

auto
291 7% 260 6%

Other 287 7% 347 8%

PD suspected C/V of violation/crime - 

bldg
201 5% 203 4%

Report-domestic dispute 219 5% 185 4%

EDP aided case 148 3% 174 4%

Other violation of VTL 190 4% 165 4%

Execution of search warrant 145 3% 145 3%

C/V requested investigation of crime 132 3% 136 3%

PD suspected C/V of violation/crime - 

subway
122 3% 114 2%

CV already in custody 132 3% 113 2%

Execution of arrest/bench warrant 102 2% 119 3%

Other categories combined 799 18% 868 19%

Total 4,391 100% 4,593 100%

2017 2018

Count
Percent of 

Total
Count

Percent of 

Total

No arrest made or summons issued 2448 55% 2645 56%

Arrest - other violation/crime 1147 26% 1260 27%

Moving violation summons issued 208 5% 244 5%

Summons - other violation/crime 191 4% 193 4%

Arrest - resisting arrest 89 2% 91 2%

Other VTL violation summons issued 104 2% 70 1%

Arrest - assault (against a PO) 76 2% 46 1%

NA 51 1% 64 1%

Parking summons issued 66 1% 52 1%

Summons - disorderly conduct 64 1% 29 1%

Arrest - OGA 20 0% 23 0%

Arrest - disorderly conduct 13 0% 22 0%

Juvenile Report 8 0% 4 0%

Arrest - harrassment (against a PO) 0 0% 2 0%

Summons - harrassment (against a PO) 1 0% 0 0%

Summons - OGA 0 0% 0 0%

Total 4486 1 4745 1

2017 2018

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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NUMBERS AND TYPES OF ALLEGATIONS RECEIVED AND CLOSED 

When a complaint is filed, the claims against 

the MOS are considered allegations. An 

individual  complaint may contain multiple 

allegations against one or more officers. As 

the investigation continues, different 

allegations may be revealed.  

The most common types of allegations are 

Abuse of Authority allegations. In 2018, 

Abuse of Authority allegations comprised 

more than half (61%) of allegations closed 

(Fig. 11). These types of allegations have 

increased in proportion over the last four 

years. Force allegations are the next most 

common, comprising 24% of all allegations 

closed in 2018 (Fig. 11).

 Figure 11: Types of Allegations Closed, 2014 ɀ 2018  

The CCRB also keeps track of the specific type 

of sub-allegations within each FADO category 

(Fig. 12). In the Force category, the 

ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Ȱ0ÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÒÅÍÁÉÎed the 

most common allegation received by the 

CCRB in 2018. This refers ÔÏ ÁÎ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ 

bodily force, such as punching, shoving, 

ËÉÃËÉÎÇȟ ÏÒ ÐÕÓÈÉÎÇȢ )Î ςπρψȟ Ȱ0ÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÆÏÒÃÅȱ 

accounted for 77% of all the Force category 

allegations. With respect to the other FADO 

Categories, in 2018, the most common Abuse 

of Authority allegations were "Refusal to 

provide name and/or shield" and "Threat of 

arrest." The most common Discourtesy 

ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ Ȱ7ÏÒÄȱ ɉÅȢÇȢ ÐÒÏÆÁÎÉÔÙɊȟ 

accounting for 86% of those allegations. The 

most common Offensive Language allegation 

×ÁÓ Ȱ2ÁÃÅȟȱ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÉng for 35% of those 

allegations.
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Figure 12: FADO Allegations Received by Type, 2017 ɀ 2018 9 

  

                                                      
9 )Î ÌÁÔÅ ςπρχȟ ÔÈÅ ##2" ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ !ÂÕÓÅ ÏÆ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÏÆ Ȱ0remises entered and/or 
ÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÄȱ ÉÎÔÏ Ȱ%ÎÔÒÙ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ3ÅÁÒÃÈ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓȟȱ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ÂÕÔ 
improving accuracy of data. )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÎ ςπρψȟ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙ ÓÐÌÉÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ2ÅÆÕÓÁÌ ÔÏ 0ÒÏÖÉÄÅ 
ÎÁÍÅȾÓÈÉÅÌÄȱ ÉÎÔÏ Ô×Ï ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ allegations, which are each reflected under Abuse of Authority. These 
changes should be taken into account when interpreting the data. Further, while the CCRB only began 
investigating sexual misconduct allegations in February 2018, there were a number of open cases that 
originated in 2017 to which these allegations were retroactively applied. This should be considered when 
interpreting numbers for both 2017 and 2018.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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STOP, QUESTION, FRISK AND SEARCH (SQF) OF PERSON ALLEGATIONS 

Because of the longstanding public discussion 

ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ Ȱ3ÔÏÐ Ǫ &ÒÉÓËȱ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÅ ##2" 

keeps track of all complaints containing a 

stop, question, frisk, or search of a person 

allegation. Relative to 2017, these allegations 

have declined slightly, from 891 to 862 (Fig. 

13).    

Figure 13: Complaints Received Containing a Stop, Question, Frisk, and Search of Person Allegation, 
2014 ɀ 2018  

 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALLEGED VICTIMS 

The CCRB compares the demographic profiles 

of the alleged victims to the demographics of 

the City as a whole, without controlling for 

any other factors such as the proportion of 

encounters with the police or the number of 

criminal suspects. The race and gender of 

alleged victims are disproportionate to the 

ÒÁÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÍÁËÅÕÐ ÏÆ .Å× 9ÏÒË #ÉÔÙȭÓ 

population (Fig. 14, next page). 10  

In 2018, individuals who self-identified as 

Black made up over half (54%) of alleged 

victims, while, according to 2017 census 

estimates, Black residents make up only 24% 

of ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ  

In 2018, 65% of alleged victims were male, 

×ÈÉÌÅ ÍÅÎ ÍÁËÅ ÕÐ ÏÎÌÙ τψϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ 

population (Fig. 14, next page). 11  In 2017, the 

!ÇÅÎÃÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ȰÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÎÏÎÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÎÇȱ ÁÓ 

an option when complainants/victims are 

reporting their gender, and revised its case 

management system to generate gender 

neutral honorifics, whenever appropriate, in 

communications to complainants. 12 While not 

depicted in Fig. 14 due to rounding, 0.2% of 

alleged victims self-identified as gender 

nonconforming or transgender in 2018. The 

Agency is committed to working on building 

trust with the transgender and gender 

nonconforming community, and intends to 

focus additional resources on outreach in 

2019 and beyond.

                                                      
10 City demographic information is drawn from the 2017 United States Census estimate. All race 
ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÏÆ (ÉÓÐÁÎÉÃ ÏÒÉÇÉÎȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ Ȱ"ÌÁÃËȱ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÂÏÔÈ Ȱ"ÌÁÃË (ÉÓÐÁÎÉÃȱ ÁÎÄ 
Ȱ"ÌÁÃË .ÏÎ-(ÉÓÐÁÎÉÃȢȱ Census data is available at http://factfinder.census.gov/ . 

11 The census does not count gender, but instead counts biological sex of respondents (see 
https://factfinder.census.gov/help/en/gender.htm ɊȢ !Ó ÓÕÃÈȟ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÁÎÄ 
census data are not exact.  

12 The number of CCRB complainants who identify as gender nonconforming and transgender is less than 
1%. 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
https://factfinder.census.gov/help/en/gender.htm


 

 

NYC Civilian Complaint Review Board ï www.nyc.gov/ccrb                                                                         Page | 20 

Figure 14: Alleged Victim Demographics Compared to New York City, Complaints 
Received in 2018 13 14

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECT OFFICERS 
The race and gender makeup of officers who 

are the subject of CCRB complaints largely 

reflects the demographic composition of the 

NYPD as a whole (Fig. 15). In 2018, white 

officers accounted for 50% of the subject 

                                                      
13 The percentages for race of New York City residents do not add up to 100% because the Census allows 
respondents to self-report Hispanic ethnicity separate from race. Someone may, for instance, indicate that 
they are both Black and Hispanic. This means that some individuals are counted in these categories twice. 
Since current CCRB race/ethnicity categories are not precisely aligned with Census categories, comparisons 
should be made with caution. 

14 GNC is an acronym that stands for Gender Nonconforming. Trans includes individuals who identify as 
Transmen and Transwomen. 

officers in CCRB complaints and 49% of the 

NYPD as a whole. Male officers accounted for 

88% of the subject officers in CCRB 

complaints and 82% of the NYPD as a whole.

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 15: Subject Officer Demographics Compared to NYPD, 2018   

 

In 2018, the CCRB substantiated allegations 

against 233 police officers, 63 sergeants, 

seven lieutenants, 22 detectives, and one 

captain (Fig. 16). Approximately 39% of these 

officers had between zero and five years on 

the job at the time of the incident (Fig. 17).

 

  
Figure 16: Rank of Active MOS with 

Substantiated CCRB Complaints 

Figure 17: Tenure of Active MOS with 

Substantiated CCRB Complaints 
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TOTAL COMPLAINTS AGAINST ACTIVE MEMBERS OF SERVICE (MOS) 

As of December 31, 2018, there were 36,420 active MOS on the NYPD roster. The charts below 

depicts how complaints are distributed among MOS.  

Figure 18: Active MOS with CCRB Complaints 

 

 
 

The vast majority of active MOS (90%) have 

never had a CCRB complaint substantiated. 

Of all active MOS, 41% have never been the 

subject of a CCRB complaint, and 41% have 

been the subject of between one and three 

complaints (Fig. 18). Just under one-tenth 

(9%) have been the subject of six or more 

CCRB complaints. For MOS who have been 

the subject of a complaint, 8% have had one 

complaint substantiated, and 208 

(approximately 1%) have had three or 

more complaints substantiated (Fig. 19).  

  

Figure 19: Active MOS with Substantiated  CCRB 

Complaints  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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SECTION 2: INVESTIGATIONS 

Investigations are the core function of the 

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB). 

Every complaint passes through the 

Investigations Division, even if it is ultimately 

resolved through mediation.  

At the beginning of an investigation, an 

investigator interviews the complainant and 

any witnesses, collects evidence, and 

attempts to identify the police officer(s) 

involved in the encounter. In many instances, 

ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȭ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÕÎËÎÏ×Î ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

outset of the investigation, though 

investigators interview any subject and 

witness officers identified in the course of 

their investigations. Once all the necessary 

interviews are conducted and the collected 

evidence is reviewed, the investigative team 

makes a recommendation to the Board. In the 

majority of cases, a panel of three Board 

members, comprised of one mayoral 

designee, one City Council designee, and one 

Police Commissioner designee, reviews the 

case and votes on the Investigations 

$ÉÖÉÓÉÏÎȭÓ ÒÅÃommendations. In certain 

limited circumstances, the full Board will 

consider a case. 15 

In order to resolve investigations fairly and in 

accordance with local law, the CCRB generally 

needs the cooperation of at least one civilian 

complainant/alleged victim related to the 

case. The New York City Charter states that 

##2"ȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ 

ȰÂÅ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÓÏÌÅÌÙ ÕÐÏÎ ÁÎ ÕÎÓ×ÏÒÎ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔ 

ÏÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȢȱ 16 When a complainant or 

alleged victim is available for an interview, 

the Agency deems the resulting investigation 

Á ȰÆÕÌÌ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ×ÈÅÎ Á 

complaint is withdrawn, or there is no 

complainant or alleged victim available for an 

interview and there is no additional evidence 

upon which the investigation can proceed, the 

ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ȰÔÒÕÎÃÁÔÅÄȢȱ 4ÈÅ 

Investigations Division always seeks to keep 

truncated investigations to a minimum; its 

primary goal is to complete full and fair 

investigations. 

This section covers the performance of the 

Investigations Division and the outcomes of 

complaints made to the CCRB.

INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION PERFORMANCE 

The CCRB tracks the amount of time that it 

takes to close a full investigation, measured 

from the date the CCRB receives a complaint 

to the date the complaint is closed by the 

Board, and the time that it takes to close a full 

investigation for substantiated cases, which 

are typically the most complicated and time 

consuming. In 2018, full investigations were 

closed in an average of 211 days (Fig. 20). Full 

investigations that resulted in at least one 

                                                      
15 In 2018, one case was reviewed by the full Board. 
16 New York City Charter Chapter 18-A §440(c)(1). 

 

allegation being substantiated were closed in 

an average of 230 days (Fig. 20).  

Another key metric is the number of days 

before the first civilian and officer interviews 

take place. In 2018, the first civilian interview 

in a full investigation took place, on average, 

19 days after the CCRB received the 

complaint (Fig. 21). The first officer interview 

took place, on average, 75 days after the 

complaint was received. These numbers are 

higher than they have been in the recent past. 
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This is due to several factors, including the 

Agency improving the quality of video 

evidence analysis by providing investigators 

with advanced training in forensic analysis 

techniques, 17 ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÂÅÇÉÎ 

investigating allegations of sexual 

misconduct, resulting in an increase in 

allegations pled and complaints filed, and due 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅ .90$ȭÓ failure to provide, or providing 

only in a redacted form certain documents 

previously made available to the CCRB 

unredacted.

Figure 20: Average Days to Complete a Full Investigation, Complaints Closed, 2014 ɀ 2018  

 
Average days excludes re-opened cases and cases that have been placed on hold by the District Attorney. 

Figure 21: Average Days to First Interview (Full Investigations), Compla ints Closed, 2014 ɀ 2018  

Average days excludes re-opened cases and cases that have been placed on hold by the District Attorney. 

CASE RESOLUTION AND INVESTIGATIVE OUTCOMES 

A CCRB complaint can be resolved in various 

ways. The complaint may be fully 

investigated, mediated, closed as a truncated 

investigation, or closed after mediation is 

attempted. There are also a small number of 

                                                      
17 4ÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÒÏÔÏÃÏÌÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÖÉÄÅÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÂÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÚÅÄ ÁÎÄ 
all relevant documents be reviewed prior to conducting subject and witness officer interviews. The figures 
in both Fig. 20 and Fig. 21 are impacted by delays resulting from the increased amount of video evidence 
that investigators must review and the time it takes to obtain relevant documents. 

 

miscellaneous closures, which include 

administratively -closed complaints and 

complaints in which the subject officer left 

the Department before an investigation could 

be completed.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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An investigation is truncated when it is closed 

without a full investigation (generally 

because the complainant withdraws the 

complaint, the complainant is uncooperative 

or unavailable, or the victim could not be 

identified).  18 Ȱ-ÅÄÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄȱ ÉÓ Á 

designation for a case in which both the 

officer and the civilian agree to mediate, but 

the civilian either fails to appear twice for a 

scheduled mediation session or fails to 

respond to attempts to schedule a mediation 

session, and does not request that the case be 

sent back for a full investigation.  

For complaints closed in 2018, 30% of 

complaints were fully investigated and 58% 

were truncated (Figs. 22 & 23). The majority 

of truncations (51%) are closed as 

Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȾ6ÉÃÔÉÍȾ7ÉÔÎÅÓÓ 

5ÎÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅȱ ɉ&ÉÇȢ ςτɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÏÃÃÕÒÓ ÉÎ ÃÁÓÅÓ 

in which the investigator made initial contact 

with the complainant, victim, or witness, but 

was unable to obtain either an official 

statement or other evidence. 

In 2018, the CCRB began tracking cases that 

were withdrawn by complainants or victims 

upon the advice of counsel. Sometimes when 

a complainant is involved in criminal or civil 

litigation, their attorney advises against 

making sworn statements in another venue 

until the conclusion of the court case. When a 

complaint is closed due to pending litigation, 

CCRB investigators will periodically check 

court records to determine if the case has 

ended, and if so, attempt to reconnect with 

the complainant.  In 2018, the CCRB re-

opened 27 cases that had previously been 

closed due to pending litigation. To date, 

approximately 10% (39 of 341) of complaints 

that were previously closed pending litigation 

have been reopened as a result of this new 

protocol.

Figure 22: Case Resolutions, 2014 ɀ 2018  

 

                                                      
18 Miscellaneous closures are not included in the truncation rate.  
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Figure 23: Truncations and Full Investigations, 2014  ɀ 2018  

 
Figure 24: Truncations by Type, 2014 ɀ 2018  

 

Complaints filed directly with the CCRB are 

less likely to be truncated than complaints 

that are referred to the CCRB by another 

agency (Fig. 25). When complaints are filed 

elsewhere, it is often difficult for the CCRB to 

make contact with the complainant or victim, 

as other agencies may not notify 

complainants and victims that their 

complaint was referred to the CCRB. This can 

cause confusion, and may reduce the 

likelihood that complainants will cooperate 

when contacted by CCRB investigators. 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 25: Truncation Rates by Place of Filing, 2014 ɀ 2018  

 

The Agency is dedicated to lowering the 

truncation rate, where possible, and initiated 

several steps toward achieving that goal in 

2018. The CCRB began 1) increasing outreach 

efforts in precincts with high rates of police 

interactions, but incongruously low rates of 

complaints, which will help community 

members better understand the CCRB 

investigative process; and 2) examining how 

outreach efforts may be better targeted to 

vulnerable communities that traditionally 

have had lower rates of reporting 

misconduct, such as youth, people who are 

transgender and/or gender nonconforming, 

and the homeless. Finally, the CCRB continues 

to be committed to working with agencies 

that refer complaints to the CCRB in order to 

improve interagency communication with 

complainants who may be unaware that their 

allegations were referred. 

COMPLAINT AND ALLEGATION DISPOSITIONS FOR FULLY INVESTIGATED CASES 

To understand the data presented in the following section, it is important to understand the CCRB 
terminology used in determining complaint and allegation dispositions. 
 
Allegations that are fully investigated by the CCRB generally result in one of five outcomes: 

Å An allegation is substantiated  if the alleged conduct is found to have occurred and 

be improper based on a preponderance of the evidence. 

Å An allegation is exonerated  if the alleged conduct is found to have occurred but was 

not found to be improper by a preponderance of the evidence. 

Å An allegation is unfounded  if the alleged conduct is found not to have occurred by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

Å An allegation is closed as officer unidentified  if the CCRB was unable to identify 

any of the officers accused of misconduct. 

Å An allegation is unsubstantiated  if there is not enough evidence to determine 

whether or not misconduct occurred by a preponderance of the evidence. 
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The disposition of a fully-investigated complaint depends on the disposition of the fully-

investigated allegations within the complaint: 

Å A complaint is substantiated if any allegation within the complaint is substantiated. 

Å A complaint is exonerated if all the allegations made against identified officers are 

exonerated. 

Å A complaint is unfounded if there are no substantiated or unsubstantiated 

allegations and there is at least one unfounded allegation. 

Å A complaint is closed as officer unidentified if the CCRB was unable to identify any 

of the officers accused of misconduct. 

Å A complaint is unsubstantiated if there are no substantiated allegations and there is 

at least one unsubstantiated allegation. 

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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CASE ABSTRACTS 

The following case abstracts are taken from complaints closed in 2018 and serve as 

examples of what the different case dispositions mean in practice: 

1. Substantiated  

A civilian was arrested for violating an order of protection. During the arrest, the civilian 

requested medical treatment. Video evidence showed the request for medical treatment. Officers 

did not call for an ambulance and took the civilian to the stationhouse. While at the stationhouse, 

the civilianôs condition worsened and the civilian allegedly requested medical treatment a 

second time. Officers denied that the civilian requested medical treatment at the stationhouse, 

but acknowledged that the civilian was exhibiting signs of physical distress. The civilian was not 

provided medical treatment while in custody. Given that the civilian needed medical treatment 

and had requested medical treatment upon arrest, the Board determined that the officers violated 

the Patrol Guide procedures for securing medical treatment. The allegations were substantiated. 

 

2. Exonerated  

A detective contacted a civilian to request that the civilian voluntarily appear at the 

stationhouse due to an open criminal complaint. The civilian refused and the detective 

informed the civilian that failure to appear at the stationhouse would result in arrest. The 

detective had probable cause to arrest the civilian due to the open criminal complaint, and 

therefore would have been justified had he arrested the civilian. The Board exonerated the 

threat of arrest allegation. 

3. Unfounded  

A civilian called 911 to have two individuals removed from the ÃÉÖÉÌÉÁÎȭÓ home. Officers 

arrived and allegedly threatened to arrest the 911 caller and the other two individuals if 

the 911 caller did not stop complaining. Video evidence shows that no officer ever 

threatened to arrest anyone during the incident. The Board unfounded the allegation. 

4. Officer Unidentified  

A civilian was driving in Brooklyn and honked her horn at a minivan that had stopped abruptly. 

In response, an unidentified officer allegedly spoke discourteously to the civilian. The officer 

then entered the driverôs seat of a black town car and drove off. No police documents were 

prepared in regards to this incident and no video footage was found. Records requested from the 

potential command did not reflect any officers assigned to unmarked vehicles or traveling to the 

area of the incident. An NYPD Fleet Services request yielded negative results for any police 

vehicles that matched the vehicle description provided. An additional query for vehicles present 

at the incident location at the time of the incident also yielded negative results. Due to 

unsuccessful attempts at photo viewing sessions with the alleged victim, and the inability to 

identify potential subject officers, the Board closed the allegation as officer unidentified. 

5. Unsubstantiated  

An officer stopped a civilian for speeding. During the interaction, the officer allegedly threw the 

civilianôs license at him. The officer denied throwing the license. Due to the lack of video 

evidence of the incident, as well as the inconsistent statements, the Board unsubstantiated the 

allegation. 
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DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS AND ALLEGATIONS 

Over the last two years, the substantiation 

rate (the percentage of full investigations in 

which the Board votes to substantiate at least 

one allegation) has remained stable at 19% 

(Fig. 26, next page). The unsubstantiation rate 

(the percentage of cases in which the Board 

could not determine whether the alleged 

misconduct occurred) was 48% in 2018. 19 

When a complaint is closed with a disposition 

of substantiated, unfounded, or exonerated, it 

ÉÓ ÄÅÅÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ȰÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȢȱ 

Complaints closed as unsubstantiated or 

officer unidentified are not considered closed 

on the merits. Of the complaints closed in 

2018, 44% were closed on the merits, of 

which 19% were substantiated, 8% were 

unfounded, and 18% were exonerated (Fig. 

26, next page).  

A complaint may contain one or more 

allegations. The complaint disposition is a 

composite of the dispositions of all the 

distinct allegations within the complaint. In 

addition to complaint dispositions, the CCRB 

also tracks the disposition of each individual 

allegation. Of the allegations closed in 2018, 

49% were closed on the merits, of which 10% 

were substantiated, 8% were unfounded, and 

31% were exonerated (Fig. 27, next page). 20  

 

  

                                                      
19 As a point of comparison to other NYPD oversight, in calendar year 2015 and the first eight months of 
ςπρφȟ ÔÈÅ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ !ÆÆÁÉÒÓ "ÕÒÅÁÕȭÓ ÍÏÓÔ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ȰÃÏÒÒÕÐÔÉÏÎȱ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ψȢυϷ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÅȟ 
a 16.5% partial substantiation rate, and a 50.8% unsubstantiation rate. See the 18th Annual Report of the 
New York City Commission to Combat Police Corruption, 
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccpc/downloads/pdf/18th -Annual-Report.pdf.  

20 A low substantiation rate for allegations is not unusualɂin order to consider all possible allegations, 
investigators thoroughly document each allegation separately, though upon a full investigation, not all of 
these allegations can be proven.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccpc/downloads/pdf/18th-Annual-Report.pdf


 

 

Annual Report 2018                                                                                                                              Page | 31 

Figure 26: Disposition of Fully Investigated Complaints, 2014 ɀ 2018  

Due to the reconsideration process, counts for 2017-2018 are subject to change. See Section 5. 

 

Figure 27: Disposition of Fully Investigated Allegations, 2014 ɀ 2018  

 
Due to the reconsideration process, counts for 2017-2018 are subject to change. See Section 5. 
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OTHER MISCONDUCT NOTED

7ÈÅÒÅ Á ##2" ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÍÉÓÃÏÎÄÕÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÁÌÌÓ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ 

jurisdiction, as defined in Chapter 18-A § 440(c)(1) of the New York City Charter, the Board notes 

the ȰÏÔÈÅÒ ÍÉÓÃÏÎÄÕÃÔȱ ɉ/-.Ɋȟ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÉÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ .90$ ÆÏÒ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ 

disciplinary action. OMN allegations should not be confused with allegations of corruption or 

potential criminal conduct, which are referred to Internal Affairs Bureau. Figure 28 lists the top 

ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ /-. ÒÅÆÅÒÒÁÌÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÔ ÆÉÖÅ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ !Î ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÌÙ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÎ 

encounter or other activity in his or her memo book as required by the Patrol Guide21 accounted for 

68% of all OMN allegations in cases closed in 2018. 

  

                                                      
21 http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public_information/public -pguide1.pdf 

Figure 28: Other Misconduct Noted, 2014  ɀ 2018  

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public_information/public-pguide1.pdf
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SECTION 3: DISCIPLINARY PROCESS 

DISCIPLINARY PROCESS AND THE ##2"ȭS ADMINISTRATIVE PROSECUTION UNIT (APU) 

After the Civilian Complaint Review Board 

(CCRB) substantiates an allegation of 

misconduct, the New York City Police 

Department (NYPD) portion of the 

disciplinary process that ultimately leads to 

the penalty, if any, that the member of service 

(MOS) will face begins.  Although the CCRB 

can recommend the discipline that it deems 

appropriate, under the New York City 

Charter, New York City Administrative Code, 

and New York State Civil Service Law,22 the 

Police Commissioner has final approval over 

all MOS discipline. The Commissioner can 

accept, reject, or modify any discipline 

recommendation made by the CCRB.

For each allegation of misconduct, the Board recommends one of five basic types of discipline, listed 

below in ascending order of severity: 

1. Instructions : guidance issued by a commanding officer. 

2. Formalized Training : given at the Police Academy or the Legal Bureau. 

3. Command Discipline A : issued by the commanding officer and may include 

a penalty ranging from instructions up to the MOS forfeiting five vacation 

days.23 ! #ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ! ÉÓ ÁÕÔÏÍÁÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÍÏÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ Á -/3ȭ 

Central Personnel Index after one year.24 

4. Command Discipline B : issued by the commanding officer and may include 

a penalty ranging from instructions up to the MOS forfeiting 10 vacation days. 

A MOS can request that a Command Discipline B be removed from his or her 

Central Personnel Index after three years. 

5. Charges and Specifications: leads to a prosecutorial process in which a MOS 

may either enter a guilty plea or go to trial before the NYPD Deputy 

Commissioner of Trials (DCT) or an Assistant Deputy Commissioner of Trials 

(ADCT), who makes a guilty or not guilty determination. In all cases, the 

Police Commissioner has final approval of all dispositions, but generally 

follows the recommendation of the DCT or ADCT.25

  

                                                      
22 NYS Civil Service Law § 75(3-a). 
23 0ÒÉÏÒ ÔÏ ςπρτȟ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ Ȱ#ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ !ȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ#ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ "Ȣȱ 
4ÈÅ ÃÏÒÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÉÎÇ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ Ȱ#ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅȢȱ 

24 ! #ÅÎÔÒÁÌ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ )ÎÄÅØ ÉÓ Á -/3ȭ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÒÅÃÏÒÄȢ 
25 In 2018, the Police Commissioner dismissed the trial verdict in one case (Fig. 33). 
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OVERVIEW OF DISCIPLINARY PROCESS 

When the Board recommends Instructions, 

Formalized Training, or Command Discipline 

against a MOS, that recommendation is sent 

to ÔÈÅ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ !ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ɉ$!/ɊȢ 

The DAO is the unit within the NYPD that 

reviews these types of disciplinary 

recommendations and recommends to the 

Police Commissioner whether to impose or 

modify the discipline recommended by the 

CCRB. 

When the Board recommends Charges and 

Specifications, in most instances the 

substantiated allegations are prosecuted by 

the Administrative Prosecution Unit (APU). 

The development of the APU in 2013 

ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÉÎÇ 

discipline for officer misconduct.  

Under the terms of a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) between the CCRB and 

the NYPD, signed in 2012 and in effect since 

2013, the APU prosecutes misconduct before 

the DCT or ADCT. The MOS can accept a plea 

offer from an APU prosecutor in lieu of a trial. 

If the MOS chooses to go to trial and is found 

guilty, the trial commissioner will 

recommend a penalty. The Police 

Commissioner may accept, reject, or modify 

any plea or trial verdict or penalty 

recommendation.

CCRB DISCIPLINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

In 2018, the Board substantiated 226 

complaints against 326 police officers (Fig. 

29). This is down slightly from 2017, when 

the Board substantiated 258 complaints 

against 355 police officers. A single 

substantiated complaint may contain 

substantiated allegations against more than 

one officer.   

In 2018, the Board recommended Command 

Discipline for 39% (128) of the 326 officers 

against whom there was a substantiated 

allegation, compared with 50% in 2017 (Fig. 

30, next page). The Board recommended 

Charges and Specifications for 22% of officers 

against whom there was a substantiated 

allegation in 2018, compared with 11% in 

ςπρχȢ !Ó ÄÅÐÉÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ςπρχ !ÎÎÕÁÌ 

Report,26 the proportion of cases for which 

the Board recommends Charges and 

Specifications has fluctuated over the past 

ÆÉÖÅ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ςςϷ ÒÁÔÅ 

approximating the five-year average of 25%. 

The Agency attributes this return to the 

median to the pilot program of the CCRB 

Disciplinary Framework (see Section 9).  

 
  

                                                      
26 All CCRB Annual and Semi-Annual Reports, Monthly Statistical Reports, and issue-based reports, can be 
found at http://www.nyc.gov/ccrbreports   

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
http://www.nyc.gov/ccrbreports
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Figure 29: Complaints Substantiated & Officers with Substantiated Allegations, 2014  ɀ 2018 27 

  

 

Figure 30: Board Recommendations for Officers with Substantiated Allegations, 2014 ɀ 2018 28 

  

                                                      
27 Due to the reconsideration process, 2018 counts are subject to change (see Section 5). 
28 Due to the reconsideration process, 2018 counts are subject to change (see Section 5). 
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NYPD DISCIPLINARY DECISIONS 

There are two paths for discipline after the 

Board substantiates misconduct, depending 

on the type of discipline recommended for 

the officer. The DAO handles cases where the 

Board recommends Command Discipline, 

Formalized Training, or Instructions. The APU 

handles cases where the Board recommends 

Charges and Specifications. 

When a substantiated allegation against an 

officer is referred to the DAO, the CCRB 

makes a recommendation to the Police 

Commissioner regarding what, if any, 

disciplinary action should be taken. The DAO 

ÔÈÅÎ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÌ 

decision back to the CCRB.29 In 2018, the 

NYPD took some form of disciplinary action 

against 78% of the officers for whom 

discipline was recommended by the CCRB, 

including APU-prosecuted cases, up from 

72% in 2017 (Fig. 31). In cases where the 

NYPD pursued discipline, the most common 

form of discipline imposed was Formalized 

Training (40%), followed by Command 

Discipline (23%).30  

 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ σρȡ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ !ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ !ÃÔÉons on CCRB Cases, 2014 ɀ 2018 31 

 

NYPD Disciplinary Action  
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Count 
% 

Total 
Count 

% 
Total 

Count 
% 

Total 
Count 

% 
Total 

Count 
% 

Total 

NYPD Pursued Discipline: Charges 9 6% 2 1% 3 1% 8 2% 3 1% 

NYPD Pursued Discipline: Command Discipline 30 22% 105 39% 122 29% 108 27% 81 23% 

NYPD Pursued Discipline: Formalized Training 3 2% 75 28% 190 45% 128 32% 142 40% 

NYPD Pursued Discipline: Instructions 61 44% 64 24% 66 16% 42 11% 55 15% 

NYPD Pursued No Discipline (DUP) 26 19% 19 7% 28 7% 91 23% 58 16% 

Statute of Limitations Expired 10 7% 1 0% 5 1%     4 1% 

Filed (officer resigned before PD action)     4 1% 4 1% 11 3% 5 1% 

Administratively Closed             5 1% 9 3% 

Dismissed             2 1% 1 0% 

 

                                                      
29 While the CCRB receives notification of the final category of discipline, the Agency does not receive 
specifics on the penalty that the Police Commissioner ultimately imposes. For instance, the NYPD reports to 
the CCRB whether an officer was given a Command Discipline A, but not the number of vacation days 
forfeited. Similarly, the Agency is made aware of the fact that training was given to an officer, but not the 
exact training module.  

30 In a small number of cases, the CCRB does not recommend Charges and Specifications in cases that DAO 
determines should be tried in an administrative trial. This may be due to many factors, including that the 
officer rejected a Command Discipline and elected to go to trial.  

31 The cases in this table are depicted by the penalty report date, not the year in which the cases were closed. 
In other words, the numbers reported for 2018 are cases in which NYPD reported final discipline in 2018, 
though the CCRB may have closed these cases in prior years. 

 

Prior to 2014, the CCRB did not distinguish between Instructions and Formalized Training. 

Ȱ!ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÃÌÏÓÅÄȱ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ $!/ ÉÓ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȢ 

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROSECUTION UNIT 

When the Board recommends Charges and 

Specifications against an officer in a 

substantiated case, the APU prosecutes the 

case unless the NYPD retains the case. 

Retained cases are those in which the NYPD 

keeps jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2 of the 

MOU between the NYPD and the CCRB. 32 

When the NYPD keeps jurisdiction pursuant 

to Section 2, it may or may not impose 

discipline on the officer. 

The APU treats each officer against whom an 

allegation is substantiated as a separate 

case.33 A single CCRB complaint may generate 

more than one APU case depending on the 

number of officers against whom the Board 

recommends Charges and Specifications. As 

seen in Fig. 32, in 2018, the APU completed 

12 trials and closed a total of 51cases 

(excluding cases reconsidered by the Board). 

Of the cases closed by APU in 2018, 39 (76%) 

resulted in some form of disciplinary action 

(Fig. 33, next page). Nine of the closed cases 

resulted in guilty verdicts following trial, 

while 24 were resolved by plea agreement.   

Of the 39 APU cases in which discipline was 

imposed in 2018, 32 resulted in a suspension 

or loss of vacation time of one to 20 days (Fig. 

34). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
32 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ ς ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -/5 ÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ȰȣÉÎ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
##2"ȭÓ ÐÒÏÓÅÃÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ #ÈÁÒÇÅÓ ÁÎÄ 3ÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ Á ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔiated case would be detrimental to the Police 
$ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÓÏ ÎÏÔÉÆÙ ##2"Ȣ 3ÕÃÈ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ 
limited to such cases in which there are parallel or related criminal investigations, or when, in the case of an 
ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÎÏ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÒ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄ ##2" ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓȟ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÓÕÃÈ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÒÄ 
ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÓÅÒÖÅÄȢȱ &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÌÌ ÔÅØÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -/5ȟ ÓÅÅ 
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf   

33 "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ !05 ÔÒÅÁÔÓ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÓ Á ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ȰÃÁÓÅȟȱ ÁÌÌ !05 ÄÁÔÁ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ ÕÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ 
same terminology. While there ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÔÒÉÁÌÓ ÏÒ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȟ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÃÁÓÅȱ 
ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÃÁÓÅ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÅÁÎÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÔÈÁÔ &ÉÇÕÒÅ σσȭÓ ÄÅÐÉÃÔÉÏÎ 
of 51 cases closed in 2018 refers to the 51 officers against whom the APU prosecuted charges.   

Figure 32: APU Trials Conducted and Cases Closed, 2014 ɀ 2018  

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf
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Figure 33: APU Case Closures 2018 

 
  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 34: Discipline Imposed for Adjudicated APU Cases, 2018  
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DISCIPLINE CONCURRENCE RATES 

In addition to the overall rate of discipline 

imposed by the Police Commissioner, the 

Agency tracks whether the discipline imposed 

was in concurrence with that recommended 

by the Board. When the Police 

#ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÉÓ ÌÅÓÓ ÓÅÖÅÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ 

the BoarÄȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÉÓ 

not in concurrence.  

For cases in which the Board did not 

recommend Charges and Specifications, the    

Police Commissioner imposed the same 

discipline recommended by the Board 52% of 

the time in 2018 (Fig. 35).34 This is higher 

than the 43% concurrence rate for the 2017. 

Cases in which the Board recommended some 

type of discipline, but no discipline was 

imposed by the Police Commissioner, 

decreased from 23% in 2017 to 16% in 2018.  

For cases in which Charges and Specifications 

were recommended by the Board and were 

subsequently prosecuted by the APU, the 

concurrence rate was 38% in 2018 (Fig. 36). 

In 7% of the cases, this was due to a not guilty 

verdict at trial, however in 55% of the cases, 

the lack of concurrence was due to a 

downgrade of discipline by the Police 

Commissioner (Fig. 36). 35

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
34 4ÈÅ Ȱ/ÔÈÅÒȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ -/3 ÒÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÉÍÐÏÓÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ 
statute of limitations on the case expired before discipline could be imposed, cases that were 
administratively closed, and cases where the Charges and Specifications were dismissed. See Figure 33 for a 
numeric breakdown of those cases. 

35 Cases in which the Police Commissioner modified a plea but increased the penalty are included in the 
ÃÏÎÃÕÒÒÅÎÃÅ ÒÁÔÅȢ 4ÈÅ Ȱ0ÅÎÁÌÔÙ ,Ï×ÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ 2ÅÑÕÅÓÔÅÄ ÁÔ 4ÒÉÁÌȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ also includes cases in which the 
officer was found not guilty of some (but not all) allegations, leading to the overall reduction of penalty. 

Figure 35: Non-Charges Discipline Rate, 2014 ɀ 2018  
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Figure 36: APU Discipline and Penalty Concurrence Rate, 2014  ɀ 2018  
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SECTION 4: MEDIATION 
The New York City Charter mandates that the 

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) 

offer mediation as an option for resolving 

allegations of police misconduct. The goal of 

the Mediation Program is to allow civilians 

and officers the chance to voluntarily resolve 

the issues contained in the complaint by 

means of a face-to-face meeting, with the 

assistance of a neutral mediator.  

The Agency seeks to offer mediation to a 

civilian in every suitable case. Mediation is 

not offered in all cases because there are 

some factors that render a complaint 

unsuitable for the Mediation Program. These 

include allegations of serious physical injury 

or property damage, a pending criminal case 

or a civil lawsuit, or a concurrent Internal 

Affairs Bureau investigation. Since 2009, one 

of the strategic priorities of the Board has 

been to strengthen and expand the Mediation 

Program.  

Mediation is complainant-driven and 

voluntaryɂa case will only go to the 

Mediation Unit if the complainant wants to 

participate in a mediation. Investigators are 

required to fully describe both the mediation 

process and the investigative process to 

complainants in mediation-eligible cases. 

After being provided with both options, the 

complainant can choose the process in which 

to participate. Once the complainant agrees to 

mediation, the option is then presented to the 

officer. Mediations only take place when both 

the complainant and the officer have 

voluntarily agreed to mediate the complaint. 

Further, complainants reserve the right to 

have the case sent back to the investigation 

process if they feel unsatisfied with the 

mediation. 

A mediation session ends when all parties 

involved agree that they have had an 

opportunity to discuss the issues in the case. 

In the vast majority of cases that were 

mediated, the parties resolve the issues 

raised in the complaint. After a successful 

mediation, the complaint is closed as 

ȰÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÄȟȱ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÎÏ 

further investigation and the officer will not 

be disciplined. If the mediation is not 

successful, the case returns to the 

Investigations Division for a full investigation. 

Successful mediations can benefit 

communities because a measure of trust and 

respect often develops between the parties. 

That, in turn, can lead to better police-

community relations. 

The Mediation Unit provides a valuable 

alternative method for resolving complaints. 

While an investigation is focused on 

evidence-gathering, fact-finding, and the 

possibility of discipline, a mediation session is 

forward -looking with the goal of fostering 

discussion and mutual understanding 

between the civilian and the officer. 

Mediation gives civilians and officers the 

chance to meet as equals, in a private, neutral, 

and quiet space. A trained, neutral mediator 

contracted by the CCRB guides the session 

and facilitates a confidential dialogue about 

the circumstances leading to the complaint. 

In 2018, the Mediation Unit successfully 

mediated 231 cases, returned 18 cases to the 

Investigative Division, and 232 cases were 

ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÍÅÄÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄȱ ɉ&ÉÇȢ σχȟ ÎÅØÔ 

page). Mediation attempted is a designation 

for a case in which both the officer and the 

civilian agree to mediate, but the civilian 

either fails to appear twice for the scheduled 

mediation session or fails to respond to 

attempts to schedule a mediation session, and 

the civilian does not request that the 

investigation resume. In 2018, 50% of all 

mediation closures were attempted 

mediations.

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 37: Mediation Closures, 2014 ɀ 2018 

 
In a similar manner to how the CCRB tracks 

the number of days to close a full 

investigation, the Agency also measures the 

average number of days it takes to close a 

successfully mediated case. In 2018, it took an 

average of 113 days to mediate a complaint 

(Fig. 38).  

As noted, mediation is not offered in all cases. 

Mediation was offered in 38% of cases closed 

in 2018 (Fig. 39, next page).  

Figure 38: Average Days to Successful Mediation, 2014 ɀ 2018  
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Figure 39: Percentage of Cases in which Mediation was Offered, Cases Closed between 2014 ɀ 2018  

 

For a mediation to occur, both the complainant and the officer must agree to the session. For cases 

closed in 2018, the mediation acceptance rate for civilians was 43% (Fig. 40, next page). Officers 

who were offered the chance to mediate a complaint accepted mediation 91% of the time. 36

                                                      
36 !ÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÉÎ ÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ .90$ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÒÅÃÏÒÄȢ 

Figure 40: Civilian and MOS Acceptance of Mediation, Cases Closed 2014 ɀ 2018  
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When both parties agree to mediate, 

mediation is a very effective way of resolving 

complaints and facilitating productive 

discussion between complainants and 

officers. In 2018, the Mediation Unit 

conducted 250 mediation sessions, resulting 

in 231 satisfactory resolutions, a 93% success 

rateɂan all-time high (Fig. 41). The 

remaining 18 complaints were returned to an 

investigator and closed by the Investigations 

Division.

Figure 41: Mediation Success Rate, 2014 ɀ 2018  
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SECTION 5: RECONSIDERATIONS 
CCRB-NYPD RECONSIDERATION PROCESS 

Since December 2014, the Civilian Complaint 

Review Board (CCRB) and the New York City 

Police Department (NYPD) have engaged in a 

formal reconsideration process. The CCRB-

NYPD reconsideration process allows the 

$ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ !ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ɉ$!/Ɋ ÔÏ 

request that the Board reconsider its findings 

and/or discipline recommendations for a 

previously-substantiated allegation. 

To initiate this process, the DAO must write a 

letter requesting that the Board reconsider 

the case. This does not mean, however, that 

the Board will automatically reverse its 

ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎÓ ÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ $!/ȭÓ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔȢ !Ó ÁÎ 

independent oversight agency, the CCRB is 

committed to changing substantiation 

decisions only when doing so is in the interest 

of fairness. 

The Board may change its decision on a previously substantiated case if:  

(a) The discipline recommended against any subject officer is determined upon 

reconsideration to be inappropriate or excessive; and37 

(b)  There are new facts or evidence that were not previously known to the 

Board Panel, and such facts or evidence could reasonably lead to a different 

finding or recommendation in the case; or 

(c) There are matters of law that were overlooked, misapprehended, or 

incorrectly applied by the Board Panel. 

Although some reconsideration requests are 

the product of new information that was 

unavailable to the CCRB at the time of the 

original investigation, others may represent 

differing views between the CCRB and NYPD 

with respect to legal standards, civilian 

credibility, or appropriate discipline. The 

CCRB takes reconsideration requests very 

seriously and does not compromise the 

integrity of its independent investigative 

findings when deciding whether to change 

the disposition of a case. 

In 2017, the reconsideration process required 

that reconsideration requests be submitted to 

the CCRB within 90 days of the Department's 

receipt of the case.  In February 2018, new 

Board rules went into effect, and the time 

limit to submit a reconsideration request is 

                                                      
37 In some cases, the Board may reconsider a decision based upon additional disciplinary information 
provided by the NYPD. Board members may consider a MOS' CCRB history when they initially vote, but 
reconsideration requests typically include a summary of the MOS' entire disciplinary history within NYPD.  

now 30 business days. However, if there is 

enough time to reconvene a panel before the 

Statute of Limitations expires and there are 

extenuating circumstances, such as a 

misinterpretation or misapplication of the 

law or new evidence provided by the 

Department, the process allows for 

exceptions, and a Board Panel can be 

reconvened to reconsider the case. If a 

reconsideration request is submitted after the 

30-business day deadline, the CCRB will deny 

the Department's request unless the 

Executive Director determines that the 

request merits consideration by the Board 

Panel. 

In 2018, the CCRB closed reconsideration 

requests for 56 officers (a reconsideration 

request closed in 2018 may have stemmed 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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from a complaint closed in a previous year), a 

decrease from 148 in 2017 (Fig. 42). Because 

the Department may request reconsideration 

of multiple substantiated allegations against a 

single officer involved in a complaint, the 

total number of allegations reconsidered 

exceeds the number of officers who have had 

allegations reconsidered.

Figure 42: Reconsiderations by Date of Case Reconsideration, 2015  ɀ 2018 38 

OUTCOMES OF RECONSIDERATION REQUESTS 

One of the most common questions about the reconsideration process is how many members of 

service (MOS) with substantiated allegations have those allegations reconsidered. Of the 327 

distinct MOS against whom an allegation was initially substantiated in 2018, the Department has 

requested reconsideration for 40 of those officers (12%, Fig. 43). 

                                                      
38 Due to the length of time it takes for the NYPD to submit requests for reconsideration, the CCRB expects the 
Reconsideration Requested numbers for cases closed in 2018 to rise.  
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Figure 43: Total Nu mber of MOS with Substantiated Allegations for whom Reconsiderations Were 
Requested and Not Requested in the Same Year, 2018 

 
Of the 56 officers whose reconsideration requests were closed in 2018, the Board downgraded the 

disposition for six officers (11%), downgraded the discipline recommendation for five officers 

(9%), maintained the original decision for 23 officers (41%), and rejected the request for 22 

officers (39%) (Fig. 44). 

 
Figure 44: Reconsideration Outcomes by Reconsideration Year 2015  ɀ 2018  
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The table in Fig. 45 gives a complete 

breakdown of the changed Board decisions 

over the last four years. For example, the first 

row of the table shows that in 2015, the 

Board changed the vote on substantiated 

ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÒÏÍ Ȱ3ÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄ ɉ#ÈÁÒÇÅÓɊȱ ÔÏ 

Ȱ3ÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄ ɉ#ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ "Ɋȱ ×ÉÔÈ 

respect to two MOS. 

Figure 45: Reconsideration Decision Detail, 2015  ɀ 2018  

 
 


















































