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MISSION 
The New York City Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, the Agency, or the Board) 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, or the use of Offensive Language (FADO). It is also authorized to 

investigate, hear, make findings, and recommend action on the truthfulness of an official statement 

made by a subject officer during the course of a CCRB investigation into a FADO. 4ÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÓÔÁÆÆȟ 

composed entirely of civilian employees, 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,  

I am pleased to release the 2019 Semi-Annual Report of the New York 
City Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, the Agency, or the Board). 
This Report, covering the first six months of 2019, contains a number of 
new data points that are aimed at increased transparency during a time 
of revitalized public demand for law enforcement oversight that reflects 
true justice and seeks to empower local oversight agencies to provide 
independent accountability.  

In recent weeks, as people in New York City and all across America 
demand police reform, New York City and State leaders have been 

listening to the people who are calling out for change. Recently passed City Council legislation, 
including a ban on chokeholds, as well as Mayor de Blasio's new Body Worn Camera release policy, 
and reforms to create a faster and more transparent NYPD disciplinary system, along with the 
repeal of New York Civil Rights Law Section 50-a, will help yield a more accountable police force in 
New York City. These reforms mark a major step for increasing transparency and accountability 
within the NYPD, bolstering confidence in the system, and ultimately, changing the dynamic 
between police and civilians for the better. While none of these reforms are reflected in the data in 
ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÌÌ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÌÙ ÂÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ 
forward . Future reports will document this impact as well as the implementation of these reforms. 

For the first time, this Report is able to publish the impact of NYPD body-worn cameras (BWCs) on 
CCRB investigations. BWCs, which were added to the NYPD technological repertoire as an oversight 
tool pursuant to the Floyd v. City of New York, litigation , have drastically increased the proportion of 
cases in which the Board can come to a clear resolution of fact. In the first half of 2019, the CCRB 
closed 77% of its complaints containing BWC evidence on the meritsɂin other words, to 
substantiate, exonerate, or close as unfoundedɂcompared with only 46% of those complaints in 
which no video evidence is available. While this Report also notes the escalating delays that the 
CCRB experienced in obtaining BWC footage from the NYPD in the first half of 2019, in November of 
2019 the CCRB and the NYPD signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to overhaul the way 
that the CCRB obtains BWC footage. Once implemented, this MOU will represent a significant 
ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ "7# ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȟ ÁÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÏÒÓ ÔÏ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÓÅÁÒÃÈ 
and view BWC footage. Future reports will detail the impact of this ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÏÎ ##2"ȭÓ ×ÏÒËȢ 

Additionally , the first half of 2019 included the CCRBȭÓ ÐÒÏÓÅÃÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ one of the most publicly-
discussed instances of police misconduct in recent history: the use of a prohibited chokehold by 
Daniel Pantaleo that led to the death of Eric Garner in 2014. Five years after this tragic event, the 
C#2"ȭÓ !ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ 0ÒÏÓÅÃÕÔÉÏÎ 5ÎÉÔ ÏÂÔÁÉÎÅÄ Á ÇÕÉÌÔÙ ÖÅÒÄÉÃÔ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ /ÆÆÉÃÅÒ 0ÁÎÔÁÌÅÏ and 
recommended that he be terminated. In August of 2019, the Police Commissioner did just that. Over 
the last five years, one by one, all other avenues for justice for the Garner family failed to penalize 
Officer Pantaleo, until only the CCRB remained. This case highlights the vital role that civilian 
oversight, especially prosecution, plays in police accountability.  

As the Agency makes these positive steps, and as it continues to receive an increasing number of 
complaints from the public, the CCRB remains committed to steadfast independent civilian 
oversight of the NYPD.  

Sincerely, 
Fred Davie  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
AGENCY HIGHLIGHTS IN THE FIRST HALF OF 2019  

The Youth Advisory Council and the CCRB Youth Summit 

Initi ally launched in Winter 2018, the CCRB Youth Advisory Council (YAC) is a 19-member working 

committee made up of young leaders, aged 10-24, who are committed to addressing criminal justice 

issues and improving police-community relations. The members of the YAC serve as agency 

ambassadors in their communities and meet quarterly to advise CCRB staff about its efforts to 

engage young New Yorkers and join team-building activities.  

On February 26, 2019, the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, Agency, or the Board), in 

conjunction with New York UÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȭÓ McSilver Institute for Poverty, Policy, and Research and the 

New York University Law Center on Race, Inequality and ÔÈÅ ,Á×ȟ ÈÏÓÔÅÄ Ȱ3ÐÅÁË 5Ð 3ÐÅÁË /ut: A 

Youth Summit on Policing in New York City.ȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÇÁÔÈÅÒÉÎÇ ×ÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 

from across New York City to directly share their experiences with policing, identify problems in 

their communities, and make recommendations to public safety and police oversight practitioners 

and academics. The day was comprised of two youth-led panel discussions on policing in schools 

and stop-and-frisk, an art show, and 12 breakout sessions co-led by YAC members and academics, 

advocates, and attorneys. Over 250 young people were in attendance. Insights shared by 

participants from the event will inform CCRB's upcoming report on the New York City Police 

DepartmentȭÓ (NYPD) interactions with youth.  

New York Oversight Symposium 

In March 2019, the CCRB gathered city and state stakeholders for a day-long symposium on 

oversight in law enforcement. Hosted by the CCRB and the Office for Advancement of Research at 

John Jay College of Criminal Justice, over 150 participants from community organizations, 

advocates, academics, practitioners, law enforcement, and elected officials gathered  to discuss and 

explore solutions to the most pressing issues in civilian oversight of law enforcement and 

corrections officers. Panel topics focused on ways oversight agencies can better collaborate to build 

police accountability, how agencies can work with advocates, oversight in correctional and mental 

health treatment settings, the use of information and technology, and accountability through the 

courts. Keynote speakÅÒ -ÁÒÉÌÙÎ -ÏÓÂÙȟ "ÁÌÔÉÍÏÒÅ #ÉÔÙ 3ÔÁÔÅȭÓ !ÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȟ delivered an address about 

the importance of working to improve oversight. 

Body-Worn Camera (BWC) Delays 

First discussed publicly at the July 2019 CCRB Board Meeting, and further detailed in the CCRB 

Report, Strengthening Accountability: The Impact of the NYPD's Body-Worn Camera Program on 

CCRB Investigations,1 the first half of 2019 saw significant ÄÅÌÁÙÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÐÔ ÏÆ "7# 

footage from the NYPD.2 These delays, in conjunction with an increase in the number of complaints 

                                                      
1 CCRB, Strengthening Accountability: The Impact of the NYPD's Body-Worn Camera Program on CCRB 

Investigations (Feb. 2020),   
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/policy_pdf/issue_based/20200227_BWCReport.pdf . 

2 See Memorandum from Olas Carayannis, CCRB Director of Quality Assurance and Improvement to the 
Members of the CCRB Board on BWC and Document Request Issues with the NYPD (July 5, 2019), 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.p

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/policy_pdf/issue_based/20200227_BWCReport.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
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filed with the Agency (see Figure 1, page 12), have contributed to the steady rise in CCRB case-

investigation times (see Figure 20, page 30).  

On November 22, 2019, the CCRB and the NYPD signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

agreeing to a new process for the CCRB to access BWC footage.3 Once this new protocol goes into 

effect, CCRB investigators will be able to search for BWC footage in collaboration with NYPD staff, 

view unredacted footage and take notes on content, and request a download of the sections of 

footage that are relevant to the investigation and prosecution of the allegations in their  case.  

Section 6 of this Report details the delays in receipt of BWC footage in Q1/2 of 2019, along with the 

impact that BWC has had on CCRB investigations. Key findings from this section appear at the end 

of this Executive Summary.  

The Trial of Officer Daniel Pantaleo  

)Î 3ÐÒÉÎÇ ςπρωȟ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ !ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ 0ÒÏÓÅÃÕÔÉÏÎ 5ÎÉÔ (APU) prosecuted Daniel Pantaleo in a 

trial that ultimately resulted in his termination from the NYPD. After a grand jury declined to indict 

Officer Pantaleo and the federal government announced that it would not file charges, this 

administrative proceeding was the only remaining means of prosecuting Officer Pantaleo. APU 

prosecutors presented ample evidence at trial that resulted in NYPD Deputy Commissioner of 

Trials, Rosemarie Maldonado, issuing a guilty verdict and recommending 0ÁÎÔÁÌÅÏȭÓ ÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ 

from the Department. Former 0ÏÌÉÃÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒ *ÁÍÅÓ 0Ȣ /ȭ.ÅÉÌÌȟ ÃÏÎÃÕÒÒÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ -ÁÌÄÏÎÁÄÏȟ 

subsequently terminated Pantaleo.  

Established in 2012, the APU is an independent, all-civilian team of attorneys who prosecute 

members of the NYPD for the most egregious acts of misconduct. In the 18 months before the APU 

began trying officers, the NYPD held no trials stemming from a CCRB investigation. Officers who  

engaged in misconduct simply were not held accountable. Since the launch of the APU, nearly 400 

members of the NYPD have been prosecuted. 

KEY FINDINGS: CCRB COMPLAINTS CLOSED IN THE FIRST HALF OF 2019  

¶ In Q1/2 2019, the CCRB received 2,669 complaints within its jurisdiction, an increase from 

the 2,175 complaints received in Q1/2 2018, continuing a relatively steady climb in the 

number of complaints over the past three years (page 12). 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. The Agency is exploring possible underlying 

reasons for this increase to help illuminate any related variables. 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, 34% of complaints receÉÖÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÅÍÍÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ 

alleged incidents that occurred in Brooklyn, which is home to approximately 31% of the 

ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ (page 16). The highest number of complaints stemmed from incidents in 

"ÒÏÏËÌÙÎȭÓ χυth Precinct (which serves East New York and Cypress Hills), but the highest 

complaint rates were in the 14th ɉȰMidtown 3ÏÕÔÈȱɊ ÁÎÄ ςυth Precincts (East Harlem), both 

with a complaint rate of 11 per 10,000 residents. The 75th 0ÒÅÃÉÎÃÔȭÓ complaint rate was 6 

                                                      
df.  

3 Memorandum of Understanding between the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) and the Police 
Department (NYPD) of the City of New York Concerning the Processing of Substantiated Complaints (Apr. 2, 
2012), https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf .   

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf
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per 10,000 residents (page 18). 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, it took an average of 245 days to close a full investigation, and 256 days if 

that investigation resulted in substantiated misconduct (page 30). This is due to several 

factors: 1) the continuing increase in the number of complaints received by the CCRB 

without a commensurate increase in the number of resources needed to investigate these 

complaints; ςɊ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ 

to investigations of alleged sexual misconduct and violations of the Right to Know Act; 3) 

the growing number of investigations containing body-worn camera (BWC) footage that 

must be systematically analyzed by investigators; τɊ ÔÈÅ .90$ȭÓ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅȟ ÏÒ 

providing only in a redacted form, certain documents previously available to the CCRB; and 

5) mounting delays4 in the receipt of key evidence, especially BWC footage.5  

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

investigation, mediation, or attempted mediation) has continued to rise over the past two-

and-a-half years, and is now 62% (page 32). These increases are driven by a rise in the 

number of complaints that are voluntarily withdrawn by complainants, and the number of 

complainants who file an initial complaint but do not respond to subsequent contact 

attempts (These complaints are closed as ȰÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȾÖÉÃÔÉÍ ÕÎÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅȱɊȢ Complaints 

filed directly with the CCRB are less likely to be truncated than complaints that are referred 

to the Agency. For example, 75Ϸ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ .90$ȭÓ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ !ÆÆÁÉÒÓ 

Bureau (IAB) were truncated in Q1/2 2019, compared with 49% of complaints  filed 

directly with  the CCRB (page 33).  

¶ In Q1/2 2019, the proportion of ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ȰÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȱɂcomplaints closed with 

a clear determination of factɂincreased to 53% from 43% in Q1/2 2018, largely due to the 

availability of BWC evidence (page 39). The substantiation rate (the percentage of full 

investigations in which at least one allegation of misconduct was substantiated by a 

preponderance of the evidence) increased to 23% from 19% in Q1/2 2018. The exoneration 

rate (the percentage of full investigations in which the ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭs actions were determined to 

have occurred, but to have been within the boundaries of the law and the Patrol Guide) 

went from 16% in Q1/2 2018 to 22% in Q1/2 2019. The unfounded rate (the percentage of 

complaints in which the incident was determined to not have occurred as the complainant 

ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄɊ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÅÄ ÁÔ ψϷȢ #ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ȰÎÏÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȱ ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅÄȟ ×ÉÔÈ 

complaints in which none of the officers were able to be identified dropping from 8% to 7% 

between Q1/2 2018 and Q1/2 2019, and complaints unsubstantiated (the percentage of full 

investigations in which the Board was unable to determine whether the incident involved 

misconduct) declined from 48% in Q1/2 2018 to 40% in Q1/2 2019. 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, the Board substantiated 182 complaints against 253 police officers, an 

increase from the 112 substantiated complaints against 170 officers in Q1/2 2018 (page 

44). The Board recommended Charges and Specifications for 19% of the 253 officers 

against whom there was a substantiated allegation, Command Discipline B (a category 

which may result in penalties of up to 10 lost vacation days) for 17%, Command Discipline 

                                                      
4 See Memorandum from Olas Carayannis, CCRB Director of Quality Assurance and Improvement to the 
Members of the CCRB Board on BWC and Document Request Issues with the NYPD (July 5, 2019), 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.p
df.  
5 See Section 6 of this report for additional information on turnaround times for body-worn camera footage 
requests.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
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A (a category which may result in penalties of up to 5 lost vacation days) for 21%, 

Instructions for 22%, and Formalized Training for 21% (page 44). 

¶ The Board most frequently recommended Charges and Specifications for substantiated 

Force (72% of substantiated Force allegations received this recommendation) and Abuse of 

Authorit y (27%) allegations, while the most common disciplinary recommendation for 

substantiated Discourtesy allegations was Instructions (30%), and recommendations for 

substantiated Offensive Language allegations were split among Charges and Specifications 

(29%), Command Discipline B (29%), and Command Discipline A (29%) (page 45). 

¶ In Q1/2 2019,  eight of the 14 adjudicated cases6 (57%) the APU closed against members of 

service (MOS) resulted in disciplinary action.7 In five of those cases, the Police 

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

or suspension (page 48).  

¶ For complaints in which the Board recommended Command Discipline, Formalized 

Training, or Instructions, the Police Commissioner imposed some type of discipline 80% of 

the time. In those cases, the discipline imposed by the Police Commissioner concurred with 

ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ υςϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÉÎ Q1/2 2019, down from 54% in Q1/2 2018. 

The number of cases in which the Board recommended some type of discipline, but no 

discipline was imposed by the Police Commissioner, increased from 10% in Q1/2 2018 to 

14% in Q1/2 2019 (page 50).  

¶ For the 14 adjudicated cases closed by the APU in Q1/2 2019, ÔÈÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ 

ÆÉÎÁÌ ÐÅÎÁÌÔÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÎÃÕÒÒÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ !05ȭÓ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔÅÄ ÐÅÎÁÌÔÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ 

making the concurrence rate 21% (page 51). The most common reason for a lack of 

concurrence in APU cases in Q1/2 2019 was that a ȰÎÏÔ ÇÕÉÌÔÙȱ Öerdict was ultimately 

rendered by the NYPD Trial Commissioner, resulting in no discipline for the officer (six 

cases, or 43%). In three cases (21%), the penalty imposed was lower than what the APU had 

called for at trial. Finally, the NYPD retained two APU cases for its own internal prosecution 

(14%). Discipline was imposed by the Police Commissioner in both of these retained cases.  

¶ In Q1/2 2019, 37% of cases that went to the Mediation Unit were closed as completed 

mediationsɂa sharp decline from the 48% of Q1/2 2018 (page 53). The remaining 63% of 

ÃÁÓÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÍÅÄÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄȟȱ 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 without good cause, or fails to respond to attempts to schedule 

a mediation session, and the civilian does not request that the investigation resume. The 

CCRB is examining the factors related to the decline in completed mediations. 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, the Mediation Unit conducted 105 mediation sessions, with 90 cases (86%) 

successfully completing the mediation process. The remaining 15 complaints (14%) were 

returned to the Investigations Division. This is a decrease from the 96% successful 

completion rate of Q1/2 2018 (page 55). 

                                                      
6 "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 

7 These numbers include complaints in which the Board recommended Charges and Specifications in prior 
ÙÅÁÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ !05 ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ 2ÅÐÏÒÔȭs time frame.  
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KEY FINDINGS: RECONSIDERATIONS 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, the CCRB closed requests for reconsideration submitted by the Department 

!ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ 21 MOS (though a reconsideration request closed in Q1/2 2019 may 

have stemmed from a complaint closed in a previous year). The Board downgraded the 

disposition for one officer (5%), downgraded the discipline recommendation for five 

officers (24%), maintained its original decision for 10 officers (48%), and rejected the other 

five (24%) reconsideration requests (page 60).  

KEY FINDINGS: BODY-WORN CAMERAS AND OTHER VIDEO EVIDENCE 

¶ In Q1/2 2019, 69% of all fully-investigated complaints had some kind of video evidence, 

with 27% of all fully-investigated complaints containing BWC evidence (page 65).  

¶ In Q1/2 2019, BWC request turnaround times increased, with requests closed in Q4 2018 

taking, on average, 9.7 business days, requests closed in Q1 2019 taking 15 business days, 

and requests closed in Q2 2019 taking 41.3 business days (page 64).  

¶ The availability of video evidenceɂwhich includes footage from BWCs, private and 

municipal security cameras, and video recorded by witnesses ɂoften minimizes the 

ambiguity of the events underlying the allegation and allows for more complaints to be 

ÃÌÏÓÅÄ ȰÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȱ ɉi.e., substantiated, exonerated, or unfounded). In Q1/2 2019, 54% of 

complaints were not closed on the merits (i.e. unsubstantiated or officer unidentified) when 

video was unavailable (page 67). This proportion shrinks to 47% when video evidence is 

available, and only 23% when BWC footage is available. In Q1/2 2019, the Board 

substantiated 15% of full investigations where there was non-BWC video evidence and 17% 

of those with BWC, compared to 6% where there was no video evidence. BWC increased the 

rate of exonerations to 45%, compared with 31% for non-BWC video and 34% for no video. 

The rate of unfounded determinations also increased with BWC to 15%, compared with 6% 

in cases with no video and 7% when only non-BWC video evidence is available.  

¶ In Q1/2 2019, BWC had the most significant impact on Abuse of Authority allegations, with 

81% closed on the merits, compared with 58% with non-BWC video evidence and 49% 

when no video evidence was available (page 69). Although BWC footage increased the 

exoneration rates for Force (46% compared with 36% when no video is available) and 

Abuse of Authority allegations (52% compared with 39% when no video is available), it 

raised the substantiation rate significantly for Discourtesy allegations (32% compared to 

10% when no video evidence is available). This is primarily due to the presence of audio in 

BWC videos. The ability to hear what an officer is saying during a video recording allows for 

a much easier resolution of Discourtesy allegations.   

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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INTRODUCTION: THE BOARD AND AGENCY OPERATIONS 

The Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, the Agency, or the Board) 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 currently 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. Beginning in July, 

due to a change in the New York City Charter, the Board will consist of 15 members, five appointed 

by City Council, five appointed by the Mayor, three appointed by the Police Commissioner, one 

appointed by the Public Advocate, and the Chair of the Board who will be dually appointed by the 

Mayor and City Council.8   

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.  

  

                                                      
8 The 2019 New York City Charter Revision Commission, following an extensive public review process, 

proposed five amendments to Chapter 18A of the Charter, which governs the operations of the CCRB. These 
amendments were included in a ballot question, as enumerated below, for New Yorkers to vote upon, and 
on November 5, 2019, were passed by a majority of voters. One of the changes, which went into effect in 
March 2020, increased the size of the Board from 13 to 15 members by adding one member appointed by 
the Public Advocate and adding one member jointly appointed by the Mayor and Speaker of the Council who 
will serve as CCRB Chair. The Final Report of the 2019 Charter Revision Commission can be accessed at 
https://www.charter2019.nyc/finalreport .  

https://www.charter2019.nyc/finalreport


  

 

NYC Civilian Complaint Review Board ï www.nyc.gov/ccrb                                                                         Page | 12 

SECTION 1: COMPLAINT ACTIVITY 

CCRB COMPLAINT INTAKE 

For most New Yorkers, contact with the 

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, the 

Agency, or the Board) 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 the first half of 2019, the CCRB received 

2,669 complaints within its jurisdiction (Fig. 

01). This is a significant increase from the 

2,175 complaints received in the first half of 

2018,and is the highest number of complaints 

the CCRB has received in the first half of the 

year since 2014. Fig. 02 depicts the number of 

FADO complaints received each month and 

reveals a steady increase in complaints since 

October 2018. 

Figure 01: Complaints Receiv ed Within CCRB Jurisdiction, 2014 ɀ Q1/2 2019    

 

Figure 02: Complaints Received Within CCRB Jurisdiction by Month, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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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) 

                                                      
9  CCRB, Board Resolution (Feb. 14, 2018), 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/policy_pdf/20181402_boardmtg_sexualmisconduct_r
esolution.pdf. 

10 The Right ÔÏ +ÎÏ× !ÃÔ ÉÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÕÐ ÏÆ Ô×Ï ÃÏÍÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅÓ .90$ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȭ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ 
identify themselves, including by providing their name, rank, command, and shield number to civilians at 
the beginning of certain interactions. The law also requires officers to have business cards that contain this 
information. The second component of the law addresses situations in which officers seek to perform a 
search but do not have legal justification to do so without consent. In these circumstances, officers are 
required to explain that a search will not be conducted if the person does not consent. Officers are required 
to document these search requests. For more information see: CCRB, What is the Right to Know Act? 
Frequently Asked Questions, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/ccrb/complaints/right -to-know-act.page (last 
updated Oct. 16, 2018). 

complaints against an NYPD officer involving 

corruption; and 4) complaints against 

individuals who are not members of the 

NYPD, such as law enforcement from other 

municipalities, state police, or members of 

federal law enforcement, like the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation (FBI). In the first half 

of 2019, only 47% of the complaints received 

by the CCRB were within the AgencyȭÓ 

jurisdiction , 44% were forwarded to OCD, 8% 

to IAB, and 2% to other agencies (Fig. 03).  

Over the past two-and-a-half years, more 

complaints filed with the CCRB have been 

×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÅ ##2" 

ÁÔÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ February 2018 

decision to investigate sexual misconduct 

allegations pursuant ÔÏ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ !ÂÕÓÅ ÏÆ 

Authority jurisdiction, 9 ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ 

increased focus on its public education and 

outreach efforts, especially surrounding the 

New York City Right to Know Act,10 which 

went into effect in October 2018. 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/policy_pdf/20181402_boardmtg_sexualmisconduct_resolution.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/policy_pdf/20181402_boardmtg_sexualmisconduct_resolution.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/ccrb/complaints/right-to-know-act.page
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Figure 03: CÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔÓ 2ÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÉÎ %ÁÃÈ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ *ÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019 

 

PLACE AND MODE OF FILING 

Complaints filed with the CCRB are received 

ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÄ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ )ÎÔÁËÅ 

Unit. The Agency also receives a high number 

of complaints from IAB. As depicted in Fig. 04, 

both the number of complaints filed directly 

with the CCRB and the number of complaints 

forwarded to the Agency by IAB have 

increased between Q1/2 2018 and Q1/2 

2019, but the proportion referred by IAB has 

increased more drastically.  

The Agency is better able to fully investigate 

complaints when they are filed directly with 

the CCRB (see 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 that the complaint was referred to 

the CCRB for investigation.  

Most complaints filed directly with the CCRB 

are received by phone (65%), either during 

business hours or via the Agency Call 

Processing Center, which handles calls after 

business hours, followed by the CCRB website 

(25%), and in-person visits (8%) (Fig. 05).  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 04: Complaints Received by Complaint Place, 2017 and 2018

 

Figure 05: Complaints within CCRB Jurisdiction by Complaint Mode, Q1/2 2019  

  



  

 

NYC Civilian Complaint Review Board ï www.nyc.gov/ccrb                                                                         Page | 16 

LOCATION OF INCIDENTS RESULTING IN COMPLAINTS 

In the first half of 2019, 34% of the 

complaints received within the ##2"ȭÓ 

jurisdiction stemmed from alleged incidents 

that occurred in Brooklyn (Fig. 06), which is 

ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ σρϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ 

population.11 Incidents occurring in the 

"ÒÏÎØȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÈÏÍÅ ÔÏ ρχϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ 

residents, made up 22% of complaints. 

Incidents occurring in Manhattan comprised 

23% of complaints, though only 19% of New 

9ÏÒËȭÓ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ -ÁÎÈÁÔÔÁÎȢ 1ÕÅÅÎÓ ÉÓ 

home to 27% of the #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ 

only 16% of complaints stemmed from this 

borough in Q1/2 2019. The proportion of 

complaints received from Staten Island (5%) 

ÁÒÅ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÒÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ɉφϷɊȢ     

 

Figure 06: Complaints Received within CCRB Jurisdiction by Borough, Q1/2 2019  

 

                                                      
11 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 https://data.census.gov/cedsci/ . 

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
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4ÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ an interactive 

Complaint Activity Map that is updated daily 

with information on complaints by precinct of 

occurrence.12 In Q1/2 2019, as in many prior 

years, the 75th precinct in Brooklyn generated 

the highest number of complaints. 

Standardizing the number of complaints by 

residential population, however, allows for 

more accurate comparisons between 

precincts. The highest rate of complaints in 

Q1/2 2019 occurred in the 14th ɉȰMidtown 

                                                      
12 6ÉÓÉÔ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ $ÁÔÁ 4ÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÃÙ )ÎÉÔiative webpage, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/ccrb/policy/data -

transparency-initiative.page, to explore the Complaint Activity Map and other data relevant to complaints 
and allegations.  

13 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 https://data.census.gov/cedsci/. 

14 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. 

3ÏÕÔÈȱɊ ÁÎÄ 25th Precincts (East Harlem), 

both in Manhattan, and both with a complaint 

rate of 11 per 10,000 residents, compared 

with the 75th 0ÒÅÃÉÎÃÔȭÓ ÒÁÔÅ ÏÆ 6 complaints 

per 10,000 residents.13 The 18th Precinct 

ɉȰMidtown .ÏÒÔÈȱɊ ÁÌÓÏ ÈÁÄ Á ÈÉÇÈ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÔ 

rate at 10 per 10,000 residents. 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. 08.14  

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/ccrb/policy/data-transparency-initiative.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/ccrb/policy/data-transparency-initiative.page
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
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Figure 07: CCRB Complaint Rates by Precinct, Q1/2 2019  

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Figure 08: CCRB Complaints Received per Precinct of Occurrence  Q1/2 2018 & Q1/2 2019 15   

                                                      
15 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. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ENCOUNTERS RESULTING IN A COMPLAINT 

Figure 09: Top Reasons for Initial Contact, Q1/2 2018 & Q1/2 2019  

When a complaint is 

investigated, the CCRB 

tries to discern the initial 

reason for the contact 

between the civilian and 

the officer(s). In Q1/2 

2019, 13% of complaints 

received within the 

##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ 

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 

police/civilian 

encounters that led to 

complaints being filed. In 

the first half of 2019, 

more than half (56%) of complaints received within tÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÅÍÍÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ 

encounters where ultimately no arrest was made or summons issued (Fig. 10). 

Figure 10: Outcome of Encounters Resulting in CCRB Complaints, Q1/2 2018 & Q1/2 2019

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 the first half 

of 2019, Abuse of Authority allegations 

comprised 65% of allegations closed (Fig. 11). 

These types of allegations have steadily 

increased in proportion over the last two-

and-a-half years. Force allegations are the 

next most common, comprising 23% of all 

allegations closed in Q1/2 2019 (Fig. 11).

Figure 11: Types of Allegations Closed, 20 17 ɀ Q1/2  2019 

In the Force allegation category, the 

ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Ȱ0ÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÒÅÍÁÉÎed the 

most common allegation received by the 

CCRB in the first half of 2019, accounting for 

79% of all Force allegations (Fig. 12). This 

ÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÁÎ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÂÏÄÉÌÙ ÆÏÒÃÅȟ ÓÕÃÈ 

as punching, shoving, kicking, or pushing. The 

most common Abuse of Authority allegations 

were "Entry of premises" at 10% of all Abuse 

of Authority allegations and "Threat of arrest" 

at 9%. The most common Discourtesy 

ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ Ȱ7ÏÒÄȱ ɉÅȢÇȢ ÐÒÏÆÁÎÉÔÙɊȟ 

accounting for 83% of those allegations. The 

most common Offensive Language allegation 

×ÁÓ Ȱ2ÁÃÅȱ (i.e. offensive language related to 

Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÁÃÔÕÁÌ ÏÒ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÒÁÃÅɊȟ 

accounting for 33% of those allegations.
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Figure 12: FADO Allegations Received by Type, Q1/2 2018 & Q1/2 2019 16 

  

                                                      
16 Several changes have been made to allegation categorization in the last few years that inhibit cross-year 

 

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

The following case abstracts are taken from complaints closed in the first half of 2019 and 

serve as examples of the types of allegations ÔÈÁÔ ÆÁÌÌ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ:17 

 

1. Force 

Officers observed an individual enter the subway without paying a fare. The officers 

stopped the individual, who then attempted to flee. Video footage, captured by a MTA 

surveillance camera located inside the station, shows the individual attempting to run 

through a turnstile. As he is halfway through the turnstile, an officer grabs his shirt and 

attempts to pull him back. The individual attempts to push his body forward, and in 

ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÐÌÁÃÅÓ ÈÉÓ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÁÒÍ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÎÅÃË ÁÎÄ ÒÉÇht shoulder 

region, and pulls him back between the turnstile in a chokehold position. After reviewing 

ÔÈÅ ÖÉÄÅÏ ÆÏÏÔÁÇÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÄ ÈÉÓ ÁÒÍ ×ÁÓ ÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ 

neck. 

The NYPD Patrol Guide states that officers shall not use a chokehold.  Based on the video 

evidence, the investigation determined the officer used a chokehold. The Board 

substantiated the allegation. 

 

2. Abuse of Authority   

An individual was stopped by officers for public urination. Shortly thereafter, the officers 

fÒÉÓËÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÐÏÃËÅÔÓȢ .ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÔÅ ÁÎÙ 

indication that the individual engaged in any criminality besides public urination, nor 

could they express any reasonable belief that the individual was carrying a weapon on his 

person at the time he was frisked and searched. Based on the admissions of the officers, the 

investigation determined by a preponderance of the evidence that the officers did not have 

reasonable suspicion to frisk and search the individual. The Board substantiated the frisk 

and search allegations.  

 

 3. Discourtesy  

An individual stopped to record officers driving down a pedestrian walkway in a park. In 

response, an officer held up his middle finger toward the camera. This action was captured 

via cell phone video footage. During his interview, the officer admitted that the gesture was 

rude, but explained that he made it because he was frustrated by the individualȭÓ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÓÍ 

that officers should not drive their vehicle on pedestrian walkways. As this gesture had no 

ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÁÔÅ ÌÁ× ÅÎÆÏÒÃÅÍÅÎÔ ÐÕÒÐÏÓÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÏ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ 

frustration, the Board substantiated the allegation.  

                                                      
ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎÓȢ )Î ÌÁÔÅ ςπρχȟ ÔÈÅ ##2" ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ !ÂÕÓÅ ÏÆ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÏÆ Ȱ0ÒÅÍÉÓÅÓ 
ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÁÎÄȾÏÒ ÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÄȱ ÉÎÔÏ Ȱ%ÎÔÒÙ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ Ȱ3ÅÁÒÃÈ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓȢȱ )Î ςπρψȟ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙ ÓÐÌÉÔ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ2ÅÆÕÓÁÌ ÔÏ 0ÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÎÁÍÅȾÓÈÉÅÌÄȱ ÉÎÔÏ Ô×Ï ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÅÁÃÈ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ 
!ÂÕÓÅ ÏÆ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȢ )Î ÌÁÔÅ ςπρψȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ&ÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ 24+! ÃÁÒÄȱ ×ÁÓ ÁÄÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÆÏÒ 
new requirements under the New York City Right to Know Act (RTKA). These changes should be taken into 
account when interpreting the data in this figure. 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.  

17 Each of the cases described in this section were substantiated complaints. 
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4. Offensive Language 

An officer responded to a dispute between two individuals. While speaking to one of the 

individuals, a transgender female, the officer asked if her breasts were real. The officer 

ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙ ÔÅÓÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ##2" ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȭÓ ÇÅÎÄer. When asked 

×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÏ ÈÉÍȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÄȟ Ȱ(Å ÇÏÔ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÆÉÇÈÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȢȱ $ÕÒÉÎÇ Á ÓÕÂÓÅÑÕÅÎÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ×ÁÓ aware 

that the complainant was transgender, but he did not recall when or how he received this 

ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȢ )Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÈÅÒÓÅÌÆ 

ÁÓ Á ȰÔÒÁÎÓÓÅØÕÁÌȱ ×ÏÍÁÎ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ, including when they were 

inside the police vehicle. Additionally, the coÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȭÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÌÏÄÇÅÄ 

ÉÎÓÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÉÏÎÈÏÕÓÅ ×ÁÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒÓȭ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ×ÈÅÒÅ Á ÆÅÍÁÌÅ 

prisoner is generally lodged. Thus, the investigation determined by a preponderance of the 

evidence that the officer was aware oÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȭÓ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅ 

of incident. Additionally, the investigation determined that the complainant consistently 

identifies as female.  

'ÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔ ÁÓ ȰÈÅȱ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÈÉÓ ##2" ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ȟ 

reÃÏÒÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȭÓ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÁÓ ÍÁÌÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÒÅÓÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ÁÒÒÅÓÔ ÐÈÏÔÏȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÉÓÏÎÅÒ 

ÐÅÄÉÇÒÅÅ ÃÁÒÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÈÏ× ÔÏ 

record the gender of a prisoner who does not provide the information, the investigation 

ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÐÒÅÐÏÎÄÅÒÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ 

preferred pronoun while speaking to her. The Board substantiated the offensive language 

allegation. 

 

STOP, QUESTION, FRISK AND SEARCH 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. Complaints containing at least one 

of these allegations have increased over the 

past year and a half, commensurate with the 

overall increase in the number of complaints 

received by the CCRB. (Fig. 13).    

Figure 13: Complaints Received Containing a Stop, Question, Frisk, and Search of Person Allegation, 
2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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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). 18  

In Q1/2 2019, individuals who self-identified 

as Black made up 50% of alleged victims, 

while, according to 2017 census estimates, 

Black residents make up only 24% of the 

#ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ  

In Q1/2 2019, 67% of alleged victims were 

male, while men make up only 48% of the 

#ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ&ÉÇȢ ρτȟ ÎÅØÔ ÐÁÇÅɊȢ19 In 

ςπρχȟ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ȰÇÅÎÄÅÒ 

ÎÏÎÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÎÇȱ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÐÔÉÏÎ ×ÈÅÎ 

complainants/victims are reporting their 

gender, and revised its case management 

system to generate gender-neutral honorifics, 

whenever appropriate, in communications to 

complainants. While not well-depicted in Fig. 

14 due to small raw numbers, 0.2% of alleged 

victims self-identified as gender 

nonconforming or transgender in the first 

half of 2019.

                                                      
18 City demographic information is drawn from the 2019 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 #ÅÎÓÕÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÉÓ available at 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/newyorkcitynewyork . 

19 The census does not count gender, but instead counts biological sex of respondents (see 
https://www.census.gov/topics/population/age -and-sex/about.html). As such, comparisons between the 
##2"ȭÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÁÎÄ ÃÅÎÓÕÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÅØÁÃÔȢ  

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/newyorkcitynewyork
https://www.census.gov/topics/population/age-and-sex/about.html
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Figure 14: Alleged Victim Demographics Compared to New York City, Complaints Received in  Q1/2  
201920 21 

 

 

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 Q1/2 2019, 

white officers accounted for 48% of both the 

                                                      
20 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. 

21 Ȱ'.#ȱ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÁÃÒÏÎÙÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÁÎÄÓ ÆÏÒ 'ÅÎÄÅÒ .ÏÎÃÏÎÆÏÒÍÉÎÇȢ ȰTransȱ includes individuals who identify as 
Transmen and Transwomen. 

subject officers in CCRB complaints and 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, Q1/2 2019   

 

RANK OF SUBJECT OFFICERS 

In the first half of 2019, the CCRB 

substantiated allegations against 185 police 

officers, 39 sergeants, 15 lieutenants, 13 

detectives, and one deputy inspector (Fig. 

16). Approximately 44% of these officers had 

five years or less on the job at the time of the 

incident (Fig. 17).

 

  
Figure 16: Rank of Active MOS with 

Substantiated CCRB Complaints, Q1/2 2019  
Figure 17: Tenure of Active MOS with 

Substantiated CCRB Complaints, Q1/2 2019  
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TOTAL COMPLAINTS AGAINST ACTIVE MEMBERS OF SERVICE (MOS) 

As of June 30, 2019, there were 36,223 active 

MOS on the NYPD roster. The charts below 

depict how complaints are distributed among 

these MOS.  

Of all active MOS at the end of Q1/2 2019, 

39% had never been the subject of a CCRB 

complaint at all, 22% had been the subject of 

one complaint, 12% had two complaints, and 

8% had three complaints (Fig. 18). Just under 

one in ten (9%) had been the subject of six or 

more CCRB complaints.  

While most MOS have had at least one CCRB 

complaint, the vast majority (89%) have 

never had any substantiated complaints (Fig. 

19). Nine percent of MOS on duty at the end 

of Q1/2 2019 had one substantiated 

complaint, and 220 (approximately 1%) have 

had three or more complaints substantiated. 

Figure 18: Active MOS with CCRB Complaints as of June 30, 2019 

  

Figure 19: Active MOS with Substantiated CCRB Complaints 

 

  

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

Investigation is the core function of the 

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB, the 

Agency, or the Board). 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. Investigators 

interview any officers identified in the course 

of their investigation.  

Once all the necessary interviews are 

conducted and the collected evidence is 

reviewed, the investigative team makes a 

disposition recommendation to the Board for 

each allegation in the case. 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 investigatorȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

In certain limited circumstances, the full 

Board will consider a case.  

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 ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȢȱ22 When a complainant or 

alleged victim is available for an interview, 

the Agency deems the resulting investigation 

Á ȰÆÕÌÌ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ If a 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 received by the CCRB.

INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION BENCHMARKS 

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. It also tracks the time that it takes to 

close a full investigation for substantiated 

cases, which are typically the most 

complicated and time-consuming. For the 

past two years, the CCRB has experienced 

increasing investigation times. In Q1/2 2019, 

it took an average of 245 days to close a full 

investigation, and 256 days if that 

investigation resulted in substantiated 

                                                      
22 New York City Charter Chapter 18-A §440(c)(1). 

misconduct (Fig. 20). Factors contributing to 

this increase are: 1) the continuing ri se in the 

number of complaints received by the CCRB 

without a commensurate increase in the 

number of resources needed to investigate 

these complaints; 2) the investigation of new 

allegations, such as alleged sexual misconduct 

and violations of the Right to Know Act; 3) the 

growing number of investigations containing 

body-worn camera (BWC) footage that must 

be systematically analyzed by investigators; 

4) ÔÈÅ .90$ȭÓ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅȟ ÏÒ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ 

only in a redacted form, certain documents 
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previously made available to the CCRB; and 

5) mounting delays23 in the receipt of key 

evidence, especially BWC footage.24  

The above factors increase the average 

number of days before the first civilian and 

officer interviews take place in an 

investigation. In the first half of 2019, it took 

approximately 22 days on average for an 

investigator to conduct the first civilian  

interviewɂfour days more than the same 

time last year, and six days longer compared 

with Q1/2 2017. This rise is a result of higher 

investigator caseloads.  

The average number of days before the first 

member of service (MOS) is interview ed has 

risen much more steeply due to the fact that 

CCRB investigators watch video evidence 

prior to scheduling officer interviews. In 

Q1/2 2019, the first officer interview took 

place, on average, 90 days after the complaint 

was receivedɂa massive jump from the 71-

day average of Q1/2 2018 and the 55-day 

average of Q1/2 2017. This increase is a 

direct result of both the flood of video 

evidence the Agency has obtained since the 

expansion of the .90$ȭÓ BWC program, and 

an increasing number of issues with accessing 

BWC evidence. The process of obtaining BWC 

video has been marked by delays, redactions 

of video content, and ÔÈÅ .90$ȭÓ refusal to 

provide certain BWC evidence to the CCRB. 

The Agency is hopeful that new processes 

outlined in the recently-signed Memorandum 

of Understanding (MOU) with the NYPD will 

ameliorate some of these issues.

Figure 20: Average Days to Complete a Full Investigation, Complaints Closed, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

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

                                                      
23 Memorandum from Olas Carayannis, CCRB Director of Quality Assurance and Improvement to the 

Members of the CCRB Board on BWC and Document Request Issues with the NYPD (July 5, 2019), 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.
pdf.  

24 See Section 6 of this Report for additional information on turnaround ti mes for BWC footage requests.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/board/20190710_boardmtg_BWC_memo.pdf
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Figure 21: Average Days to First Interview (Full Investigations), Complaints Closed, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

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

CASE RESOLUTION AND INVESTIGATIVE OUTCOMES 

A civilian complaint can be resolved in 

various ways. The complaint may be fully 

investigated, mediated, closed after 

mediation is attempted,25 or closed as 

ȰÔÒÕÎÃÁÔÅÄȱ (complainant is unwilling to 

cooperate with a full investigation or cannot 

be reached for an interview ). There are also a 

small number of miscellaneous closures,26 

which include administratively-closed 

complaints and complaints in which the 

subject officer left the Department before the 

investigation or mediation was completed.27  

For complaints closed in the first half of 2019, 

29% of complaints were fully investigated 

and 62% were truncated (Figs. 22 & 23). The 

majority of truncati ons (48%) were closed as 

Ȱ#ÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÁÎÔȾ6ÉÃÔÉÍȾ7ÉÔÎÅÓÓ 

5ÎÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅȱ ɉ&ÉÇȢ ςτɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÏÃÃÕÒÓ when 

the investigator made initial contact with the 

complainant, victim, or witness, but was 

unable to obtain an official statement or other 

relevant evidence. This type of truncation has 

                                                      
25 Ȱ-ÅÄÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄȱ ÉÓ Á ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ Á ÃÁÓÅ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÖÉÌÉÁÎ ÁÇÒÅÅ ÔÏ 

mediate, but the civilian either fails to appear twice for a scheduled mediation session without good cause, 
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.  

26 Miscellaneous closures are not included in the truncation rate.  
27 The New York City Charter only gives the CCRB jurisdiction over current uniformed members of service. 

declined from 55% in the same time frame 

last year. The proportion of complaints 

withdrawn by complainants (21%) and those 

truncated due to the complainant being 

unavailable after their initial complaint was 

filed (17%) have both increased (Fig. 24).  

Sometimes when a complainant is involved in 

criminal or civil litigation, their attorney 

advises against making sworn statements 

until the conclusion of the court case. When a 

complaint is 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 the first half of 2019, the 

CCRB re-opened 18 cases that had been 

closed due to pending litigation. Since the 

CCRB began tracking and following up on 

these cases in 2018, approximately 10% (45 

of 579) of complaints that were closed 

pending litigation have been reopened.
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Figure 22: Case Resolutions, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

Figure 23: Truncations and Full Investigati ons, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

Figure 24: Truncations by Type, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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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). In Q1/2 2019, 49% of 

complaints filed with the CCRB were 

truncated, compared with 75% of complaints 

referred to the CCRB by IAB, and 66% of the 

complaints that were referred from other 

government agencies and organizations. 

When complaints are filed elsewhere, it is 

often difficult to make contact with the 

complainant or victim, as other agencies may 

not have notif ied them 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. 

Figure 25: Truncation Rates by Place of Filing, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  
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Figure 26: Truncation Rate by Precinct, Q1/2  2019  

Truncation rates vary widely by precinct (Fig. 

26). Distance from the CCRB offices and 

proportion of complaints filed directly with 

the CCRB appear to impact these rates, but 

more analysis is needed.  

The Agency is currently working on reducing 

truncations via two new initiatives. In 

&ÅÂÒÕÁÒÙ ςπρψȟ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅÎÃÙȭÓ "ÌÁËÅ &ÅÌÌÏ× 

began working on an analysis of the factors 

contributing  to truncations, and will be 

issuing a report in the coming months 

detailing findings and recommendations 

based on the first year of this work. 

Addition ally, the Agency hired a Director of 

its newly-formed Civilian Witness Assistance 

Unit, which aims to better support 

complainants and witnesses through the 

investigation and prosecution processes.  

More information on both of these initiatives 

will  be founÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ςπρω !ÎÎÕÁÌ 

Report. 

  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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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.28  

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. Allegations may be 

ÅØÏÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒ ×ÁÓ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ allowed under the law and/or 

the Patrol Guide. This does not mean that the complainant was untruthful in their 

account of the incident. Many members of the public are not aware of the range of 

law enforcement activities that are legally permissible and within the boundaries of 

proper NYPD protocol.  

Å An allegation is unfounded  if the alleged conduct is found by a preponderance of 

the evidence not to have occurred as the complainant described.  

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

officer 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.  

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. 

The following section provides anonymized case abstracts to help readers better 

understand the distinctions between the different dispositions of fully-investigated 

allegations.  

  

                                                      
28 Ȱ0ÒÅÐÏÎÄÅÒÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȱ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÒÙ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÌÙ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÉÎ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȰÍÏÒÅ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÈÁÎ ÎÏÔȟȱ ÔÒÕÅȢ See E.g., 
Brown v. Bowen, 847 F.2d 342, 345 (7th Cir. 1988) (stating that under the preponderance standard, "the 
trier of fact rules for the plaintiff if it thinks the chance greater than 0.5 that the plaintiff is in the right"); 
Althen v. Sec'y of Dep't of Health & Human Servs., 58 Fed. CI. 270, 283 (2003). 
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CASE ABSTRACTS 

The following case abstracts are taken from complaints closed in the first half of 2019 and 

serve as examples of what the different case dispositions mean in practice: 

1. Substantiated  

Officers observed an individual enter the subway without paying a fare. The officers 

stopped the individual, who then attempted to flee. Video footage, captured by a MTA 

surveillance camera inside the station, shows the individual attempting to run through a 

turnstile. When he is halfway through the turnstile, an officer grabs his shirt and attempts 

to pull him back. The individual attempts to push his body forward and the officer places 

ÈÉÓ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÁÒÍ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÎÅÃË ÁÎÄ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÓÈÏulder region, and pulls him back 

between the turnstile in a chokehold position. After reviewing the video footage, the officer 

ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÄ ÈÉÓ ÁÒÍ ×ÁÓ ÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÎÅÃËȢ 

  

The NYPD Patrol Guide states that officers shall not use a chokehold.  Based on the video 

evidence, the investigation determined the officer used a chokehold. The Board 

substantiated the allegation. (Note: this is the same case discussed in the FADO Case 

Descriptions on page 23.)  

 

2. Exonerated  

An individual was stopped by officers for committing a moving violation on his bicycle. 

Body-worn camera footage showed the individual verbally admitting to running a red light 

at the intersection. By refusing to obey a traffic light, the individual violated the New York 

State Vehicle and Traffic Law, therefore it was reasonable for the officers to stop the 

individual. The Board exonerated the allegation. 

 

3. Unfounded  

An individual was stopped in his vehicle by officers for failure to signal. An officer asked 

the individual for his license and registration. When the individual asked the officer if he 

×ÁÓ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÁÌÌÅÇÅÄÌÙ ÒÅÐÌÉÅÄȟ Ȱ9ÅÁÈȟ ÎÉÇÇÁȟ ÇÉÖÅ ÍÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÃÅÎÓÅȢȱ Body worn 

camera footage of the incident, which captured the conversation between individual and 

officer, established that the officer did not use offensive language toward the individual. 

The Board unfounded the allegation.  

 

4. Officer Unidentified  

An individual reported that on an unknown date in May 2018, he called 911 and requested 

officers respond to his apartment. An officer allegedly told the individual that he would be 

arrested if he called the police again. No arrest or summons resulted from this incident and 

no video footage was found. Police records returned eight separate occasions in May 2018 

where officers responded ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÁÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ after a 911 call. Three officers 

fitting the generic physical description provided by the individual were interviewed by the 

CCRB. None of the officers independently recollected the incident, and all denied 

threatening to arrest the individual. Given the number of times officers responded to the 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ωρρ ÃÁÌÌÓȟ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÄÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ only a generic physical description of 

the subject officer, the investigation was unable to identify the subject officer in this 

alleged incident. The Board closed the allegation as officer unidentified.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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5. Unsubstantiated  

Officers responded to a 911 call regarding a dispute. Upon arriving on scene, a witness 

approached an officer, who allegedly told hiÍ ÔÏȟ Ȱ3ÈÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÃË ÕÐȢȱ $ÕÒÉÎÇ ÈÉÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ȟ 

the subject officer denied the allegation, as did the other officers on scene. Given the 

conflicting statements and lack of video footage or documentary evidence regarding the 

allegation, the investigation was unable to determine by a preponderance of evidence 

whether the officer spoke discourteously to the individual. The Board unsubstantiated the 

allegation.  
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DISPOSITIONS OF COMPLAINTS AND ALLEGATIONS 

In the first half of 2019, the substantiation 

rate (the percentage of fully -investigated 

complaints in which the Board substantiated 

at least one allegation) increased to 23% from 

19% in Q1/2 2018 (Fig. 27, next page). The 

exoneration rate (the percentage of cases in 

which all allegations in the complaint were 

exonerated) also rose, from 16% in Q1/2 

2018 to 22% in Q1/2 2019. The rate of 

unfounded case closures (the percentage of 

cases in which there were no substantiated or 

exonerated allegations, but at least one 

unfounded allegation) remained the same at 

8%. When a complaint is closed with a 

disposition of substantiated, unfounded, or 

exonerated, it is deemed to be a finding Ȱon 

ÔÈÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓȟȱ Íeaning that the Board was able 

to make a determination of fact based on a 

preponderance of the evidence.  

The unsubstantiation rate (the percentage of 

cases in which the Board could not determine 

whether the alleged misconduct occurred) 

dropped to 40% from 48% in the first half of 

last year. 29 The percentage of cases the Board 

closed without being able to identify any of 

the officers involved also declined, from 8% 

to 7%. Complaints closed as unsubstantiated 

or officer unidentified are cases in which the 

Board could not determine whether 

misconduct occurred, either because the 

                                                      
29 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 Òate, 
a 16.5% partial substantiation rate, and a 50.8% unsubstantiation rate. See NYC Commission to Combat 
Police Corruption, Eighteenth Annual Report of the Commission (Aug. 2017), 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccpc/downloads/pdf/18th -Annual-Report.pdf.  

30 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.  

officers could not be identified or because 

there was not enough evidence to make a 

finding of fact.  

A single complaint may contain one or more 

allegations. The complaint disposition, as 

previously noted, 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. 

Allegations closed on the merits also 

increased between Q1/2 2018 and Q1/2 

2019, with 12% of allegations substantiated 

compared with 10% the year prior and 

exonerations increasing from 31% to 36%. 

Unfounded allegations remained steady at 

9% during that time period (Fig. 28, next 

page). 30 Unsubstantiations decreased from 

39% to 33%, and officer unidentified 

allegations held steady at 11%.  

The general increase in the proportion of 

complaints and allegations closed on the 

merits, and the corresponding decrease in the 

cases closed without a clear determination of 

fact, are largely connected to the improved 

quality of evidence the Board has as a result 

of BWCs. Section 6 of this Report further 

details the impact that BWCs have had on 

CCRB investigations.  

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccpc/downloads/pdf/18th-Annual-Report.pdf
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 Figure 27 : Dispositio n of Fully Investigated Complaints, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

Due to the reconsideration process, some counts are subject to change. See Section 5. 

 

Figure 28 : Disposition of Fully Investigated Allegations, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 
Due to the reconsideration process, some counts are subject to change. See Section 5.  
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OTHER MISCONDUCT NOTED AND FALSE OFFICIAL STATEMENTS 

Where a CCRB investigation reveals evidence 

of possible misconduct that falls outside of 

ÔÈÅ ##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄ files this as 

ȰÏÔÈÅÒ ÍÉÓÃÏÎÄÕÃÔ ÎÏÔÅÄȱ (OMN), and reports 

it to the NYPD for further investigation and 

possible disciplinary action. OMN allegations 

should not be confused with allegations of 

corruption or potential criminal conduct, 

which are also referred to IAB. Figure 29 lists 

the top categories of OMN referrals. An 

ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÌÙ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÎ 

encounter or other activity in his or her 

memo book as required by the Patrol Guide31 

accounted for 48% of all OMN allegations in 

cases closed in the first half of 2019. In late 

2018, the CCRB began tracking instances in 

which evidence indicated an officer was in 

violation of the .90$ȭÓ "7# ÐÏÌÉÃÙȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ 

OMN referrals, which were 13% of the total in 

Q1/2 2019, were sent to the NYPD when BWC 

footage revealed, for instance, that officers 

had turned their cameras off in the middle of 

an incident.

Figure 29 : Other Misconduct Noted, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

In February of 2016, the CCRB began 

receiving IAB dispositions of the false official 

                                                      
31 NYPD, Patrol Guide Section 200-02, Mission, Vision, and Values of the New York City Police Department (Apr. 

03, 2019), http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public_information/public -pguide1.pdf. 

statement OMNs that the CCRB had referred 

to the NYPD for investigation. These 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public_information/public-pguide1.pdf
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statements, while relatively rare (see Fig. 29), 

are instances in which an officer makes a 

statement in the course of a CCRB 

investigation that is demonstrably false. 

These statements had not been within the 

##2"ȭÓ ÊÕÒÉÓÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ to investigate until the 

approval of Charter revision proposals by 

voters in November 2019.32 As of March 31, 

2020, the CCRB has the authority to 

investigate the truthfulness of official 

material statements made by subject officers 

during the course of a CCRB investigation.  

Figure 30 depicts the IAB dispositions of all 

false official statement OMNs referred to the 

NYPD since 2016, when the Agency first 

began receiving disposition reports on these 

referrals.

Figure 30: False Official Statement OMNs, 2016 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

 

  

                                                      
32 Rebecca C. Lewis, New York City Ballot Questions Approved Overwhelmingly, CITY & STATE NY (Nov. 5, 2019), 

https://www.cityandstateny.com/articles/politics/campaigns -elections/ballot -proposal-results-11-05-
2019.html. 

https://www.cityandstateny.com/articles/politics/campaigns-elections/ballot-proposal-results-11-05-2019.html
https://www.cityandstateny.com/articles/politics/campaigns-elections/ballot-proposal-results-11-05-2019.html
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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, the Agency, or the Board) 

substantiates an allegation of misconduct, the 

New York City Police Department (NYPD) 

portion of the disciplinary process begins.  

Although the CCRB can recommend the 

discipline that it deems appropriate, pursuant 

to the New York City Charter, New York City 

Administrative Code, and New York State 

Civil Service Law,33 the Police Commissioner 

has final approval over all member of service 

(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.34 ! #ÏÍÍÁÎÄ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ! ÉÓ ÁÕÔÏÍÁÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÍÏÖÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ Á -/3ȭ 

Central Personnel Index after one year.35 

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. The Police 

Commissioner has final approval of all dispositions, but generally follows the 

recommendation of the DCT or ADCT.36

 

OVERVIEW OF DISCIPLINARY PROCESS 

In January 2018, the Board began utilizing  a 

Disciplinary Framework, a non-binding 

matrix designed to guide Board Panel 

discussions on discipline recommendations. 

Use of the Framework does not impact 

whether a complaint will be substantiated by 

                                                      
33 NYS Civil Service Law § 75(3-a). 
34 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 

35 ! #ÅÎÔÒÁÌ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ )ÎÄÅØ ÉÓ Á -/3ȭ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÒÅÃÏÒÄȢ 
36 In 2018, the Police Commissioner dismissed the trial verdict in one case (Fig. 33). 

the Boardɂit is only used once cases have 

been substantiated. The goal of the 

Framework is to achieve consistent and fair 

discipline recommendations for both civilians 

and MOS. The Framework outlines six 

allegation types that, if substantiated, 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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typically would result in the recommendation 

of Charges and Specificationsɂthe most 

severe level of discipline. These allegations 

include chokeholds, strip searches, 

warrantless entries, offensive language, 

excessive force with serious injury, and 

sexual misconduct. Under the Framework, 

"ÏÁÒÄ 0ÁÎÅÌÓ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ 

CCRB history and the totality of the 

circumstances of the case as a way to guide its 

determination of the appropriate disciplinary 

recommendation. 

When the Board recommends Instructions, 

Formalized Training, or Command Discipline 

against a MOS, that recommendation is sent 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ !ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ɉ$AO). 

The DAO is the unit within the NYPD that 

reviews these 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 increased the 

##2"ȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÉÎÇ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÅ ÆÏÒ 

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 the first half of 2019, the Board 

substantiated 182 complaints against 253 

police officers (Fig. 31). This is a sizeable 

increase from Q1/2 2018, when the Board 

substantiated 112 complaints against 170 

police officers. A single substantiated 

complaint may contain substantiated 

allegations against more than one officer, or 

multiple substantiated allegations against a 

single officer.   

In the first half of 2019, the Board 

recommended Command Discipline for 38% 

(97) of the 170 officers against whom there 

was a substantiated allegation, compared 

with 41% in Q1/2 2018 (Fig. 32, next page). 

The Board recommended Charges and 

Specifications for 19% of officers against 

whom there was a substantiated allegation in 

Q1/2 2019, compared with 27% in Q1/2 

2018.  
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Figure 31: Complaints Substantiated & Officers with Substantiated Allegations, 201 7 ɀ Q1/2 201937 

  

Figure 32 Board Recommendations for Officers with Substantiated Allegations, 201 7 ɀ Q1/2 2019 38 

 

As depicted in Fig. 33 on the following page, 

the Board recommended Charges and 

Specifications for 72% of the excessive Force 

allegations it closed in Q1/2 2019. Charges 

and Specifications was also the most frequent 

recommendation for Abuse of Authority 

allegations at 27%. The top disciplinary 

                                                      
37 Due to the reconsideration process, counts are subject to change (see Section 5). 
38 Due to the reconsideration process, 2018 counts are subject to change (see Section 5). 

recommendations for Discourtesy allegations 

were Command Level Instructions at 30% 

and Command Discipline A at 22%. The 

recommendations for the small handful of 

Offensive Language allegations were evenly 

split among Charges and Specifications, 

Command Discipline A, and Command 

http://www.nyc.gov/ccrb
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Discipline B at 29% each, with one case 

(14%) receiving a recommendation for 

Formalized Training. 

  

Figure 33: Board Dispositions by FADO  Allegations , Q1/2 2018 & Q1/2 2019  
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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 regarding what 

disciplinary action should be taken. The DAO 

reports the final discipline imposed by the 

Police Commissioner, if any, back to the 

CCRB.39 In the first half of 2019, the NYPD 

took some form of disciplinary action 

(Charges, Command Discipline, Formalized 

Training, or Instructions) against 81% of the 

officers for whom discipline was 

recommended by the CCRB (including APU 

cases), down from 84% in Q1/2 2018 (Fig. 

34). In cases where the NYPD imposed 

discipline, the most common form of 

discipline imposed was Formalized Training 

(33%), followed by Instructions (27%).40 

Compared with the same time frame last year, 

the NYPD imposed Instructions in more cases 

(16% of cases in Q1/2 2018), and Command 

Discipline and Formalized Training in fewer 

cases (Command Discipline declined from 

26% to 20% and Formalized Training was 

imposed in 41% of cases in Q1/2 2018).

Figure 34ȡ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ !ÄÖÏÃÁÔÅȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ $ÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ !ÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ##2" #ÁÓÅÓȟ ςπρ7 ɀ Q1/2 201941 

 

  

                                                      
39 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.  

40 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, or the DAO determines that the case is 
serious enough to rise to the level of charges.  

41 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 in this Report are cases in which NYPD reported final discipline in 
this time frame, though the CCRB may have closed these cases in prior years. Prior to 2014, the CCRB did 

 

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 

elects, pursuant to Section 2 of the MOU 

between the NYPD and the CCRB, to keep a 

case. 42 When the NYPD keeps a case 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.43 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. 35, in the first half of 2019, the 

APU completed 12 trials and closed a total of 

17 cases, excluding cases reconsidered by the 

Board. Of the cases closed by the APU in Q1/2 

2019, 14 were adjudicated, and eight (57%) 

of those resulted in some form of disciplinary 

action (Fig. 36, next page). Five of the closed 

cases resulted in guilty verdicts following 

trial, one was resolved by plea agreement, 

and two were retained by the NYPD and 

discipline was imposed.   

Of the eight APU cases in which discipline was 

imposed in Q1/2 2019, the most common 

penalty was a suspension or loss of vacation 

time; three resulted in a suspension or loss of 

vacation time of one to 10 days, and two 

resulted in a suspension or loss of vacation 

time of 11 to 20 days (Fig. 37). 

Figure 35 : APU Trials Conducted and Cases Closed, 2017 ɀ Q1/2 2019  

 

                                                      
ÎÏÔ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ )ÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÍÁÌÉÚÅÄ 4ÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȢ Ȱ!ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÃÌÏÓÅÄȱ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ 
that DAO is already investigating the incident itself.  

42 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 ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄ ÃÁÓÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÄÅÔÒÉÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
0ÏÌÉÃÅ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÐÒocess, the Police Commissioner shall so notify CCRB. Such instances 
shall be limited to such cases in which there are parallel or related criminal investigations, or when, in the 
case of an officer with no disciplinary history or prior substantiated CCRB complaints, based on such 
ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÒÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÃÉÐÌÉÎÁÒÙ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÓÅÒÖÅÄȢȱ &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÌÌ ÔÅØÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
MOU, see http://www1.nyc.gov/asse ts/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf .  

43 "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  

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/ccrb/downloads/pdf/about_pdf/apu_mou.pdf
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Figure 36: APU Case Closures Q1/2 2019  
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Figure 37: Discipline Imposed for Adjudicated APU Cases, Q1/2 2019  

 
  






































































