APPENDIX A
CCRB COMPLAINT DATA
2014~

* Data in this Statistical Appendix differs slightly from the numbers in the Annual Report. Numbers for
the Annual Report were run from the CCRB database in April 2015 while the numbers for this Appendix
were run on June 15, 2015. This is the case because complaint data is subject to change during the
course of an investigation. For example, an allegation may be included in the early part of the
investigation and then not pleaded after a closer look at the evidence.



Table 1A: Total Allegations and Total Complaints Received 2010 - 2014

5,301 29.8% 4,825 29.3% 4,620 29.4% 4,688 31.7% 4,328 30.95%

3,308 18.6% 3,152 19.2% 2,873 18.3% 2,570 17.4% 2,379 17.01%




Table 1B: Types of Allegations in Complaints Received 2010 - 2014*

3,225 49.9% 2,891 48.4% 2,844 49.5% 2,793 51.8% 2,431 50.9%

2,698 41.7% 2,549 42.7% 2,381 41.5% 2,075 38.5% 1,818 38.0%

* This table presents the number of complaints containing one or more allegations in each FADO allegation.



Table 1C: Total Intake, 2010 - 2014

6,466 38.0% 5,969 37.1% 5,742 39.1% 5,388 46.7% 4,778 38.1%

1,716 10.1% 1,739 10.8% 1,452 9.9% 936 8.1% 1,217 9.7%




Table 2: Distribution of Force Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Force Allegation

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



Table 3: Distribution of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0.7% 45 0.6% 62 0.8% 51 0.7% 78 1.1%

1.8% 118 1.5% 119 1.5% 120 1.7% 124 1.8%

0.6% 40 0.5% 38 0.5% 56 0.8% 66 1.0%

2.1% 136 1.7% 204 2.7% 153 2.2% 250 3.7%

1.6% 142 1.8% 147 1.9% 172 2.4% 158 2.3%

10.5% 772 9.7% 756 9.8% 707 10.0% 759 11.2%

0.5% 34 0.4% 23 0.3% 29 0.4% 25 0.4%

0.5% 36 0.5% 28 0.4% 48 0.7% 37 0.5%

2.5% 233 2.9% 234 3.0% 228 3.2% 204 3.0%

6.7% 514 6.5% 506 6.6% 418 5.9% 435 6.4%

0.5% 52 0.7% 60 0.8% 55 0.8% 58 0.9%

5.5% 401 5.0% 467 6.1% 487 6.9% 451 6.6%



Table 4: Distribution of Discourtesy Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

140 4.2% 160 5.1% 132 4.6% 181 7.0% 216 9.1%

36 1.1% 30 1.0% 25 0.9% 24 0.9% 18 0.8%

94.3% 93.8% 94.3% 91.6% 89.9%

3,121 2,956 2,710 2,353 2,138



Table 5: Distribution of Offensive Language Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

59

14

54 10.4% 64 12.7% 52 10.9% 47 9.7%



Table 6: Where Civilian Complaints Were Reported 2010 - 2014

Where Civilian Complaints
Were Reported

3,774 58.4% 3,675 61.6% 3,313 57.7% 2,589 48.1% 2,986 62.5%

16 15



Table 7A: How Complaints Filed with the CCRB Were Reported 2010 - 2014

How Complaints Filed with the
CCRB Were Reported

136 130 140

1,393 36.9% 1,253 34.1% 1,089 32.9% 571 22.1% 746

396 10.5% 468 12.7% 592 17.9% 583 22.5% 524




Table 7B: How Complaints Filed with the NYPD Were Reported 2010 - 2014

How Complaints Filed with the
NYPD Were Reported

83 120 85




Table 8: Race of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2010 - 2014

736 11.6% 726 12.1% 741 12.7% 663 12.7% 639 12.9% 3,505 12.3%
1,598 25.2% 1,603 26.7% 1,491 25.6% 1,373 26.3% 1,306 26.3% 7,371 26.0%

173 2.7% 172 2.9% 196 3.4% 160 3.1% 185 3.7% 886 3.1%




Table 9: Race of Subject Officers Compared to New York City Police Department Demographics 2010 - 2014

2,969 49.4% 2,928 50.4% 2,687 49.9%

1,755 29.2% 1,588 27.3% 1,509 28.0%
10 0.2% 11 0.2% 19 0.4%

4,215 3,828 3,923

2,915 52.1% 2,507 49.8%
1,466 26.2% 1,445 28.7%
6 0.1% 7 0.1%

3,303 3,065




Table 10: Gender of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2010 - 2014

6,616 71.3% 6,039 71.5% 5,603 70.5% 5,263 71.5% 4,666 70.3% 28,187 71.1%

9,277 100.0% 8,447 100.0% 7,949 100.0% 7,363 100.0% 6,636 100.0% 39,672  100.0%




Table 11: Gender of Subject Officers Compared to New York City Police Department Demographics 2010 - 2014

5,453 89.2% 5,315 90.2% 4,929 90.0%

6,110 100.0% 5,893 100.0% 5,478 100.0%

5,204 91.1% 4,648 90.9%
5,714 100.0% 5,115 100.0%




Table 12: Age of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2010 -2014

126 1.9% 92 1.5% 89 1.5% 71 1.1% 86 1.5% 464 1.5%
1,927 29.2% 1,819 28.9% 1,753 28.8% 1,925 30.6% 1,663 29.7% 9,087 29.4%

820 12.4% 912 14.5% 897 14.7% 890 14.2% 846 15.1% 4,365 14.1%

88 87 124 2.0% 115 2.1% 495




Table 13: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct 2010 - 2014

1,616 1,456 1,257 1,070 1,009




Table 13A: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Manhattan 2010 - 2014
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Table 13B: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Bronx 2010 - 2014




Table 13C: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Brooklyn 2010 - 2014
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Table 13D: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Queens 2010 - 2014
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Table 13E: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Staten Island 2010 - 2014




Table 14: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Boroughs and Other Commands* 2010 - 2014
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* Since complaints with allegations against subject officers assigned to more than one command are assigned to each of
the commands with a subject officer, the total number of complaints appears higher than the total annual complaints listed
in Table 1. See the Guide to Tables for more details.



Table 15A: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Manhattan South 2010 - 2014




Table 15B: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Manhattan North 2010 - 2014
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Table 15C: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Bronx 2010 - 2014
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Table 15D: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Brooklyn South 2010 - 2014
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Table 15F: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Queens South 2010 - 2014




Table 15E: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Brooklyn North 2010 - 2014




Table 15G: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Queens North 2010 - 2014




Table 15H: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Staten Island 2010 - 2014




Table 15I: Attribution of Complaints to Special Operations Division 2010 - 2014




Table 15J: Attribution of Complaints to Other Patrol Services Bureau Commands 2010 -2014




Table 15L: Attribution of Complaints to Traffic Control Division 2010 - 2014
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Table 15K: Attribution of Complaints to Transit Bureau 2010 - 2014
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Table 15M: Attribution of Complaints to the Housing Bureau 2010 - 2014
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Table 15N: Attribution of Complaints to the Organized Crime Control Bureau 2010 - 2014




Table 150: Attribution of Complaints to the Detective Bureau 2010 - 2014




Table 15P: Attribution of Complaints to Other Bureaus 2010 - 2014




Table 15Q: Attribution of Complaints to Deputy Commissioners and Miscellaneous Commands 2010 - 2014
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Table 16: Reasons for Police-Civilian Encounters that Led to a Complaint 2010 - 2014* UPDATED

expresses this belief.



Table 17: Charges Stemming from Encounter, 2010 - 2014

27.0% 27.6% 28.5% 33.1% 34.7%

2,311

35.8% 2,187 36.7% 2,132 37.4% 2,233 41.6% 2,049 43.1%




APPENDIX B
CCRB PERFORMANCE DATA
2014



Table 18A: Average Days for the CCRB to Close Cases Measured from Date of Report 2010 - 2014




Table 18B: Average Days for the CCRB to Close Substantiated Cases Measured from Date of Report 2010 - 2014




Table 19: Rate at Which the CCRB Made Findings on the Merits* 2010 - 2014

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



Table 20: Age of Docket* Measured from the Date of Incident 2009 - 2014

51.2%

4.0%

3.6%

2.6% 36
0.9% 23 0.9% 91 2.2% 45
0.4% 5 0.2% 51 1.2% 37
0.5% 14 0.5% 41 1.0% 14

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

1.5%

1.9%

1.5%

0.6%

21

15

1.2%

0.8%

0.4%

0.3%



Table 21: Age of Docket* Measured from the Date of Report 2010 - 2014

67.5% 62.9% 56.1% 64.6% 59.3%

4.2% 4.3% 3.8% 4.3% 4.2%

2.0% 2.9% 3.8% 1.5% 3.1%

1.3%

0.9% 2.7% 1.0% 0.8%

0.6% 20 0.7% 81 2.0% 40 1.7% 10 0.6%
0.3% 5 0.2% 46 1.1% 25 1.0% 3 0.2%
0.4% 8 0.3% 20 0.5% 7 0.3% 5 0.3%

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



Table 22A: Age of Substantiated Cases Measured from the Date of Incident 2010 - 2014

Table 22B: Average Days for the CCRB to Close Substantiated Cases Measured from Date of Incident 2010 - 2014




Table 23A: Age of Substantiated Cases Measured from the Date of Report 2010 - 2014

Table 23B: Average Days for the CCRB to Close Substantiated Cases Measured from Date of Report 2010 - 2014




APPENDIX C
CCRB DISPOSITION DATA
2014



24.A Disposition of Cases 2010 - 2014

157 46.0% 145 38.6% 75 26.3% 132 33.7% 182 47.0%

36.7% 38.0% 40.2% 36.6% 35.9%

* "Case Resolution Rate" is the percentage of all closed complaints that are resolved through either a full investigation or mediation. It excludes cases where a civilian withdrew his/her complaint, did not cooperate with the investigation and/or
was not available.



Table 24B: Disposition of Allegations 2010 - 2014

2,850 32.0% 2,163 31.6% 1,102 24.8% 1,850 24.3% 1,712 22.8%
3,135 35.2% 2,721 39.8% 2,036 45.8% 3,666 48.1% 3,324 44.3%
112 1.3% 80 1.2% 40 0.9% 126 1.7% 135 1.8%

6,995 34.3% 6,070 36.0% 4,477 38.3% 6,439 34.2% 4,696 31.2%
216 1.1% 162 1.0% 104 0.9% 161 0.9% 67 0.4%




Table 25: Disposition of Force Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Force Allegation

90.9% 4.5% 0.0% 2.3%
40.2% 22.4% 20.1% 14.1%
33.3% 37.0% 14.8% 11.1%
4.7% 40.2% 32.3% 18.1%

0.0% 46.6% 34.7% 14.7%

46.3% 28.5% 12.8% 9.3%

8.3% 29.2% 41.7% 16.7%

76.7% 1.7% 18.3% 0.0%

22.4% 22.4% 34.5% 17.2%

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



Table 25A: Disposition of Force Allegations 2010

Type of Force Allegation

90.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

38.8% 15.4% 27.7% 12.8%

16.7% 0.0% 50.0% 33.3%

4.0% 24.0% 48.0% 20.0%

0.0% 38.3% 47.5% 10.8%

51.1% 21.7% 15.7% 9.3%

0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0%

75.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0%

25.0% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7%

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



Table 25B: Disposition of Force Allegations 2011

Type of Force Allegation

92.3% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0%

43.7% 20.2% 19.3% 15.1%

60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0%

8.3% 41.7% 41.7% 4.2%

0.0% 45.5% 42.0% 10.2%

53.0% 23.0% 14.0%

8.5%

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

63.6% 0.0% 27.3% 0 0.0% 1 9.1%

18.2% 18.2% 45.5% 2 18.2% 0 0.0%

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



Table 25C: Disposition of Force Allegations 2012

Type of Force Allegation

100.0%
46.8%
25.0%

5.9%
0.0%

46.3%
14.3%
60.0%

0.0%

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

0.0%

24.1%

75.0%

47.1%

45.7%

31.1%

28.6%

20.0%

50.0%

0.0%

15.2%

0.0%

23.5%

39.1%

9.8%

28.6%

20.0%

25.0%

0.0%

11.4%

0.0%

17.6%

13.0%

9.0%

14.3%

0.0%

25.0%




Table 25D: Disposition of Force Allegations 2013

Type of Force Allegation

0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

2.6%

1.1%

2.0%

0.0%

0.0%

10.0%

93.8%

36.9%

57.1%

0.0%

0.0%

43.2%

0.0%

90.9%

30.0%

0.0%

36.1%

42.9%

47.4%

61.4%

34.7%

25.0%

0.0%

10.0%

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

0.0%

11.5%

0.0%

18.4%

12.5%

9.9%

50.0%

9.1%

30.0%

6.3%

13.9%

0.0%

28.9%

20.5%

8.4%

25.0%

0.0%

20.0%




Table 25E: Disposition of Force Allegations 2014

Type of Force Allegation

50.0%

37.2%

0.0%

8.7%

0.0%

37.0%

16.7%

81.0%

23.8%

50.0%

20.2%

60.0%

39.1%

45.3%

34.6%

66.7%

0.0%

28.6%

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

0.0%

21.3%

0.0%

34.8%

31.3%

12.8%

0.0%

14.3%

33.3%

0.0%

18.1%

20.0%

13.0%

18.0%

11.1%

16.7%

0.0%

14.3%

0.0%

2.1%

20.0%

0.0%

0.8%

1.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%




Table 26: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0.0%

20.9%

12.4%

15.3%

9.7%

0.4%

2.3%

3.4%

4.3%

65.9%

12.6%

5.4%

0.0%

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

34.4%

9.9%

31.0%

63.3%

62.9%

14.9%

10.5%

32.4%

7.3%

6.3%

0.4%

0.0%

0.0%

31.8%

57.5%

42.3%

20.3%

18.8%

45.6%

55.8%

43.6%

22.0%

50.6%

59.0%

0.0%

7.4%

13.1%

13.3%

5.4%

0.0%

8.0%

18.5%

0.0%

0.0%

10.6%

15.5%

8.3%

4.4%

9.6%

23.6%

15.4%

12.3%

0.0%

18.4%

14.6%

0.0%




Table 26A: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2010

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

3.2%

3.9%

3.3%
66.7%

4.7%

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

0.0%

47.6%

12.4%

38.3%

69.1%

55.8%

15.1%

11.5%

38.5%

16.7%

11.6%

1.0%

0.0%

0.0%

23.0%

57.2%

39.1%

15.2%

21.2%

38.1%

47.7%

33.4%

16.7%

55.8%

49.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

4.1%

3.0%

2.4%

11.5%

16.7%

19.9%

10.4%

0.0%

11.6%

29.8%

0.0%

0.0%

10.9%

14.8%

7.1%

4.6%

11.5%

25.4%

15.1%

12.5%

0.0%




Table 26B: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2011

Type of Abuse of Authority
Allegation

0.0%

16.1%

8.1%

8.3%

2.0%

1.7%

0.0%

1.7%

1.5%

50.0%

13.0%

4.1%

0.0%

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.

0.0%

35.4%

10.6%

35.5%

74.6%

86.2%

22.9%

13.6%

43.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.

0.0%

33.9%

59.3%

43.8%

17.3%

6.9%

41.7%

52.5%

35.0%

16.7%

39.1%

55.4%

0.0%

0.0%

2.2%

4.5%

2.1%

1.4%

1.7%

22.9%

17.4%

5.3%

0.0%

8.7%

28.4%

0.0%

0.0%

10.4%

15.6%

9.5%

4.0%

3.4%

12.5%

13.6%

13.1%

0.0%

39.1%

12.2%

0.0%




Table 26C: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2012

Type of Abuse of Authority
Allegation

0.0%
29.5%
10.6%
15.6%

8.8%

0.0%

0.0%

6.1%

6.9%
60.0%
12.5%

7.7%

0.0%

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.

0.0%

22.4%

8.3%

34.4%

66.5%

72.5%

10.8%

6.7%

26.3%

0.0%

6.3%

1.9%

0.0%

*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.

0.0%

34.5%

60.6%

39.1%

18.9%

12.5%

40.5%

57.9%

49.4%

40.0%

50.0%

59.6%

0.0%

0.0%

12.1%

15.9%

7.8%

4.8%

7.5%

29.7%

15.9%

11.9%

0.0%

15.6%

9.6%

0.0%




Table 26D: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2013

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0.0%

24.5%

18.5%

21.2%

11.9%

0.0%

1.0%

1.9%

3.1%

55.6%

8.9%

1.0%

0.0%

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

0.0%

29.8%

8.5%

26.1%

56.8%

50.9%

14.6%

6.5%

28.5%

11.1%

8.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

34.5%

55.2%

44.5%

24.9%

26.4%

57.3%

68.1%

55.8%

33.3%

51.1%

73.5%

0.0%

0.0%

9.9%

14.1%

5.7%

3.5%

9.4%

21.9%

15.2%

8.5%

0.0%

15.6%

13.3%

0.0%




Table 26E: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2014

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0.0%

21.7%

14.3%

19.0%

15.3%

0.0%

4.8%

3.9%

7.1%

88.9%

29.0%

10.7%

0.0%

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

0.0%

29.2%

8.6%

23.6%

54.2%

52.2%

12.0%

13.1%

24.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

36.3%

56.3%

43.6%

23.4%

24.6%

48.2%

55.0%

47.1%

11.1%

51.6%

58.0%

0.0%

1.7%

0.7%

0.8%

7.2%

8.4%

8.3%

3.4%

0.0%

0.0%

11.5%

0.0%

0.0%

10.3%

17.4%

10.5%

5.0%

14.5%

26.5%

17.5%

14.9%

0.0%

16.1%

16.8%

0.0%




Table 27: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

3.8% 351 6.0% 3,633 62.0% 766 13.1% 789 13.5% 99 1.7%

0.0% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 3 42.9% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%




Table 27A: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2010

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

2.8% 87 6.0% 829 57.6% 270 18.8% 186 12.9% 28 1.9%

0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%



Table 27B: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2011

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

1.7% 74 6.2% 724 61.0% 203 17.1% 151 12.7% 14 1.2%

0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%



Table 27C: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2012

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

4.7% 61 7.5% 541 66.2% 69 8.4% 99 12.1% 9 1.1%

0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%



Table 27D: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2013

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

67.9% 13.5%

0.0% 0.0%

0.0% 0.0%



Table 27E: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2014

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

59.1% 10.2% 15.8%
0.0%

0.0% 0.0%

0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Table 28: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

2.1%

13.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

315

18

12

21

59.7%

62.1%

63.2%

55.3%

104

11

19.7%

6.9%

15.8%

28.9%

15.7%

10.3%

21.1%

15.8%

15

2.8%

6.9%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 28A: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2010

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

2.5%

100.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

63

51.6%

0.0%

20.0%

50.0%

38

31.1%

0.0%

40.0%

33.3%

11.5%

0.0%

40.0%

16.7%

3.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 28B: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2011

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

0.0% 0 0.0% 48 54.5% 24 27.3% 15 17.0% 1 1.1%

0.0% 0 0.0% 6 85.7% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 4 44.4% 5 55.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%



Table 28C: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2012

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

2.7% 0 0.0% 50 66.7% 11 14.7% 9 12.0% 3 4.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%



Table 28D: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2013

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

1.5%

28.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

87

64.4%

57.1%

75.0%

60.0%

14

10.4%

0.0%

25.0%

0.0%

28

20.7%

14.3%

0.0%

40.0%

3.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 28E: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2014

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

3.7%

9.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

67

62.0%

54.5%

83.3%

41.7%

17

15.7%

9.1%

0.0%

33.3%

15.7%

9.1%

16.7%

25.0%

2.8%

18.2%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 29: Disposition of Specific Race-related Offensive Language Allegations 2010 - 2014

Type of Race-related
Offensive Language
Allegation

50.0% 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%

53.3% 28.0% 13 17.3% 0 0.0%

0.0% 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%




Table 30: CCRB Disciplinary Recommendations for Substantiated Cases 2010 - 2014

Table 30B: CCRB Disciplinary Recommendations for Officers against Whom the CCRB Substantiated Allegations 2010 - 2014




Table 31: Police Department Disposition of Substantiated Cases by Year of NYPD Closure 2010 - 2014*
* 2010-2013 data updated after May 2014 reconcialiation of data with NYPD

0 0 0 0 0
142 145 168 106 66
10 7 6 4 0




Table 31: Police Department Disposition of Substantiated Cases by Year of NYPD Closure 2009 - 2013
Original 2013 Report

0 0 0 0
137 139 159 102
10 7 6 4




Table 32: Police Department Disciplinary Penalties Imposed by Year of NYPD Closure* 2010 - 2014
* 2010-2013 data updated after May 2014 reconcialiation of data with NYPD

4 6
4 4
142 145

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

168

106

17

66



Table 32: Police Department Disciplinary Penalties Imposed by Year of NYPD Closure 2009-2013
Original 2013 Report

137

139

159

95



Table 33: Determinations to Recommend Other Misconduct Noted (OMN) Allegations* 2010 - 2014

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



Table 34: Misconduct Rate 2010 - 2014




Table 35: Race of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

11.2% 5.3% 7.5% 13.7% 13.0%

31.7% 19.3% 22.4% 35.7% 23.3% 23.7%

3.1% 0.3% 2.2% 4.3% 3.1%




Table 36: Race of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014




Table 37: Gender of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Gender

229 265 403 277 1584 78.1%



Table 38: Gender of Officers Against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Gender




Table 39: Age of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Age

1 2.2% 4 0.8% 5 1.0% 5 1.0% 3 0.9%
0

0 .
144 32.0% 15.0% 110 22.9% 1 21.8% 121 35.8%
3 9 9

72 5 .
4. 9.6% 31 6.4% 3 8.1% 85 17.7% 4 14.5% 13.6%

1 0.2% 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 11 2.3% 4 1.2%




Table 40: Education of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Education Level

Education Level




Table 41: Residence of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Residence

Residence
4 19.

111 22.9%




Table 42: Rank of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014




Table 43: Tenure of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014

Tenure

Tenure

8.5%

4.5%

28.7%

10.9%




Table 44A: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Manhattan 2010 - 2014
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Table 44B: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Bronx 2010 - 2014




Table 44C: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Brooklyn 2010 - 2014
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Table 44D: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Queens 2010 - 2014
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Table 44E: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Staten Island 2010 - 2014




Table 45: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2010 - 2014
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Table 46A: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Manhattan South 2010 - 2014




Table 46B: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Manhattan North 2010 - 2014
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Table 46C: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Bronx 2010 - 2014
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Table 46D: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Brooklyn South 2010 - 2014
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Table 46E: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Brooklyn North 2010 - 2014




Table 46F: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Queens South 2010 - 2014




Table 46G: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Queens North 2010 - 2014




Table 46H: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Staten Island 2010 - 2014




Table 461: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Special Operations Division 2010 - 2014




Table 46J: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Other Patrol
Services Bureau Commands 2010 - 2014




Table 46K: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Transit Bureau 2010 - 2014
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Table 46L: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Traffic Control Division 2010 - 2014
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Table 46M: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Housing Bureau 2010 - 2014
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Table 46N: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Organized Crime Control Bureau 2010 - 2014




Table 460: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Detective Bureau 2010 - 2014
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Table 46P: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Other Bureaus 2010 - 2014




Table 46Q: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Deputy Commissioners and Miscellaneous Commands 2010 - 2014
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0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
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