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Executive Summary and Recommendations
In March 1999, the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) formed the Street Encounter
Committee to review complaints filed by people who had been stopped on the street and frequently
frisked and/or searched by a New York City police officer. This report is the result of that review. The
Committee examined only CCRB complaints and only those complaints related to street stops that were
closed by the CCRB during the period between January 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999. The dates of
occurrence for these complaints ranged from 1990 to 1999, with the bulk falling in 1997 and 1998.
Because it is based solely on complaint data, this report cannot describe the Police
Department's "stop and frisk" practices generally. During the period of this study, the CCRB closed
1,346 street stop cases. These cases are the focus of this study. During the same period, however, the
Department has informed us that the NYPD recorded over 250,000 stops—indicating that complaints
are made in only a fraction of cases in which stops take place. In addition, CCRB complaints do not
represent all complaints against the NYPD related to street stops, some of which may have been
pursued elsewhere, including in civil litigation.
Accordingly, this report does not describe the Police Department’s stop-and-frisk practices
generally, nor even all complaints about them. What it does offer is an interesting and useful picture of
those individuals who filed complaints with the CCRB after being stopped by the police, the officers
involved, the nature of those encounters, and the results of the complaints.
Among the Committee's many findings outlined in this summary and in more detail throughout
the report, six deserve particular attention. The CCRB's review of the cases outlined above revealed
the following:

•

African-Americans filed more than twice as many complaints about street stops as Latinos and
nearly six times the number whites filed. Compared with all other CCRB complaints filed during
the same period, African-Americans were over-represented in this sample of street-stop
complaints while whites were underrepresented.

•

Compared with whites who filed complaints with the CCRB, African-Americans and Latinos
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more often filed complaints about stops that involved the use of physical force. Among the
African-Americans, Latinos and whites, the African-Americans who filed complaints were more
likely to have been stopped by officers who stated that they used a gun to effectuate the stop.
•

Most of the street stops that led to complaints were based on the officers' own observations
and not on third party information. Whites who filed complaints were more often stopped at
least in part for being in a "high crime" area, according to the officers involved, while in
complaints filed by African-Americans and Latinos, officers in CCRB investigations more often
proffered as rationales for the stops that they noticed a bulge or saw the person shift his or her
waistband.

•

In almost a third of the stops in the study’s fully investigated cases, a supervisor was present
during the stop that resulted in a complaint.

•

Compared with all other complaints about police-civilian encounters closed during the
period of this study, the CCRB was more likely to substantiate complaints stemming from
street stops.

•

Although officers during the period of this study were required to submit UF-250 forms
whenever they frisked, searched, or arrested a civilian after a stop, these forms were
missing from many of the case files the Committee reviewed.

Study Methodology and Content of the Report
The Street Encounter Committee reviewed only those complaints related to street stops
that the CCRB closed between January 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999. To be included in the study,
the stop that led to the complaint must have been initiated by a police officer to determine whether
suspected criminal activity had occurred. Based on these broad criteria, 1,346 cases were selected
and reviewed.1 Data culled from these case files were entered into a database and analyzed using
SPSS, a standard statistical program.
Among the 1,346 cases reviewed, the CCRB fully investigated 641. These case files
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Appendix A contains a detailed explanation of the case selection process. Relevant case law pertaining to
"stop and frisks" is included in Appendix B.
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contain more detailed information about the stop that led to the complaint. Specifically, the files in
these fully investigated cases include notes from interviews with police officers, civilians, and
witnesses, as well as a variety of documents, and the final written report by the CCRB investigator
who evaluated the evidence relevant to each of these cases. The findings in Chapters One and Two
are based on the complete set of 1,346 cases, as well as the subset of fully investigated cases, while
the data in Chapters Three and Four are drawn from the more detailed information to be found in
the subset of 641 fully investigated cases.
This report is organized around five research questions. The first chapter addresses the
question: Who filed complaints about street stops? It begins by describing the race, gender, and age
of the civilians in the database who filed complaints after being stopped by the police.2 To place this
demographic information in some context, the report compares this group with everyone who filed
complaints with the CCRB during the same period.3 Chapter Two addresses the question: Who
were the officers involved? It describes the race, gender, rank, command, and patrol borough of
the officers in the database, and whether they live in New York City. Chapter Three addresses the
question: How were these complaints resolved? In particular, it describes the cases in which the
CCRB substantiated allegations of misconduct and the subsequent disciplinary measures imposed
by the Police Commissioner.
The fourth and final chapter addresses two questions: What types of stops generated
complaints? And how often were these stops properly documented? It presents information from
the database that was available only in cases that the CCRB was able to investigate fully, including
information relating to: why the officer stopped the person; how the stop was effected, and in
particular whether physical force was involved; whether the officer frisked and/or searched the
person; whether the officer formally charged the person with a crime; and whether the officer gave
2

As used by the CCRB in this report, the term "civilian" is a category given to an individual who alleges to have
been subject to police misconduct.
3

Throughout the report, comparisons are made between complaints stemming from street stops and complaints
filed with the CCRB stemming from all other types of police-civilian encounters.
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the person an explanation for the stop. The chapter also includes information about how often
officers in these fully investigated cases appropriately documented the stops by submitting the
required UF-250 form.

Key Findings
Who filed complaints about street stops?
An analysis of the cases in the database revealed that African-Americans filed more than
twice as many complaints about street stops as Latinos and nearly six times the number whites filed.
Compared with all other CCRB complaints filed during the same period, African-Americans were
over-represented in this sample of street-stop complaints while whites were underrepresented.
Men also appear to be overrepresented. Men filed 80 percent of the complaints about
street stops. During the same period, men represented just 65 percent of everyone filing complaints
with the CCRB. Finally, both the African-American and Latino males who filed complaints about
street stops were significantly younger than the white males.
Who were the officers involved?
Among the cases in the database, the racial breakdown of officers involved in complaints
about street stops mirrors the racial composition of the Police Department: Most of the officers
involved were white. A small minority were Latino, and a slightly smaller number were AfricanAmerican. Ninety-three percent were men, nearly identical to the proportion of male officers
involved in all other complaints filed with the CCRB during the same period. Only about ten percent
of the officers involved in complaints about street stops held the rank of sergeant or higher, yet
supervisors were present in a third of the stops that led to complaints. About half the officers
involved in complaints about street stops, as in all complaints, resided outside New York City.
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How were these complaints resolved?
Complaints may be disposed of as substantiated, exonerated, unfounded, or unsubstantiated.4 The
database's street stop complaints were more likely to be substantiated than all other CCRB cases closed
during the same periodtwenty percent compared with 12 percent.5 Drawing the same comparison,
complaints involving street stops were less likely to be unfounded and less likely to be unsubstantiated. The
exoneration rate was roughly the same. Officers involved in substantiated complaints about street stops
were as likely to be disciplined as officers involved in all other substantiated complaints. As of March 31,
2001, the Police Commissioner had disciplined 56 percent of the officers involved in substantiated streetstop complaints that he reviewed compared with 55 percent of the officers involved in all other cases that
were substantiated by CCRB during the period of this study and subsequently reviewed by him.
What types of stops generated complaints?
Among the cases in the database that the CCRB fully investigated, more complaints were filed
against officers who relied on personal observations as a basis for the stop, as opposed to third party
information. Furthermore, the officers in the examined cases tended to offer different rationales for stopping
minorities and whites. They were more likely to claim suspicious-looking bulge and suspicious adjustment
of waistband as reasons for stopping African-Americans and Latinos who later filed complaints than as
reasons for stopping whites, a statistically significant finding. On the other hand, they were more likely to
offer as a reason for stopping whites who later filed complaints that these complainants were present in a
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If the Board finds that an officer engaged in the conduct alleged by the complainant, the allegation is substantiated
unless the Board decides that the officer's behavior was appropriate. In this case, the officer is exonerated. If the Board
finds no credible evidence to support the claim, the allegation is disposed of as unfounded, and if the Board is unable
to determine whether an allegation is true based on the evidence, the case is closed as unsubstantiated. In cases that
consist of more than one allegation, the final disposition depends on the outcome of the individual allegations.
Traditionally, a substantiated allegation carries the most weight. So if a case consists of three allegations and one was
found to be exonerated, one unfounded, and one substantiated, the case would be substantiated. The disposition with
the next greatest weight is unsubstantiated, followed by unfounded, and, finally, by exonerated. Thus, a case consisting
of an unsubstantiated allegation and an exonerated allegation would be closed as unsubstantiated.
5

Disposition rates are calculated by comparing the number of cases with the disposition to the total number of fully
investigated cases.
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"high crime area." These officers were also more likely to use physical force to stop the African-Americans
and Latinos who filed complaints than the whites, and were much more likely to use a gun to stop the
African-American complainants than the Latinos and whites. Finally, even when these officers decided not
to make an arrest or issue a summons, only a third offered an explanation or apology to the person they had
stopped.

How often were stops that led to complaints appropriately documented?
Procedure 116-33 of the NYPD Patrol Guide (which was in force during the time relevant to this
study) stipulates that police officers are required to complete UF-250 forms for cases in which civilians are
frisked, searched, or arrested, yet these forms were missing in a significant number of the stop complaints
the CCRB investigated fullyover half of all these cases and 40% of the cases that did not involve an
arrest.

CCRB Recommendations
As a result of this study of complaints stemming from street stops, the CCRB recommends the
following to the NYPD:
Issue "stop receipts." Documenting all stops is necessary to track police activity and
performance, and foster public accountability. In this study, there were a substantial number of
cases in which the CCRB could not identify the officers involved. Therefore, the CCRB
recommends that police officers issue a "stop receipt" to every civilian they detain for
investigative purposes. The "stop receipt" should contain information about the time and place
of the encounter, the names of the officers involved, and a brief explanation of why the officer
made the stop. The "stop receipt" would give civilians a record of the encounter and a way to
hold officers accountable for the decision to stop them.
Offer a reason for the stop. The CCRB received significantly fewer complaints from civilians
where an explanation or apology was offered by officers performing a stop. In over 60% of the
fully investigated cases that did not result in an arrest, however, no explanation was
forthcoming, according to the civilians involved. The CCRB recommends that the Police
Department require officers to offer such explanations. A simple explanation could reduce the
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impression of unfair treatment, deter complaints against officers, and help improve policecommunity relations.6
Spend more time observing civilians before stopping them. Because officers based two-thirds
of the stops that led to complaints on observing something that appeared suspicious, not on
visible criminal activity or third-party information, the CCRB recommends that, without
interfering with their job, officers, particularly officers in plainclothes in unmarked cars, should
try to observe civilians for a longer period before stopping them. This practice could prevent
misunderstandings between officers and civilians and reduce the number of complaints against
officers for unwarranted street stops.
Complete UF-250 forms. Because police officers in this study often did not document stops by
submitting the required UF-250 forms, the CCRB recommends that the Police Department
continue to work to better capture data regarding its stop and frisk practices.
Computerize UF-250 forms: The CCRB also recommends that UF-250 forms be computerized.
We have been informed by the Police Department that the NYPD is in the process of
implementing a system in which stop-and-frisk data will be comprehensively computerized and
made readily accessible to line supervisors for use in supervision. We support this change and
hope that it will facilitate improved record-keeping and management in this area.
The Police Department has informed the Street Stop Committee members that it has recently
reviewed its training on stop and frisk and that it has made significant changes in this area
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Department has made information available to the Committee about many of these changes. Given that
during the period of this study the CCRB substantiated complaints about street stops more often than other
complaints and because stops that led to substantiated complaints were usually conducted improperly and
sometimes with excess force, the Street Stop Committee recommends that the CCRB, through this
Committee, continue to monitor training in this area, and that it continue to assess CCRB street-stop cases
to ascertain whether reforms in training are reflected in CCRB complaints.
6

The data used in our study is based on cases closed between January 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999. In January
2001, Police Commissioner Bernard Kerik implemented a stop and frisk policy requiring police officers to explain
to the person being stopped the reason for the stop. The revised stop and frisk form prompts officers to tell the
person the reason for the stop or requires them to report why they could not provide such an explanation. (See
Appendix F for a copy of the new stop and frisk form.) The CCRB fully supports this new requirement and hopes
that its implementation will lead to better police-community relations.
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Given this study’s conclusion that mandated UF-250 forms were missing in many of the complaints
reviewed, the Street Stop Committee also recommends to the CCRB that it routinely report on whether
UF-250s were properly prepared in the street stop complaints that it receives. This reporting could help
flag problems in compliance with NYPD policy and could be included in the regular semiannual report
process.
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Chapter One:
Who Filed Complaints about Street Encounters?
The chapter examines the race, gender and age of civilians 1 who file CCRB complaints
about police-initiated street stop encounters. It and subsequent chapters are based upon the
review of a sample of CCRB complaints. To be included in the study, a CCRB complaint must
have been filed by a person or persons alleging they were stopped on the street— and frequently
frisked and/or searched —by a New York City police officer. The complaint must have been
closed by CCRB between January 1, 1997 and March 31, 1999. The dates of occurrence for
these complaints ranged from 1990 to 1999, with the bulk falling in 1997 and 1998. (See Table
1-1). The stop that led to the complaint must have been initiated by a police officer to determine
whether suspected criminal activity had occurred.
These criteria produced a total sample of 1,346 cases. Data culled from these cases were
entered into a database and analyzed using SPSS, a standard statistical program. Within these
1,346 cases, there were a total of 1,558 civilians. Full investigations constitute a subset of the
total sample that includes only those cases that were fully investigated by the CCRB. (This
subset thus excludes truncated investigations —cases where the investigations were not completed
due to the civilian's withdrawal of the complaint, unavailability, or failure to cooperate.) There
were 641 fully investigated cases, involving a total of 652 civilians. The files in fully
investigated cases contain more detailed information (including notes from interviews with
police officers, civilians, and witnesses, as well as a variety of documents) and less missing data
because CCRB investigators in these cases gather and analyze all relevant evidence. The analysis
in this chapter reflects information drawn from both the total sample and the full investigations.

1

As used by the CCRB in this report, the term “civilian” is a category given to an individual who alleges to have
been subject to police misconduct.
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Table 1-1: Complaints by Date of Occurrence
Year
1990
1991
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
Total

Number of Cases
1
1
2
68
221
588
451
14
1,346

Percent
0%
0%
0%
5%
16%
44%
34%
1%
100%

Race
Our study examines the racial composition of civilians reflected in the database who filed
complaints about street stops in comparison with the racial composition of all other civilians
involved in CCRB cases closed during the period under examination (Table 1-2). 2 The racial
composition of civilians in the total sample and in the fully investigated cases was essentially the
same.
African-Americans 3 constituted the largest number of civilians whose race was known in
the sample of police-initiated street encounter complaints, comprising 63% of the total sample
and 64% of the fully investigated cases. By comparison, African-Americans filed 53% of all
other CCRB complaints during the same period.
Latinos were the next largest group, constituting 24% of civilians who filed complaints
about police-initiated street stop encounters. This percentage was consistent with the percentage
of Latinos in all other CCRB complaints during the same period (23%).
One hundred forty-one civilians in the total sample identified themselves as white. This
constituted 11% of all civilians in police-initiated street stop encounter complaints. This
percentage is lower than the percentage (20%) of white civilians in all other CCRB complaints in
the same period.
2

The race of 282 civilians in the total sample was unknown. Most of these civilians whose race was undetermined
either withdrew their complaint or never participated in a CCRB interview. Sometimes, civilians did not wish to
identify a racial category. Although it is impossible to tell whether the racial identification of these civilians might
be heavily skewed toward one particular racial group, there is also no reason to believe that the racial distribution of
the 282 unknowns would not be random. Therefore, the percentages in this section are calculated based on only the
civilians whose race is known, for a total of 1,276 civilians.
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Finally, 23 civilians were identified as “Other,” a category that includes AsianAmericans, Native-Americans, and other groups. They represented only 2% of civilians who
filed street stop complaints. This is less than the 4% of all other CCRB complaints filed by
persons classified as “Other” during the same period.
African-Americans, then, constituted a higher percentage of civilians who filed street
stop complaints compared to other CCRB cases. Whites made up a much smaller percentage
compared to their share of other CCRB cases.
We cannot determine whether, or to what extent, the racial composition of civilians who
filed complaints reflects that of civilians actually stopped by police because we have data only
on those who filed complaints. To illustrate this point, the Police Department requires its
personnel to complete "Stop, Question and Frisk," or "UF-250 forms" for many of the types of
street stop encounter covered by this report. From January 1, 1997 until March 31, 1999, the
Department has informed us that it recorded 268,618 such reports. During the same period, as
noted previously, the CCRB closed 1,346 street stop cases — for a rate of about 50.1 closed
complaints per 10,000 recorded encounters. Complaints thus represent only a fraction of actual
street stop encounters.
Data on the racial composition of those actually stopped is contained in the New York
State Attorney General's 1999 report on NYPD "stop and frisk" practices, referred to here as the
"OAG Report."4 That report documented the widely held perception that African-Americans and
Latinos are stopped more often by police officers. However, the OAG Report covers a different
time period from our study and, above all, is based not on all street stops but primarily on those
for which a UF-250 form was filed. These forms are not required for all street stops and, even
when required, they are not always submitted. A comparison of the two sources, as shown in
Table 1-2, suggests that whites constituted similar proportions of those reported stopped,
according to the OAG data, and those who filed complaints with the CCRB. African-Americans
were a larger proportion of those who filed complaints than of those reported stopped, and
Latinos were a smaller proportion.
3

The term “African-American” used throughout the report includes Caribbeans, Africans, and any individuals who
identified themselves as “Black” during CCRB interviews.
4
Eliot Spitzer, Attorney General of the State of New York, “The New York City Police Department's ‘Stop and
Frisk’ Practices: A Report to the People of the State of New York from the Office of the Attorney General.”
December 1, 1999.
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Table 1-2: Race of Civilians
70%
63%
(801)

Civilians Filing Stop Complaints

60%

All Other CCRB Cases Closed (1/97-3/99)
OAG's Report: Total Stops Based on UF-250s (1/98-3/99)

53%
51%

50%

40%
33%

30%

24%
(311)
23%
20%

20%
11%
(141)

13%

10%
2 % 4%
(23)

4%

0%
AfricanAmerican

Latino

White

Other

Note: The data for total stops from the OAG's report is from 1/98-3/99 while data from this study is from 1/97-3/99, a
different time period. Also, the OAG data captures total number of stops during 1/98-3/99 while CCRB data is based
on cases closed during 1/97-3/99. For CCRB data, the number of civilians who filed stop complaints is indicated
inside the parentheses. There were 282 cases in which the civilians' race was unknown.
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Gender
Men constituted a larger proportion of civilians in street stop encounter cases than of
CCRB cases in general. Of the 1,548 civilians in the total sample whose gender was indicated in
the street encounter complaints, 80% were men. (Table 1-3). 5 The proportions in the total sample
and in the fully investigated cases were the same. In comparison, men constituted 65% of those
who filed all other CCRB complaints.
Table 1-3: Gender of Civilians
Male
Frequency
Percent
Total Sample
1,241
80%
All Other CCRB Cases
7,405
65%
Closed (1/97-3/99)

Female
Frequency
Percent
307
20%
3,986
35%

Age
Civilians in both the total sample and the full investigations were 27.6 years old, on
average, ranging from 12 to 42 years old.
Table 1-4: Age of Civilians
Total Sample
Unknown 6
Total

Frequency
1,351
207
1,558

Average Age
27.6

Race, Gender, and Age 7
By combining the categories of race, gender and age, a much richer analysis is possible.
(Table 1-5) The data shows that African-American and Latino men were the youngest of the
groups that filed complaints about street stops—they were younger on average than the white
men and women in the sample and the African-American and Latino women. The AfricanAmerican and Latino men who filed complaints had an average age of 26.5 years and 26.8 years,
respectively. The average age of the white men was 31.1, a difference of nearly 5 years. White
5

In the full sample, the gender of 10 individuals was unknown; the corresponding figure for full investigations is 6.

6

Within the total sample, the age of 207 civilians was unknown. Again, there is no reason to suspect that the
average ages would be changed even if the unknown ages were indicated, since these unknowns are likely random.
7

See Appendix C for a more detailed discussion of the intersection of race, gender and age.
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men filing complaints about street stops were on average older than the people in any other
group. The age difference between African-American and Latino men and white men in the
study was statistically significant. (Appendix I)
8

Average Age
Frequency

8

Table 1-5: Age, Race, and Gender of Civilians who Filed Complaints
African-American
Latino
White
Other
M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F
26.5
30.7
26.8
29.3
31.1
29.4
27.9
25.2
614

137

238

53

107

There were 362 civilians whose race, gender and/or age was unknown.

14

27

14

6

Chapter Two:
Who Were the Officers Who Received Complaints about Street Encounters?

This chapter examines the characteristics of the police officers in the sample who
received street stop encounter complaints. Within the sample of 1,346 cases, a total of 1,153
subject officers were identified. The characteristics of these officers, including race, gender,
residence, and command assignment are available and are analyzed in this chapter. The
remaining officers were unidentified, and therefore their pedigree information is not available.
We also compare the characteristics of the police officers receiving street stop complaints with
those of all other officers receiving CCRB complaints closed during the period and with the
profile of the Police Department.

Race
Seventy-two percent of the identified officers in the total sample were white, 11% were
African-American, 16% were Latino, and 0.5% were identified as "Other." (Table 2-1) These
percentages were about the same in the fully investigated cases. The racial distribution of the
subject officers correlates with that of the Police Department as a whole, which is 68% white,
13% African-American, 17% Latino, and 2% "Other." The racial distribution of officers who
received street stop complaints did not differ greatly from that of officers who received other
CCRB complaints during the same period.
Table 2-1: Race of Subject Officers 9

Number of Subject Officers
Percent of Subject Officers
All Other CCRB Cases Closed
(1/97-3/99)
NYPD Racial Breakdown (1999)

9

AfricanAmerican
120
11%

Latino

White

Other

Total

177
16%

790
72%

6
0.5%

1,093
100%

13%

17%

68%

2%

100%

13%

17%

68%

2%

100%

The race, gender, and residence information was not available for 60 officers.
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Gender
The overwhelming majority of street encounter complaints were filed against male
officers. Within the total sample, 93% of the subject officers were men. (Table 2-2) Gender
distribution in the full investigations did not differ from the total sample. The percentage of male
subject officers in these complaints was appreciably higher than the percentage of male officers
in the NYPD (93% vs. 85%). However, the gender distribution of officers in street encounter
complaints was consistent with the distribution in all other CCRB complaints during the period.
Table 2-2: Gender of Subject Officers
Number of Subject Officers
Percent of Subject Officers
All Other CCRB Cases Closed
(1/97-3/99)
NYPD Gender Breakdown (1999)

Male
1,014
93%
90%

Female
79
7%
10%

Total
1,093
100%
100%

85%

15%

100%

Rank
Most of the sworn uniformed personnel involved in street encounter complaints were
police officers, not higher-ranking sergeants, lieutenants, or captains. In the total sample, as in
the fully investigated cases, 90% of the subject officers were police officers. This high
percentage is not surprising since police officers make up the largest category of sworn
uniformed personnel in the Police Department and they are the officers most often on patrol
performing stops and frisks. The high percentage of police officers involved in stop complaints
mirrors their percentage in overall CCRB complaints.

Table 2-3: Rank of Subject Officers
Rank
Police Officer
Sergeant
Lieutenant
Captain
Total

Frequency
1,032
99
16
6
1,153
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Percent
90%
9%
1%
0.5%
100%

Presence of a Supervisor
Data showed that in 31% of complaints that were fully investigated, a supervisor was
present at the time of the initial stop. In one case a supervisor arrived during the encounter and
in 9% of the complaints, a supervisor was present after the initial stop.

Residence
In the total sample, as in the fully investigated cases, slightly more than half of the
officers who received complaints about street encounters resided outside New York City. This is
comparable to the residence pattern of officers receiving other CCRB complaints closed during
the same period.
Table 2-4: Residence of Subject Officers
Residence

Manhattan
Bronx
Brooklyn
Queens
Staten Island
Total NYC:
Nassau
Westchester
Rockland
Suffolk
Orange
Putnam
Total NonNYC:
Total

Number of
Officers

Percent of
Officers

Overall NYPD
Residence
(1999)

3%
9%
10%
14%
12%
49%
18%
5%
6%
16%
5%
2%
51%

All Other CCRB
Cases Closed
(1/97-3/99)
3%
8%
12%
14%
14%
51%
16%
4%
4%
18%
5%
2%
49%

36
98
113
153
130
530
192
55
62
178
55
21
563
1,093

100%

100%

100%

53%

47%

Patrol Borough or Command Assignment
We also examined the command the officer was assigned to (by command assignment)
and the patrol borough where the street stop occurred (by location of occurrence). We first
assigned complaints to the command of the subject officers involved in the incident. Command
assignments include the eight patrol boroughs within New York City—Manhattan North,
Manhattan South, Brooklyn North, Brooklyn South, Queens North, Queens South, Bronx, and
Staten Island—along with other commands such as the Special Operations Division (which
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includes the Street Crime Unit), the Traffic Control Division, the Housing Bureau, and Transit
Bureau and the Narcotics Division.
Table 2-5 shows the distribution of complaints by officers’ command assignment. For the
total sample, 485 or 36% of the cases involved officers assigned to one of the eight patrol
boroughs. 10 Within the eight patrol boroughs, officers assigned to Brooklyn North had the most
complaints involving identified police officers—103. Manhattan North ranked second in the
number of complaints filed against officers assigned there with 95, and the Bronx was third with
94 complaints. Queens North and Staten Island had the lowest number of complaints of the eight
patrol boroughs. (20 each) Overall rankings were the same when looking at only fully
investigated cases.
Of the non-precinct commands, the Narcotics Units had the highest number of street
encounter complaints (74). Officers assigned to the Narcotics Units use "stop and frisk" tactics
heavily. Following the Narcotics Unit in the number of complaints by officers’ command was
the Housing Bureau, with 71.
The Special Operations Division, which includes the Street Crime Unit (SCU), had 54
complaints, making it the unit with the third highest number of complaints in the “Other
Commands” subcategory. Of the 54 complaints, 47 were filed against officers assigned to the
Street Crime Unit. Like the Narcotics Units, officers assigned to the Street Crime Unit use "stop
and frisk" tactics heavily.

10

It should be noted that since there were a large number of unidentified officers, it is possible that their
identification might affect the distribution of complaints. In the following section, an analysis based on location of
occurrence is employed to help test the reliability of the results here.
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Table 2-5: Command Assignment of Subject Officer
Borough Commands
Bronx
Brooklyn North
Brooklyn South
Manhattan North
Manhattan South
Queens North
Queens South
Staten Island
Borough Commands Total
Other Commands
Detectives
Housing Bureau
Narcotics Unit
Special Operations (includes Street Crime Unit)
Traffic
Transit Bureau
Other Units
Other Commands Total
Undetermined
Total

Complaints
94
103
56
95
51
20
46
20
485
27
71
74
54
8
41
66
341
520
1,346

Location of Occurrence
The analysis of complaints by the officer’s command assignment does not account for
520 cases in which the subject officers were unidentified. To rectify this problem, we also
analyzed complaints according to location of incident, as reported by the civilian involved.
(Table 2-6) This data collection method accounts for the complaints that would otherwise not be
assigned to a precinct and shows where a substantial number of incidents actually occurred. Data
compiled by the location of occurrence helps to confirm patterns observed in patrol boroughs and
points to new complaint trends as well. It is important to use both categorization systems to
identify patterns of police-initiated street stop encounters of civilians leading to complaints.
In the total sample and in the fully investigated cases, Patrol Boroughs with the highest
number of complaints by location of occurrence were Brooklyn North, the Bronx, Manhattan
North, and Brooklyn South. As noted above, Brooklyn North, Manhattan North and the Bronx
were also the Patrol Boroughs with the highest number of complaints based on the assignment of
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subject officer. 11 The fact that Patrol Boroughs Brooklyn North, Manhattan North, and the Bronx
were also the areas with the most complaints when classified by location of occurrence,
corroborates and calls attention to the high number of police-initiated street stop encounters of
civilians that lead to CCRB complaints in these areas. (It should be noted again that the data here
cast light on the frequency of complaints, not the underlying frequency of stops in these various
locations.)
Table 2-6: Distribution of Complaints by Location of Occurrence
Patrol Borough

Number of
Complaints

Percent of
Complaints

Bronx
Brooklyn North
Brooklyn South
Manhattan North
Manhattan South
Queens South
Queens North
Staten Island
Unknown 12
Total

267
285
165
196
119
132
76
48
58
1,346

20%
21%
12%
15%
9%
10%
6%
4%
4%
100%

11

To view the distribution of complaints by precinct see Appendix G.

12

These are unknown because of erroneous geographical information.
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All Other CCRB
Cases Closed
(1/97-3/99)
1,709
1,577
1,765
1,410
1,340
794
1,001
463

Percent of All
Other CCRB
Cases Closed
17%
16%
18%
14%
13%
8%
10%
5%

10,059

100%

Chapter Three:
How Were Complaints Resolved?

This chapter analyzes the CCRB’s findings and recommendations on the street encounter
complaints as well as the NYPD dispositions on those recommendations. The chapter focuses on
the 641 complaints, out of the total 1,346 sample, that the CCRB fully investigated. 13 Using
preponderance of evidence as the standard of proof, the CCRB determined one of the following
dispositions for fully investigated cases: substantiated, exonerated, unfounded, unsubstantiated,
or officer unidentified. 14

CCRB Findings
In the fully investigated sample, 20% of cases (129) were substantiated; 41% (261) were
unsubstantiated; 11% (73) were exonerated; 8% (52) were unfounded; and 20% (126) were
classified as officer unidentified. 15
Of special interest to this study is the substantiation rate for police-initiated street stop
encounter cases and how it compares to the substantiation rate for all other CCRB complaints.
Substantiated cases are important because they are the cases in which the CCRB determines that
police misconduct occurred, validating civilians’ allegations.

13

Of the remaining cases, 694 were truncated, 8 were conciliated, and 3 were mediated. Truncated cases are
investigations that were not completed due to the civilian's withdrawal of the complaint, uncooperativeness, or
unavailability. Conciliated cases are not investigated. Conciliation is a process that must be agreed to by a
complainant, who is not present during the proceeding. The subject officer is required to appear for a meeting with a
member of the CCRB senior staff, who discusses the complaint and proper police procedure. Mediated cases are not
investigated either. Mediation is a non-disciplinary process, voluntarily agreed to by the complainant and subject
officer, in which they meet and attempt to reconcile their differences with the assistance of a trained neutral
mediator.
14

In a substantiated case, there is sufficient credible evidence to believe that the subject officer committed the
alleged act of misconduct. An exonerated disposition means that the subject officer was found to have committed
the act alleged, but the act was determined to be lawful and proper. An unfounded disposition is adopted when the
preponderance of the evidence shows that the alleged act did not occur. An unsubstantiated case means that the
available evidence is insufficient to substantiate, exonerate, or unfound the allegation. Finally, a disposition of
officer unidentified means that the identity of the officer(s) involved in the case was unknown. While CCRB
investigators identify many of these initially unidentified officers during the course of an investigation, others
remain unidentified.
15

The substantiation rate for all other CCRB cases closed during the same period was 12%. The unsubstantiated rate
in this period was 46%, the exonerated rate was 10% and the unfounded rate was 19%.
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The 20% substantiation rate for street encounter complaints is higher than the 12% rate
for all other CCRB cases closed in the period from January 1997 to March 1999. Furthermore, it
should be noted that of the substantiated street encounter cases, almost three-fourths were
substantiated for the unnecessary stop/frisk/search allegation. In the remaining one-fourth, a
force allegation was substantiated, which means that even if the stop was found to have been
effected properly, the officer still used force improperly.
Within the 129 substantiated cases, a total of 196 officers had allegations substantiated
against them. Table 3-1 shows the command or units to which police officers involved in
substantiated cases were assigned. Over 60% of the officers were assigned to precincts. Patrol
Boroughs Brooklyn North, Bronx, Brooklyn South, and the Narcotics Unit had the most officers
with substantiated complaints. These commands also had the most number of complaints by
officers’ command assignments and (excluding the Narcotics Unit) by location of occurrence.
Table 3-1: Subject Officers in Substantiated Cases by Command Assignment
Command

Number of Officers

Bronx
Brooklyn North
Brooklyn South
Manhattan North
Manhattan South
Queens North
Queens South
Staten Island
Subtotal Precincts:
Detectives
Housing Bureau
Special Operations - Street Crime Unit
Narcotics Unit
Traffic
Transit Bureau
Other Units
Subtotal Other Commands:
Total:

25
28
24
17
4
5
15
5
123
16
12
10
23
6
6
73
196
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Number of Officers in
Other Substantiated CCRB
Cases 1/97-3/99
102
71
75
61
72
63
41
11
496
33
41
22
52
15
47
24
234
730

The data on substantiation rates indicates that the street stop complaints filed by AfricanAmericans and Latinos were more likely to be substantiated, and less likely to be exonerated or
unfounded, than street stop complaints filed by whites. Table 3-2 shows that 23% and 26% of the
complaints filed by African-Americans and Latinos were substantiated compared to a 19%
substantiation rate for complaints brought by whites. Fourteen percent of the complaints of
African-Americans and Latinos were exonerated compared to 24% of the complaints filed by
whites. Finally, while 8% of the complaints of African-Americans were unfounded, 14% of the
complaints of whites were. Reasons for these different rates are not known.
Table 3-2: Case Disposition by Race of Civilians
Disposition

AfricanLatino
White
American
Substantiated
67 (23%)
30 (26%)
8 (19%)
Unsubstantiated
156 (55%)
57 (49%)
18 (43%)
Exonerated
39 (14%)
16 (14%)
10 (24%)
Unfounded
24 (8%)
14 (12%)
6 (14%)
Total
286
117
42
Note: There were 62 cases in which the civilian declined to give his or her race.

Other
4
3
0
1

(50%)
(38%)
(0%)
(13%)
8

Total
109
234
65
45
453

CCRB Recommendations
While the CCRB has the authority to investigate, make findings, and recommend
discipline, it does not have the authority to impose discipline on police officers. That authority
belongs solely to the Police Commissioner.
When a case is substantiated, the CCRB may recommend one of three types of discipline:
Instructions, Command Discipline, or Charges and Specifications. Instructions calls for the
subject officer’s commanding officer to instruct him or her regarding proper procedures with
respect to the substantiated allegations. Command Discipline is a more serious type of discipline
and might involve forfeiture of vacation days, oral warning and admonishment. Charges and
Specifications is the most serious disciplinary measure. This involves the lodging of formal
administrative charges against the subject officer who, as a result, may face an administrative
trial. The penalty can be as severe as termination from the Police Department.
Table 3-3 shows the CCRB’s recommendations for discipline for the 196 officers in the
129 substantiated cases. The CCRB recommended the most serious discipline—Charges and
Specifications—in 64 or 50% of the cases, involving 106, or 54%, of the officers. The CCRB
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recommended Command Discipline in 36% of the cases, involving 34% of the officers. Finally,
the CCRB recommended Instructions in 14 or 11% of the cases, involving 10% of the officers.

Table 3-3: CCRB’s Recommendations in Substantiated Cases
CCRB Recommendations
Charges & Specifications
Command Discipline
Instructions
No Recommendation
Total

Cases
64 (50%)
47 (36%)
14 (11%)
4 (3%)
129

Officers
106 (54%)
67 (34%)
20 (10%)
3 (2%)
196

NYPD Dispositions
After the CCRB forwards the recommendations to the NYPD, the Police Commissioner
then decides on what action the Police Department will take. As of March 31, 2001, the Police
Department had reviewed cases for 89% (174) of the officers involved in the substantiated stop
complaints. (Table 3-4)
Table 3-4 also shows that of the 174 officers whose cases have been reviewed by the
NYPD, 97 officers or 56% of those reviewed were disciplined, 44% were not disciplined, and 10
had their cases filed, meaning the officer was no longer a member of the NYPD. 16 Of those
disciplined, 17 officers or 18% were found guilty after an administrative trial, nine officers or
9% pled guilty to Charges and Specifications, 55% (53 officers) pled guilty to Command
Discipline and 19% (18 officers) pled guilty to Instructions.
Of the 77 officers who were not disciplined, 36 were found not guilty after trial. Twentynine officers had the charges against them dismissed by the Department. The remainder were not
prosecuted because the statute of limitations had expired or were not disciplined because the
16

The NYPD’s discipline rate for street stop complaints is comparable to that of other types of complaints. In the
cases examined here, 56% of officers involved in police-initiated street stop encounter complaints reviewed by the
Police Department have received discipline. This is compared to 55% of officers involved in all other CCRB
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NYPD was unable to prosecute. (Table 3-4)

Table 3-4: NYPD Dispositions (as of 3/31/01)
Police Department Dispositions
Number of Officers
Guilty After Trial
17
Pled Guilty:
To Charges & Specifications
9
To Command Discipline
53
Instructions
18
Subtotal: Disciplinary Action
97 (56%)
Not Guilty after Trial
36
Dismissed
29
Statute of Limitation Expired
5
Department Unable to Prosecute
7
Subtotal: No Disciplinary Action
77 (44%)
No Department Disposition Yet
12
Filed
10
Total:
196
Note: Filed cases denotes that the officer is no longer a member of the NYPD.

Of the 174 officers whose cases have been reviewed by the NYPD, the CCRB
recommended Charges and Specifications for 93 officers. Of these 93 officers, a penalty was
imposed on 46 officers and no penalty was imposed on 47 officers. Of the 46 officers who
received discipline, 13 were found guilty after trial, 9 pled guilty to Charges and Specifications,
20 pled guilty to Command Discipline, and four pled guilty to Instructions. Of the 47 officers
who did not receive discipline, their cases were resolved as follows: 17 officers had their cases
dismissed by the Department for reasons unknown to the CCRB, 24 officers were found not
guilty after the Department sent the case to trial, and six officers were unable to be prosecuted by
the Department. (Table 3-5, page 27)
Of the 174 officers whose cases have been reviewed by the NYPD, the CCRB
recommended Command Discipline for 58 officers. Of these 58 officers, a penalty was imposed
complaints that were closed by the CCRB during the period from January 1, 1997 through March 31, 1999 and
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on 40 officers and no penalty was imposed on 18 officers. Four officers on whom the NYPD
served Charges and Specifications were found guilty after trial, 26 officers pled guilty to
Command Discipline and 10 officers pled guilty to Instructions. Of the 18 officers who did not
receive discipline, their cases were resolved as follows: seven officers had their cases dismissed
by the Department for reasons unknown to the CCRB, eight officers were found not guilty after
the Department served them with Charges and Specifications and sent the case to trial, and three
officers were not prosecuted because the statute of limitations expired.
Finally, the CCRB recommended Instructions for 20 officers. Of these 20 officers, a
penalty was imposed on 11 and no penalty was imposed on nine. Four of these officers pled
guilty to Instructions, and seven pled guilty to Command Discipline. Of the nine officers who did
not receive discipline, their cases were resolved as follows: six officers had their cases dismissed
by the Department for reasons unknown to the CCRB, two were found not guilty after the
Department served them with Charges and Specifications and sent the case to trial, and one
officer was unable to be prosecuted by the Department.

subsequently acted upon by the NYPD as of March 31, 2001.
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Table 3-5: CCRB Recommendations and NYPD Dispositions
CCRB Recommendations
Charges & Specifications

Officers
93

Command Discipline

58

Instructions

20

No Recommendation

Total Reviewed by NYPD as of 3/31/01

3

174

27

NYPD Disposition
Penalty 46 (49%)
No Penalty 47 (51%)
Guilty After Trial 13 (14%)
Pled Guilty to Charges & Specifications 9 (10%)
Pled Guilty to Command Discipline 20 (22%)
Instructions 4 (4%)
Not Guilty after Trial 24 (26%)
Dismissed 17 (18%)
Department Unable to Prosecute 6 (6%)
Penalty 40 (69%)
No Penalty 18 (31%)
Guilty After Trial 4 (7%)
Pled Guilty to Command Discipline 26 (45%)
Instructions 10 (17%)
Dismissed 7 (12%)
Not Guilty after Trial 8 (14%)
Statute of Limitations Expired 3 (5%)
Penalty 11 (55%)
No Penalty 9 (45%)
Pled Guilty to Command Discipline 7 (35%)
Instructions 4 (20%)
Not Guilty after Trial 2 (10%)
Dismissed 6 (30%)
Department Unable to Prosecute 1 (1%)
No Penalty 3
Dismissed 1 (33%)
Statute of Limitations Expired 2 (66%)

The following table (Table 3-6) shows the Police Department's action on substantiated
cases involving street stop encounters by year of referral.

Table 3-6: NYPD Action on Substantiated Cases by Officer by Year of CCRB Referral
Police Department Dispositions
Charges & Specifications
Command Discipline
Instructions
Total: Disciplinary Action
Not Guilty after Trial
Dismissed
Department Unable to Prosecute
Statute of Limitations Expired
Total: No Disciplinary Action
% Subject Officers Disciplined
No Department Disposition Yet
Filed
Total

1997
12
20
5
37
22
28
1
5
56
40%
2
2
97

17

1998
13
31
13
57
10
1
6
0
17
77%
7
8
89

199917
1
2
0
3
4
0
0
0
4
43%
3
0
10

The study sample only includes cases closed from January 1997 through March of 1999, so the figures for 1999
are incomplete.
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Chapter Four:
What Types of Stops Generated Complaints and Were the Stops Documented?

Chapter Four uses the fully investigated cases in the database to analyze the types of
stops that generated complaints and to correlate the types of stop with the characteristics of the
civilians who filed the complaints and the subject officers involved. 18 This chapter also addresses
whether the stops were properly documented. Among the factors discussed in this section are the
stop rationales offered by the subject officers, the method by which the stop was effected, the
perception of the civilians and officers about whether a frisk or search had taken place, the
proper documentation of the stop by UF-250 forms, and the behavior of the subject officers
during the course of the stop.

Stop Rationale
In the fully investigated complaints that were reviewed for this study, police officers
offered a number of different rationales for stopping individuals. As stated in Appendix B,
officers must have, at a minimum, an objective credible reason before they can approach
individuals and query them. In understanding the following analysis, several points should be
noted. To begin with, the fact that a subject officer offered a rationale for a stop does not
necessarily mean that the officer had a lawful justification for effecting the stop. This section
does not evaluate the legality of the stop or the reasonableness of the proffered rationales. Instead
it seeks to analyze the characteristics of the stops that led to complaints. Also, the officers’
rationales here are in no way exhaustive of the rationales that are proffered in CCRB complaints;
they are simply the most common ones provided by officers during the course of CCRB
investigations. 19
18

Because we have data only on the stops that led to complaints, and not on all stops effected during the same
period, we cannot compare the stops that generated complaints with the characteristics of all stops.
19

It should be noted that cases in which all officers were unidentified are excluded in this section and thus the full
investigation sample is smaller than that examined in previous sections. While CCRB investigators identify many of
these initially unidentified officers during the course of an investigation, others remain unidentified. Complaints
against unidentified officers accounted for 126, or 19.7% of the 641 full investigations. In cases with unidentified
officers, information on the officer, such as race, age, gender, residence and rank, is often unavailable. Also missing
is information on important aspects of the encounter such as stop rationales, which only the officer effecting the stop
can provide. Since this type of information was not available in these cases involving unidentified officers, they
have been excluded from the analysis in this section. We have compared these cases involving unidentified officers
with the other full investigation cases, however, to see if these excluded cases are similar to the other cases in terms
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Table 4-1 shows the number of times a specific rationale was used, its share of all
rationales, and the percentage of cases in which it was used. (Since more than one rationale can
be used in a case, the table's last column would add to more than 100%.) Of the 515 fully
investigated street encounter complaints, officers most commonly relied on their personal
observations, rather than on third party information, as the basis to stop civilians. (They relied on
third party information in one-third of the cases.) The most frequently cited observations after
third party information were “furtive” or “suspicious” gestures, high crime area, 20 and
“suspicious” bulge, used in 19%, 17%, and 13% of all cases, respectively. There were 23 cases,
5% of the total, in which a subject officer knew an individual from a previous encounter.
(Known, as used in this study, does not mean an officer knows a civilian has committed a crime.
Rather, known means that an officer based the stop in part on his previous knowledge of the
civilian.) In 67 cases, officers offered a rationale that did not fit into any of the other defined
categories. These rationales were classified as Other. This Other category included rationales
such as: officers observing civilians with bottles in brown bags, situations where civilians were
making loud noise, instances where officers suspected truancy, or cases in which the officer did
not recall the incident.
As stated previously, officers used third party information as a rationale for stopping
civilians in only one third of the cases. Third party information indicates that the stop encounter
was prompted in part by information received from some source other than personal observation.
For example, an officer might receive a radio report alerting him/her to potential criminal
activity and prompting the officer to go to an area to assess the situation and perhaps to effect a
stop. 21 Third party information may be provided by fellow officers, undercover officers,
identified civilians, and anonymous informants.

of information we have about them: the civilian's sex, race, age and precinct of occurrence. The excluded cases
appear substantially the same as the other cases by these criteria, suggesting that their exclusion should not affect the
results noted herein. The full investigation sample used for Chapter Four, then, is 515.
20

“High crime areas” are designated as such by the NYPD.

21

For the cases in which officers used third party information as a stop rationale, the degree of specificity of the
information must have been such that the officer still had to use his/her discretion to effect the stop. Cases in which
third party information positively identified a civilian engaging in criminal activity before the stop were excluded
from the study.
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Table 4-1: Subject Officer's Stop Rationales22
Stop Rationale
Third Party Information
Gesture
High Crime Area
Other
Bulge
Exchange
Dress
Waistband
Known
None
Total Stop Rationales

Frequency

Percent of All Rationales
(667)
26%
15%
13%
10%
10%
8%
8%
7%
3%
0.9%
100%

171
99
85
67
65
53
51
47
23
6
667

Percent of All Cases
(515)
33%
19%
17%
13%
13%
10%
10%
9%
5%
1%

Table 4-2 shows the number of the cases in which officers used a single rationale to
effect the stops that led to complaints. In 399 cases, over three-fourths of the 515 that were fully
investigated, officers provided a single rationale to stop the civilians. These single rationale cases
were also most likely to be based on field observations rather than third party information.
Among the field observations, gesture, high crime area, exchange, and bulge were the most
common observations. In 136 cases—about one quarter of the 515 total and about one third of
the single rationale cases—officers based their stop on third party information.
Table 4-2: Subject Officer's Single Stop Rationales
Rationale
Third Party Information
Other
Gesture
High Crime Area
Exchange
Bulge
Dress
Waistband
Known
Total Single Stop Rationale Cases
No Rationale

Number of Cases
136
67
44
42
36
30
18
15
11
399
6

22

Percent of Cases
26%
13%
9%
8%
7%
6%
3.5%
2.9%
2.1%
77.5%
1.2%

Table 4-1 is a tabulation of the various rationales that officers offered and the frequency of each rationale as a
percent of total rationales and as a percent of the fully investigated cases. In some cases, officers offered more than
one rationale and in some cases, they did not offer any rationale. Thus, the total number of rationales (667) tabulated
in Table 4-1 is greater than the number of full investigations (515).
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Officers used double rationales in 88 cases, or 17% of the fully investigated cases. Table
4-3 lists the various combinations of stop rationales provided by officers. The most common
combination of stop rationales that subject officers used was gesture and waistband. Dress and
gesture, gesture and high crime area, and high crime area and third party information were also
used frequently. In 22 cases, officers used three or more rationales as reasons for stopping
civilians, and in six cases, officers provided no rationale for the stop.

Table 4-3: Subject Officer's Double Stop Rationales
Rationales
Bulge, Waistband
Bulge, Gesture
Bulge, High Crime
Bulge, Dress
Bulge, Exchange
Bulge, Third
Bulge, Known
Dress, Third Party
Dress, Gesture
Dress, High Crime
Dress, Waistband
Dress, Exchange
Dress, Known
Exchange, High Crime
Exchange, Waistband

Frequency
6
5
3
4
0
2
1
5
8
1
0
1
0
5
2

Exchange, Gesture
Exchange, Third Party
Exchange, Known
Gesture, Third Party
Gesture, Known
Gesture, Waistband
Gesture, High Crime
High Crime, Known
High Crime, Waistband
High Crime, Third Party
Known, Waistband
Known, Third Party
Waistband, Third Party
Total

32

1
5
1
6
1
9
8
3
1
8
0
1
1
88

Stop Rationale and Race
Table 4-4 correlates the officers’ stop rationales with the race of the civilians who filed
complaints in order to determine whether the characteristics of the stops that gave rise to
complaints differed for racial groups.
The frequency of third party information as a rationale was relatively similar among
racial groups who filed complaints, constituting for instance, from 26% to 31% of the rationales
offered in cases involving African-American, Latino or white civilians. Stops that generated
complaints from all racial groups were most likely to be based on field observations. However,
the field observations that generated complaints from African-Americans and Latinos differed
from those generating complaints from whites.
Notably, the frequencies for three rationales—bulge, dress, and waistband—were higher
for the African-Americans and Latinos who filed complaints. For example, while bulge
constituted 13% of the rationales for stops generating complaints from African-Americans and
12% of the rationales for Latinos, it constituted only 7% of rationales for the stops leading to
complaints from whites. This difference was found to be statistically significant, as was the
difference for the rationale waistband. (Appendix I)
Whites were more likely than African-Americans or Latinos to file complaints about
stops that were found to be based on high crime area. Presence in a high crime area constituted
23% of the rationales for stopping whites who filed complaints, but 14% and 10% respectively
for the African-Americans and Latinos.
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Table 4-4: Subject Officer's Stop Rationales and the Race of Civilians who Filed Complaints
Stop
Rationale
Bulge
Dress
Exchange
Gesture
High Crime
Known
Waistband

AfricanAmerican
43
13%
34
10%
27
8%
59
17%
47
14%
10
3%
32
9%

Latino

White

Other

16
12%
13
9%
12
9%
23
17%
14
10%
8
6%
10
7%

3
7%
3
7%
4
9%
8
18%
10
23%
3
7%
1
2%

1
13%
0
0
2
25%
1
13%
1
13%
0

Race
Unknown
2
3%
1
2%
10
16%
7
11%
13
21%
1
2%
4
7%

Total
65
11%
51
9%
53
9%
99
17%
85
14%
23
4%
47
8%

Third Party
89
43
12
3
24
171
Information
26%
31%
27%
38%
39%
29%
Total
341
139
44
8
62
594
Note: The percentages were calculated by dividing the count for each rationale by the total number of rationales
within each racial group. The total number of rationales offered, 594, is less than the 667 indicated in Table 4-1
because “Other” rationales and “None” have not been incorporated into this table.

For the purposes of this study, a stop is defined as an incident that is initiated by a police
officer, who, based on his/her discretion and observation, stops and questions a person to
ascertain whether suspected criminal activity exists. The stop may be precipitated partly by
information received from a third party source. If officers receive information from a third party
source that gives them a reason for their stop, this information guides or directs the exercise of
their discretion. For example, if a radio run describes the location of alleged criminal activity, as
well as the suspect’s race, gender, height, weight, clothing, and other distinguishing
characteristics, officers must stop someone meeting that general description.
The following table (Table 4-5) examines complaints in which officers did not use third
party information as a stop rationale, either in whole or in part. These complaints are those in
which officers used only their personal observations about civilians’ behavior to effect stops.
After excluding the 171 cases in which third party information was reported, gesture was
the most common rationale offered for a stop that resulted in a complaint, accounting for 24% of
all rationales indicated by subject officers. High crime area (20%) and bulge (16%) were the
second and third most common rationales.
Several findings from Table 4-4 are also shown in Table 4-5, where stops based in whole
or in part on third party information were excluded. After third party information was excluded,
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the stops leading to complaints from African-Americans and Latinos were still more likely to be
based on bulge, dress, and waistband than the stops leading to complaints from whites. For
dress, the difference in frequency between whites and African-Americans and Latinos is small,
but for bulge and waistband, the difference is more substantial. For example, bulge constituted
18% of rationales for stops that led to complaints from African-Americans and Latinos compared
to 10% for whites. Correspondingly, the stops leading to complaints from whites were still more
likely to be based on high crime area than the stops leading to complaints from AfricanAmericans and Latinos.
Table 4-5: Subject Officer's Stop Rationales by Race of Civilians Excluding Third Party Information
Stop Rationale
Bulge
Dress
Exchange
Gesture
High Crime
Known
Waistband
Total

AfricanAmerican
41
18%
27
12%
25
11%
55
24%
41
18%
9
4%
31
14%
229

Latino

White

Other

14
18%
9
11%
8
10%
20
25%
13
16%
6
8%
9
11%
79

3
10%
3
10%
4
13%
8
27%
8
27%
3
10%
1
3%
30

1
20%
0
0
2
40%
1
20%
1
20%
0
5

Race
Unknown
2
6%
1
3%
10
28%
6
17%
12
33%
1
3%
4
11%
36

Total
61
16%
40
11%
47
12%
91
24%
75
20%
20
5%
45
12%
379

Stop Rationale and Gender
Officers’ rationales for street stops that led to complaints also differed according to the
civilian's gender. (Table 4-6) The stops leading to complaints from women were more likely to
be based on third party information, high crime area, and exchange. Those leading to complaints
from men were more likely to be based on bulge, waistband, and gesture— rationales which tend
to be more appearance-based.
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Table 4-6: Subject Officer's Stop Rationales by Gender of Civilians
Male

Female

Stop Rationale
Frequency
Percent
Third Party Information
130
27%
Gesture
85
18%
High Crime
67
14%
Bulge
63
13%
Waistband
44
9%
Dress
42
9%
Exchange
36
7%
Known
20
4%
Total
487
100%
Note: The gender information was unavailable for one civilian.

Frequency
41
14
18
2
3
9
16
3
106

Percent
39%
13%
17%
2%
3%
9%
15%
3%
100%

After excluding the 171 cases in which third party information was a basis in whole or in
part for the stop, gesture was the most common rationale for stopping both the men and women
who filed complaints, considering them together. Bulge and waistband were still more
characteristic of the stops of men while exchange and high crime area continued to characterize
the stops leading to complaints from women.

Table 4-7: Subject Officer's Stop Rationales and Gender, Excluding Third Party Information
Male
Stop Rationale
Gesture
High Crime
Bulge
Waistband
Dress
Exchange
Known
Total

Frequency
79
61
61
43
34
31
18
327

Female
Percent
24%
19%
19%
13%
10%
10%
6%
100%

Frequency
12
14
0
2
6
15
2
51

Percent
24%
28%
0
4%
12%
29%
4%
100%

Stop Method
Table 4-8 characterizes the stops leading to complaints by the stop methods that the
police officer effecting the stop testified were used during the encounter. These stop methods
were provided by officers during the course of CCRB interviews. The stop methods, which
ranged from verbal commands to physical force, indicate only how the officer effected the initial
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stop, not what may have occurred during the course of the encounter. For example, after stopping
a civilian with a verbal command, an officer may have used physical force during the encounter.
This use of physical force is not how the officer actually effected the stop, and would not be
considered in this section. Furthermore, like the rationales offered by police officers, the stop
methods are not mutually exclusive, and officers sometimes stated that they used more than one
method to effect a stop. Since stop methods are not mutually exclusive, the total number of stop
methods (777) in Table 4-8 is greater than the number of fully investigated cases (515).
In the full investigations studied, police officers most commonly stated that verbal
commands (including threats) were used to effect the stop. Verbal command constituted 48% of
all stop methods police proffered. The next most common method of stop was physical force,
which was proffered as the stop method in 34% of the total. Gun drawn and gun pointed were
proffered in 10% and 7% of the stops, respectively. Pepper spray and gun fired were used even
less frequently.
Table 4-8: Subject Officer’s Stated Method of Stop
Method of Stop
Verbal Command
Threat of Physical Force
Physical Force
Gun Drawn
Gun Pointed
Pepper Spray
Gun Fired
Total

Frequency
327
45
262
74
56
12
1
777

Stop Method and Race
We examined whether the methods used in the stops that generated complaints differed
for racial groups. Of all civilians in this sample whose race is known and who were stopped by
officers using some type of physical force, 67% were African-American, 27% were Latino, and
5% were white. Table 4-9 shows that whites were more likely than African-Americans or
Latinos to file complaints about stops that police said were effected by verbal command.
African-Americans and Latinos were more likely to file complaints about stops admittedly
effected by physical force. Officers testified to using physical force to effect stops for 48% of the
whites who filed complaints but 74% of the African-Americans and 76% of the Latinos. The
difference in the use of force between African-American and white civilians who filed
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complaints, and between Latino and white civilians who filed complaints, is statistically
significant, and thus is not a chance occurrence. 23 (See Appendix I)
Table 4-9: Subject Officer's Stop Method by Race of Civilians
Stop Method
African-American
Latino
White
Other
Verbal Only
73
27
16
5
Verbal Only %
26%
24%
52%
63%
Physical Force
212
87
15
3
Physical Force %
74%
76%
48%
38%
Total
285
114
31
8
Note: Verbal refers to cases in which an officer made a verbal command or made a threat of force. Force refers to
cases in which an officer used physical force, pepper spray, gun drawn, pointed or fired to effect the stop. There
were 62 cases in which civilians' races were missing.

Furthermore, officers' use of stop methods involving a gun differed by the race of the
civilians who filed complaints. Of all civilians of known race in this sample who were stopped
by an officer using a gun, 83% were African-American, 15% were Latino, and 2% were white.
Table 4-10 shows that officers used a gun to effect a stop of 6% of all whites in the study sample,
while using a gun to effect stops of 13% of Latinos and 29% of African-Americans. The
difference in data between African-American and Latino civilians stopped by a police officer
using a gun is statistically significant and thus is not a chance occurrence. 24 (Appendix I)

Table 4-10: Race of Civilians Stopped by an Officer Using a Gun
Number of Civilians Stopped by an Officer Using a
Gun25
Total Number of Civilians Stopped by Verbal Command
or Physical Force
Percentage of Those Civilians Stopped by an Officer
Using a Gun

African-American
82

Latino
15

White
2

285

114

31

29%

13%

6%

Note: (1) Gun use refers to cases in which a gun is drawn, pointed or fired in order to effect a stop; (2) Not all of the
652 civilians in the 515 fully investigated cases were willing or able to state their race.

23

No statistical significance testing could be done with data for ‘other’ civilians stopped by verbal means or
physical force because of the small number of ‘other’ civilians involved.
24

No statistical significance testing could be done with data for white civilians stopped by an officer using a gun
because of the small number of white civilians involved.
25

Of the 99 civilians of known race who were stopped by an officer using a gun, 28 of them were arrested.
Contraband was found on 10 of these civilians and included drugs (8), a gun (1), and some other weapon (1). There
was no contraband found on the remaining 18 civilians. These 99 civilians were involved in 69 CCRB cases. Of
those cases, the CCRB substantiated 17 of those complaints, unfounded 3, exonerated 13, and unsubstantiated 36.
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Stop Method and Gender
We also examined whether officers' stop methods leading to complaints differed for men
and women and found no significant differences. (Table 4-11).

Table 4-11: Subject Officer's Stop Method by Gender of Civilians
Stop Method
Male
Verbal Only
97
Verbal Only %
26%
Physical Force
272
Physical Force %
74%
Total
369
Note: The gender information was unavailable for one civilian.

Female
34
27%
91
73%
125

Stop Results
The data show that no charges were filed against the civilian in over half the fully
investigated stops in this study. (Table 4-12) This is not surprising since the standard to stop a
civilian is lower than the probable cause needed to arrest a civilian. However, nearly one third of
the cases resulted in an arrest, and 13% resulted in the issuance of a summons.

Table 4-12: Results of Stops
Stop Result
Arrest
Summons
No Charge
Total

Frequency
168
67
280
515

Percent
33%
13%
54%
100%

The data also show that in 444, or 86%, of the 515 fully investigated stops in this study,
contraband was not recovered. 26 In the remaining stops, contraband was found as follows: 42
instances of drugs, six instances of drugs and weapons, two guns, eight knives, three types of
stolen property, and 10 other types of contraband.
In the 65 instances in which officers offered bulge as a stop rationale, they recovered
contraband in nine instances, or 14% of the total. The contraband found included two instances
of drugs, one instance of drugs and weapons, one gun, three instances of knives, and two other
26

Note that the contraband recovery rate arising from NYPD stop and frisk practices generally may be different.
These data speak only to the contraband recovery rate in situations where civilians subsequently have filed
complaints.
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types of contraband. In the six instances in which officers offered both bulge and adjustment of
waistband as stop rationales, they did not recover any contraband.

Frisk and Search
CCRB investigations consider the subject officers’ as well as the civilians’ perspectives
on what occurs during officer-civilian encounters. The most striking discrepancy between the
accounts offered by civilians and officers in this study involves the question whether a frisk or
search occurred during the stop. A frisk is a procedure in which the officer runs his/her hands
over a civilian’s clothing to feel for weapons, to ensure the officer’s own safety and the safety of
others. A search, on the other hand, occurs when the officer places his/her hands inside the
pocket or other interior parts of a civilian’s clothing or belongings to determine if the civilian has
weapons or other contraband. 27 (As explained in Appendix A, the searches relevant to this study
do not include executions of search warrants, nor do they include searches that were incident to
arrests, where probable cause to arrest existed prior to the approach.) Furthermore, a policeinitiated street stop encounter does not necessarily mean that a frisk or search has taken place.
An officer may detain a civilian temporarily for questioning without frisking or searching the
civilian.
Table 4-13 records the civilian’s and the subject officer’s perspective on whether a frisk
and/or search occurred during the street stop encounter. Civilians who filed complaints stated
that they were frisked, searched, or frisked and searched in 427 of the 515 fully investigated
cases in this sample. On the other hand, subject officers claimed to have frisked, searched, or
frisked and searched civilians in only 367 cases. When frisk, search, and frisk and search
categories are examined separately, officers were more likely than civilians to say they used frisk
only; civilians were more likely to say they were searched or frisked and searched. Civilians
were more than twice as likely as officers to report this last method.
Table 4-13: Frisk/Search Perspective of Subject Officers and Civilians

Civilian
Subject Officer

Frisk Only

Search Only

Frisk and Search

134
228

98
54

195
85

40

Total
427
367

To attempt to further explain these differences, we tabulated the number of frisks and
searches with contraband recovered. If contraband is recovered during a stop, it is likely that a
frisk and/or search occurred. Table 4-14 examines the number of cases in which contraband was
found among the cases in which a civilian stated whether a frisk or search had occurred. In the
134 instances in which civilians reported they were only frisked, contraband was recovered in
eight cases for a rate of 6%. In the 98 instances that civilians reported they were only searched,
contraband was found in 25 cases for a 26% recovery rate. In the 195 instances that civilians
stated they were both frisked and searched, contraband was found in 33 instances for a rate of
17%.
Table 4-14: Contraband Found in Cases where Civilian Perceived Frisk/Search

Frequency
Contraband Found
Percent Contraband Found
No Contraband Found
Percent No Contraband Found

Frisk Only

Search Only

Frisk and Search

134
8
6%
126
94%

98
25
26%
73
75%

195
33
17%
162
83%

No Frisk or
Search
88
5
6%
83
94%

From the subject officer’s perspective, the rate of contraband recovery is higher. Table 415 shows the number of cases in which contraband was found and the subject officer’s
perspective on whether a frisk and search had occurred. In the 228 cases in which officers
reported they only frisked a civilian, they recovered contraband in 21 instances for a rate of 9%.
In the 54 cases in which officers reported they only searched a civilian, they recovered
contraband in 23 cases for a rate of 43%. In the 85 instances that officers reported that they both
frisked and searched civilians, they found contraband in 24 instances for a rate of 28%.
Table 4-15: Contraband Found in Cases where Subject Officer Perceived Frisk/Search

Frequency
Contraband Found
Percent Contraband Found
No Contraband Found
Percent No Contraband Found

27

Frisk Only

Search Only

Frisk and Search

228
21
9%
207
91%

54
23
43%
31
57%

85
24
28%
61
72%

See Patrol Guide 116-33.
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No Frisk or
Search
148
3
2%
145
98%

Both Tables 4-14 and 4-15 show that there were a few cases in which contraband was
found even though neither the civilian nor the subject officer reported a frisk or a search. These
cases were reviewed in detail, and it was found that contraband was recovered without a frisk or
search during the encounter. For example, in one case, the CCRB investigation revealed that a
civilian had drugs in his hand that were visible to the subject officer after he had initiated the
stop.
The rate of contraband recovery in Table 4-14 was lower than the rate of recovery in
Table 4-15 because the civilians reported a higher total number of frisk, search, or frisk and
search incidents whereas the officers reported a lower number.

UF-250 Reports
Police officers are required by the NYPD to document certain "stop and frisk" encounters by
completing UF-250 forms. 28 According to NYPD Patrol Guide 116-33, which was in force
during the period relevant to this study,

29

UF-250 forms were required for encounters in which a

civilian was:

1) stopped by use of force;
2) stopped and frisked and/or searched;
3) arrested (when arrest resulted from a stop, or the temporary detainment of the person for
questioning); or
4) stopped, when the person refused to identify him or herself.
Thus, the NYPD did not require that all stops of civilians be documented by UF-250
forms, but officers could complete these forms even in cases that did not fall under the guidelines
above. 30
28

During the period relevant to this study, UF-250s included the date, time, and location of the encounter and other
information such as the officer’s name and badge number, a description of the incident, whether a frisk or search
took place, remarks by the person stopped, crime suspected, contraband found, pedigree information, and signature
of the officer as well as the supervisory officer. See Appendix E for a sample UF-250 form in use during the period
covered by this study.
29

Beginning in January 1, 2001, the Patrol Guide Section 116-33 on Stop and Frisk procedures changed to Section
212-11.
30

The OAG Report showed that of the 175,000 UF-250 forms examined, 27.5% were “non-mandated reports” while
72.5% were mandated by the guidelines above (p. 91). However, the OAG Report could not determine the number
of mandated stops not documented by UF-250s. Note that the NYPD has recently revised the Patrol Guide to require
that a UF-250 be prepared in a broader number of police-citizen encounters.
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In examining the complaint data compiled in this study, we were able to count the
number of encounters generating complaints in which UF-250 forms were apparently not filed
by the police officer. 31 Of the full investigations, officers claimed to have frisked someone in 228
cases, but UF-250 forms were found in only 135, or 59%, of them. In the 54 cases in which
officers claimed that they searched a civilian, UF-250 forms were found in only 18, or 33%. In
the 85 cases that officers claimed to have both frisked and searched civilians, UF-250s were
available in 38 cases, or 45%. As noted in the NYPD Patrol guidelines above, when a civilian is
frisked and/or searched during the course of an encounter, the NYPD stipulates that the officer
must fill out a UF-250 form. Thus, mandated UF-250 forms were missing in 93 cases in which
the officer admitted frisking a civilian, missing in 36 cases in which the officer admitted
searching a civilian, and in 47 cases where the officer admitted to both frisking and searching a
civilian.
Furthermore, officers are required to fill out a UF-250 form when they arrest a civilian as
a result of a stop. Of the 168 cases in which an arrest was effected, UF-250 forms were filed in
only 34, or 20% of them. Thus, in the majority of cases in which an arrest occurred, UF-250
forms were not completed.
Of the 515 fully investigated cases, there were 347 cases that did not involve an arrest.
Of these 347 fully investigated cases, UF-250s were mandated in 295 cases because they
involved a frisk, search and/or the officer used physical force to effect the stop, based on the
officer’s own testimony. 32 Of these 295 cases in which UF-250 documentation was mandated,
119, or 40%, were missing UF-250 documentation. 33

31

A UF-250 was considered missing, for the purposes of this study, when the officer did not provide the UF-250
during a CCRB interview or the Police Department was unable to locate it.
32

Of the remaining 45 cases not involving an arrest, it is possible that a UF-250 was required in some additional
number, where the person stopped refused to identify him or herself. The database, however, was not set up to
permit an analysis by this criterion.
33

It should be noted that of these 76 cases in which the officer did not complete UF-250s, officers did make record
of the encounter in their memo book in 30 cases. It should also be noted that there were eight cases that were
unfounded, which may explain some of the missing UF-250 forms. Further analysis of the cases in which mandated
UF-250s were missing reveal that officers from certain units had a better record than others in completing these
forms. For example, in looking at the 463 CCRB complaints where UF-250s were mandated, the Street Crime Unit
was missing 19 mandated UF-250s. Following was the Manhattan Narcotics Unit, which was missing 14 mandated
UF-250s. Bronx Narcotics was missing 12 mandated UF-250s. Brooklyn Narcotics was missing four mandated UF250s. The 73rd and 75th Precincts were both missing seven UF-250s.
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The complaint data shows that a substantial number of stops (those involving arrests, or
those where the officer alleged a frisk or search or where physical force was used) were not
documented by mandated UF-250 forms. 34 This failure to document "stop and frisk" encounters
is disturbing for several reasons. First, the underreporting of mandated stops shows that NYPD
policy was not strictly adhered to by the NYPD's own police officers. During the period covered
by this report, officers were not filling out UF-250 forms according to the Patrol Guide’s
instructions, and this failure appropriately to document stop encounters undermines the NYPD’s
policies.
Second, the actual number of civilians stopped by police officers may be larger than that
suggested by the OAG Report, which relied primarily on UF-250s. Data for this CCRB study
shows that, of the 515 cases that were fully investigated, 463 of those cases had factors that made
filing a UF-250 mandatory. 35 In 252 of those 463 cases (54%) UF-250 documentation was
missing. 36 Since not all mandated stops were recorded, the public has no way of determining in a
comprehensive way the quantitative aspects of the NYPD’s "stop and frisk" practices.
While stop, question, and frisk practices are a valuable police tactic, at the same time,
they may be vulnerable to abuse by officers. Unless police-initiated stops are thoroughly
documented and reviewed, there is no way to determine whether officers exercise this tactic in a
discriminatory or otherwise improper fashion. 37 If properly executed, the completion of UF-250s
helps make it possible to appropriately supervise this area of police operation.

Behavior of Officer During and After Stop
To gain an understanding of the qualitative dimension of the police-initiated street stops
that led to complaints from the civilians’ perspective, the CCRB examined fully investigated
complaints to determine how police officers behaved during the encounter and, in particular,
whether they explained the reason for the stop to the civilian. As stated above, more than half of
34

The NYPD has required the completion of UF-250 forms since 1986.

35

Factors that made the filing of a UF-250 mandatory included arrest, issuance of a desk appearance ticket (DAT),
the use of force, a frisk and/or a search.
36

In one additional case in the database, there was no information as to whether a UF-250 was present or not.

37

The NYPD developed a new Stop, Question and Frisk Report Worksheet (PD344-151A) effective January 1,
2001. See Appendix F for a copy of this revised form and its accompanying Interim Order.
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the stops that led to complaints did not result in any charges filed by the officer. Furthermore, in
the great majority of encounters, officers did not recover any contraband. Therefore, it is
important to note whether the officer explained to the civilian why he or she was being stopped,
especially in those 280 fully investigated cases that did not result in an arrest.
Based on civilians' account of the encounters, data shows that in nearly two thirds of
these 280 cases, officers did not offer explanations for the stop. (Table 4-16). In only slightly
more than 5% of these cases did officers either offer an apology or rebroadcast a radio call. 38
Table 4-16 also shows that officer explanation or apology does not distinguish the stops
that led to complaints by the different racial groups.

Table 4-16: Behavior of Subject Officers by Race of Civilians
Officer Behavior

Latino

White

Other

9
32%
0

2
40%
0

0

0

Behavior Unknown

8
5%
96
61%
0

13
20%
1
2%
6
9%
45
69%
0

3
60%
0

Total

157

65

18
64%
1
4%
28

Explanation
Rebroadcast Radio Run
Apology
No Explanation

AfricanAmerican
53
34%
0

5

Race
Unknown
6
24%
0

Total
83
30%
1
0.4%
15
5%
179
64%
2
1%
280

1
4%
17
68%
1
4%
25

Similarly, the men who filed complaints to the CCRB were as likely to have received
explanations or apologies as the women. (Table 4-17).
Table 4-17: Behavior of Subject Officers by Gender of Civilians
Officer Behavior
Explanation
Rebroadcast Radio Run
Apology
No Explanation
Behavior Unknown
Total

Male
69
29%
1
0.4%
14
6%
149
63%
2
0.8%
235

Female
14
31%
0
0%
1
2%
30
67%
0
0%
45

38

Total
83
1
15
179
2
280

Officers sometimes rebroadcast radio calls to civilians stopped by police to demonstrate the reason for a stop—by
showing a civilian, for instance, that his description matched a known suspect being sought in the area.
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In early January 2001, Police Commissioner Bernard Kerik implemented a stop and frisk
policy that requires police officers to explain to the person being stopped the reason for the stop.
These data at least suggest that such a policy may be needed to minimize these circumstances in
which the failure to offer an explanation may contribute to the filing of complaints.

46

Appendix A - Case Selection Methodology
First Selection
The selection of relevant cases went through four stages. Since the Street Stop Encounter
Committee wanted to consider all instances in which civilians filed complaints about stops, frisks
and/or searches by police officers, the initial data run used broad criteria to ensure that all
potentially relevant cases were captured.
In the first run, cases were selected according to four types of criteria: (See Coding Sheet)
1. Panel date. This refers to the date that the case was closed and captured those closed from
1/1/97 to 3/31/99.
2. Disposition code. This refers to the result of the investigation. Cases coded “97,” “98,” and
“99” fell outside of CCRB’s jurisdiction and were not included; cases coded “00” were still
open and were not included either.
3. Victim/Member Contact. This field provides the reason for initial contact between the
member of service and the complainant. The data run captured those instances coded “07–
stop question/frisk,” but it also included cases coded “18–other” in case an investigator
happened to code a case that would fit into this study as “other.”
4. Abuse of Authority. The final criterion gives the complainant’s cause for complaint. The
initial run captured three codes for this field: “201–person searched," “203–detention," and
“215–other.” The first two codes obviously drew cases of interest to the study; “215–other”
was included for the sake of thoroughness.
Second Selection
The first run produced 4,549 cases. Of this total, 2,732 were generated by the "18–other"
or "215–other" codes. The 4,549 cases were classified into three categories of relevancy: (1) very
likely to be relevant (those coded explicitly as stop, frisk and search cases), (2) less likely to be
relevant (those with “other” in one of the categories), and (3) very unlikely to be relevant (those
coded as "other" in both the victim/member contact and the abuse of authority categories).
The very unlikely cases were the majority of the first run. To ensure that these cases
(coded 18 or 215) were not unduly excluded, a careful sample was reviewed before they were
discarded.
The selection of the sample was as follows:
1) A 10% sample of all of the cases proposed to discard from the analysis was tallied. Of
the 2,732 cases generated by the "other" codes, 273 were analyzed.
2) If the number of relevant cases within the 273 drawn surpassed 20% (54 or more), then
the sample would not be discarded.
3) If the number were significantly under 20%, then as a negligible amount, these cases
would be discarded.
4) Finally the cases of stop and frisk complaints that were in the "other" category were
examined for patterns indicating that certain criteria reappear with some frequency. In other
words, researchers scanned the sample to make sure that the initial data run did not include other
criteria.
The verification of the second selection showed that none of the “unlikely” cases were
relevant. This second selection trimmed the case sample to 1,817.

Third Selection
Upon review of the 1,817 cases, it was found that many of the cases in which the MOS
reported a traffic violation as the cause for stopping a vehicle did not belong in the study. Staff
reviewed 97 of these “traffic stop” cases to determine if they fit the definition of street encounter,
and found that not all of these cases actually involved a traffic stop. In fact, some were prime
examples of street encounters. Several of these cases involved police officers observing the
individuals engaging in suspicious behavior before entering the vehicle, or the police stopping
the vehicle based on specific suspicions about the occupants, not their suspicions based on their
driving. In some cases, a complainant might have been sitting on the hood of his car when a
police officer approached and began to ask questions. Consequently, when a case contained
allegations of “vehicle searched,” or noted “traffic incident” or “vehicle stop and check” as a
reason for victim/member contact, that did not automatically make it unsuitable for the study. As
a result of the third selection, seven cases that were classified as "traffic stop" were included for
a total selection of 1,727 cases.
Fourth Selection
Of the remaining 1,727 cases, 828 were fully investigated cases, 854 were truncated, and
47 were deemed miscellaneous cases. These 1,727 cases were distributed evenly to CCRB’s
eight investigative teams, and each team manager assigned approximately 215 cases to their most
able investigators. The 40 investigators were trained by the research staff on how to complete the
specially-designed Access database.
Using the investigators’ data entry, it was found that still additional cases were not relevant
to the study. For example, two categories of complaints that were completely excluded from the
study were:
1. Execution of search warrant. This included some cases in which civilians in the vicinity of a
warrant execution were held for questioning. The search warrant cases were excluded
because they were not cases in which officers initiated contact based on their observations in
order to obtain more information. Search warrants are executed based on a prior gathering of
information and after the approval of a judge is obtained. Cases in which those who were
stopped were recognized as people who were wanted on a warrant or for questioning were
also removed from the study.
2. Searches incidental to arrest. Some cases were initially included because they involved
“person searched” allegations on the UF-245 (complaint intake form). After review,
however, some of these cases were found to be searches incidental to arrest. These cases are
not street stops by definition. Searches incidental to arrest are routine during arrest to ensure
the safety of the officers and to make sure prisoners are not holding contraband while
traveling with police officers and staying in detention facilities.
Still other types of cases that were excluded from the study were certain quality of life
violations, subway fare evasions and trespass cases. Of the 1,727 cases, 1,346 were found to be
relevant, and 381 were not relevant. Of the final sample of 1,346 cases, 641 were fully
investigated cases.

