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Oversight: The NYPD’s Use of Stop-and-Frisk and Other Investigative Encounters

I. INTRODUCTION
On  December 16, 2024, the Committee on Public Safety, chaired by Council Member Yusef Salaam, will hold an oversight hearing examining the New York City Police Department’s (“NYPD” or “the Department”) use of stop-and-frisk and other investigative encounters. Among those invited to testify include representatives from the NYPD, legal service providers, civil liberties organizations, labor representatives, community organizations, and members of the public.



II. BACKGROUND
Police Investigative Encounters
The Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution (“Fourth Amendment”), broadly establishes rights afforded to civilians during encounters with police, and the limitations placed on police authority to detain and search individuals without cause.[footnoteRef:1] The text of the Fourth Amendment is as follows:  [1:  U.S. Constitution, Fourth Amendment.] 

	“The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against 	unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but 	upon probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the 	place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.”[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Id.] 


The United States Supreme Court and other federal and state courts have since established the boundaries of constitutional policing through examining specific police practices and evaluating if they align with Fourth Amendment requirements. 
A significant case establishing the legal boundaries of the Fourth Amendment is Terry v. Ohio (1968),[footnoteRef:3]  where the Supreme Court examined the constitutionality of the police investigative practice commonly known as, “stop-and-frisk.” Stop-and-frisk is an investigative technique whereby police officers stop, question, and search an individual suspected of being involved in a crime, in circumstances where the officer otherwise lacks evidence to establish probable cause for an arrest.[footnoteRef:4]  According to the Supreme Court, in these circumstances, adherence to the Fourth Amendment protections against unreasonable searches and seizures, dictates that “where a police officer observes unusual conduct which leads [them] reasonably to conclude in light of [their] experience that criminal activity may be afoot and that the persons with whom [they] is dealing may be armed and presently dangerous. . . [the officer] is entitled for the protection of [themselves] and others in the area to conduct a carefully limited search of the outer clothes of such person . . . ”[footnoteRef:5]  This -- “reasonable suspicion” standard – has generally guided the development of modern criminal procedures as it pertains to the scope of permitted police investigations that can occur without an arrest or a judicial warrant.[footnoteRef:6]   [3:  Terry v. Ohio, 329 U.S. 1 (1968). ]  [4:  Id.]  [5:  Id.]  [6:  Id.] 

Following the findings of the Terry decision, New York courts developed an overarching framework used to evaluate the legality of police investigative encounters, identifying levels of police intrusion and establishing corresponding degrees of knowledge of criminality an officer must possess in order to justify action at each such level.[footnoteRef:7] The levels of investigative encounters are as follows: [7:  People v. DeBour, 40 N.Y.2d 210 (1976), People v. Hollman & Saunders 79 NY2d 181 (1992)] 

· Level 1 – Request for Information: An officer can approach an individual and request information when there are "objective credible reasons" for the interference (public service or law enforcement), but not necessarily indicative of criminality.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  People v. Hollman & Saunders 79 NY2d 181 (1992) at 233. ] 

· An officer can ask "basic, nonthreatening questions regarding, for instance, identity, address or destination."[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Id. at 209.] 

· The "brevity of the encounter and the absence of harassment or intimidation [is] relevant in determining whether a police initiated encounter is a mere request for information."[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Id.] 

· An officer cannot request permission to search.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Id.] 

· General community engagement, such as an officer saying hello, answering questions, giving directions, or talking about what is going on in the community, does not constitute a Level 1 stop.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  NYPD In Service Training, Plainclothes Course, Investigative Encounters; available at: https://www.nypdmonitor.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/02-In-Service-Training-Basic-Plainclothes-Course-Lesson-Plan.pdf. ] 


· Level 2 – Common-Law Right of Inquiry: Higher intrusion of privacy than Level 1, and can obtain explanatory information by means of short or forcible seizure. This level can be activated by a "founded suspicion that criminal activity is afoot." 
· Level 2 stop is triggered when an officer asks "more pointed questions that would lead the person approached reasonably to believe that he or she is suspected of some wrongdoing and is the focus of the officer's investigation."[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Id. at 206.] 

· An officer can request permission to search,[footnoteRef:14] but cannot forcibly detain.[footnoteRef:15] [14:  Id. ]  [15:  Id. ] 


· Level 3 – Reasonable suspicion to Stop:  Officer can forcibly stop and detain a person when the officer has a "reasonable" suspicion that the person has committed, is committing or is about to commit a felony or misdemeanor.[footnoteRef:16]  An officer can conduct a frisk upon the belief that the individual is armed and dangerous.[footnoteRef:17]  [16:  Id.; New York State Criminal Procedure Law, § 140.50; Terry v. Ohio 392 US 1 (1968).]  [17:  Id.] 


Level 4 – Probable Cause to Arrest: Officer has probable cause to arrest and search incident to lawful arrest.[footnoteRef:18] [18:   Id.] 


NYPD Use of Stop-and-Frisk
The NYPD’s use of stop-and-frisk has been the subject of significant controversy due to racial disparities amongst those subject to NYPD investigations, and related concerns of racial profiling and unconstitutional policing.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Floyd, et al. v. City of New York, et al., 959 F. Supp. 2d 540 (S.D.N.Y. 2013); Liability Opinion, available at: https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/assets/Floyd-Liability-Opinion-8-12-13.pdf. ] 

In 1999 the New York State Attorney General published a report detailing an investigation that sought to track NYPD stop-and-frisk practices, to document and evaluate officer conduct during stop-and-frisk encounters.[footnoteRef:20] The Attorney General highlighted potential violations of the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments—relying on quantitative data that indicated high rates in which officers conducted stops without having required reasonable suspicion, and uncovered significant racial disparities amongst individuals stopped by the NYPD.[footnoteRef:21]  At the time, the NYPD contended that racial disparities in stop-and-frisk data were due to race neutral factors, such as racial differences in suspects of crimes, and higher levels of officer deployment in communities with high crime rates; however, the Attorney General reported findings that “Blacks and Hispanics were significantly more likely than whites to be ‘stopped’ [even] after controlling for race-specific precinct crime rates and precinct population composition by race.”[footnoteRef:22]  [20:  Id.]  [21:  Id.]  [22:  Id.] 

During the Administration of Mayor Michael Bloomberg, there was a substantial increase in the Departments use of stop-and-frisk—increasing from 97,000 incidents in 2002 to over 500,000 incidents in 2006, and peaking at over 685,000 stops in 2011—despite substantial decreases in crime rates.[footnoteRef:23]  During this period, Black and Latino individuals were subject to being stopped by the NYPD at disproportionately high rates, as those populations consistently accounted for over 80% of all stops, and nearly 90% of individuals stopped by NYPD were found to have done nothing wrong. [footnoteRef:24]  [23:  “Stop and Frisk During the Bloomberg Administration, 2002-2013” ACLU; available at: https://www.nyclu.org/report/stop-and-frisk-during-bloomberg-administration-2002-2013-2014]  [24:  New York Civil Liberties Union, “Stop and Frisk Data;” available at: https://www.nyclu.org/en/stop-and-frisk-data ] 

III. FLOYD V. CITY OF NEW YORK
NYPD’s Unconstitutional Violation of Fourth and Fourteen Amendments
In 1999, a federal class action lawsuit against the City was filed alleging racial profiling and unconstitutional stop-and-frisks by NYPD.[footnoteRef:25]  In 2003, Daniels v. The City of New York, was resolved through a settlement whereby the City agreed to adopt written policies prohibiting racial profiling, and require audits of officer stop-and-frisks to determine whether stops were being sufficiently documented and conducted in compliance with the reasonable suspicion standard found in Terry.[footnoteRef:26] Despite the agreement in Daniels, as mentioned above, the NYPD’s use of stop-and-frisk expanded significantly during the Bloomberg Administration.   [25:  Daniels v. City of New York. ]  [26:  Id.] 

In 2008, an additional class action lawsuit was filed against the City—Floyd v. City of New York—which raised claims that NYPD’s stop-and-frisk practices violated the U.S. Constitution—specifically, that individuals were stopped without legal basis in violation of the Fourth Amendment, and that they were targeted for stops because of their race in violation of the Fourteenth Amendments. [footnoteRef:27]  Following a nine-week trial, a federal court found the City liable due NYPD’s deliberate indifference to the constitutional violations of employees arising from the Department’s stops-and-frisk practices.[footnoteRef:28] The court findings relied on the Department’s inaction to address concerns of unconstitutional policing that were raised in the 1999 Attorney General report, and trial testimony that revealed unwritten Department practices that resulted in officer disproportionately targeting young Black and Latino men for stop-and-frisk encounters, and department-wide pressure to increase the number of stops, including through the use of quotas, resulted in unconstitutional policing without necessary attention being paid to ensuring that stops met constitutional requirements.[footnoteRef:29]  The court further highlighted substantial deficits in NYPD’s monitoring and supervision of unconstitutional stops—determining that “[s]upervisors routinely review the productivity of officers, but do not review the fact of a stop to determine whether it was legally warranted. . . [and fail to] ensure that an officer has made a proper record of a stop so that it can be reviewed for constitutionality.”[footnoteRef:30]   [27:  Floyd, et al. v. City of New York, et al., 959 F. Supp. 2d 540 (S.D.N.Y. 2013); Liability Opinion, available at: https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/assets/Floyd-Liability-Opinion-8-12-13.pdf.]  [28:  Id.]  [29:  Id.]  [30:  Id.] 

The Floyd decision included a remedial order that directed reforms necessary to address the Constitutional violations found in the NYPD’s use of stop-and-frisk.[footnoteRef:31] [footnoteRef:32] Included in the remedial order was the appointment of a federal monitor—tasked with developing reforms to NYPD policies regarding stop-and-frisk, evaluating the Department’s compliance with ordered reforms, and publishing public reports on NYPD’s compliance with the court order.[footnoteRef:33]  Additionally, the court established the Joint Remedial Process, an initiative that sought to incorporate the perspectives of the communities most impacted by the NYPD’s stop-and-frisk practices, into the development of systemic reforms.[footnoteRef:34] Finally, the court ordered that the NYPD establish a pilot program to equip officers with body-worn cameras to provide video documentation of police-civilian interactions.[footnoteRef:35]  [31:  Floyd v. City of New York, Remedy Opinion, available at:. https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/assets/Floyd-Remedy-Opinion-8-12-13.pdf ]  [32:  Two other related cases challenging NYPD practices were included in the Floyd remedial process; including Ligon v. City of New York, which pertained to NYPD’s enforcement of Operation Clean Halls, and Davis v. City of New York which challeged the legality of trespass arrests occurring in public housing.]  [33:  Id.]  [34:  Id.]  [35:  Id.] 

The NYPD Federal Monitor:
As required by the Floyd decision, a federal monitor was appointed to help develop and oversee implementation of key reforms NYPD practices related to stop-and-frisk, with the aim of ensuring compliance with constitutional standards. The appointed monitor has since sought to play an active role in developing reforms that aim to bring the NYPD into compliance with constitutional requirements, and provide the court with ongoing assessments of whether the remedial measures have resulted in more lawful and equitable policing.
For example, the federal monitor played an active role in develop new NYPD policies related to racial profiling and street encounters – working to gain agreement between the City, NYPD and plaintiffs’ counsels on new Patrol Guide sections to be approved by the court. These reforms included providing officers with guidance on what constitutes a stop, and when a stop, frisk and search may be conducted in compliance with the constitution and state law.[footnoteRef:36] With assistance of the federal monitor, and approval of the court, the NYPD further has “revised its policies and procedures regarding: (1) the interior patrol of NYCHA properties; (2) the use of body-worn cameras (BWC); (3) a new performance evaluation system for officers and detectives; (4) auditing; and (5) processing and investigating racial profiling complaints.” [footnoteRef:37]  [36:  NYPD Federal Monitor, Recommendations Regarding Patrol Guides]  [37:  NYPD Monitor, Policies; available at:  https://www.nypdmonitor.org/resources-reports/.] 

The monitor actively engages in oversight of NYPD practices to ensure compliance with required reforms and issues public reports every 6-months.[footnoteRef:38]  This includes: “[i] Reviewing NYPD polices related to stops, frisks and searches to ensure they meet constitutional standards; [ii] Reviewing and evaluating stops made by NYPD officers, by reviewing stop reports, body-worn camera (BWC) videos of stops and other NYPD records relating to stops; [iii] Reviewing and evaluating trespass arrests made by NYPD officers, by reviewing arrest reports, body-worn camera (BWC) videos of arrests and other NYPD records relating to the arrests; [iv] Observing NYPD training related to NYPD stop and frisk practices for both in-service officers and NYPD recruits; [v] Conducting site visits to NYPD commands; [vi] Meeting with the NYPD, the City Law Department, counsel to the plaintiffs, and members of the community most affected by NYPD’s stop and frisk practices; [vii] Attending NYPD’s Early Intervention Committee meetings; [viii] Reviewing and evaluating NYPD investigations of citizen civilian complaints of racial profiling; and [ix] Issuing regular reports on the NYPD’s progress or lack thereof in achieving the reforms required by the court.” [38:  NYPD Monitor, Our Work; available at: https://www.nypdmonitor.org/our-work/.] 

NYPD Adoption of Officer Body-Worn Cameras: 
In 2017, the Department began the process of full implementation of the court ordered body-worn cameras (“BWCs”) pilot program. Beginning in April 2017, 1,300 officers in 20 precincts across the City were equipped with cameras.[footnoteRef:39] Phase II of the rollout began in December 2017 and resulted in all NYPD patrol officers being equipped with BWCs by February 2019.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  NYPD Completes Rollout of Body-Worn Cameras to All Officers on Patrol. (2019, March 6). The Official Website of the City of New York. https://www.nyc.gov/site/nypd/news/pr0306/nypd-completes-rollout-body-worn-cameras-all-officers-patrol#/0]  [40:  Id.] 

During the rollout of the BWC program, the NYPD was required to solicit input from officers and the public regarding policies related to BWC use; and a Federal Monitor approved the resulting policy in April 2017.[footnoteRef:41] Aspects of the approved policy were later incorporated into the NYPD’s Patrol Guide in Procedure No. 212-123 “Use of Body-Worn Cameras,” (“P.G. 212-123”).[footnoteRef:42]   [41:  Floyd Federal Monitor, Approval of Body Worn Camera Policies,” April 2017;  available at: https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/attach/2017/04/Monitor%204%2011%202017%20Memo%20to%20Court%20re%20Approval%20of%20BWC%20Op%20Order..pdf. ]  [42:  See NYPD Patrol Guide Procedure No. 212-123 ‘Use of Body-Worn Cameras’, available at https://www.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public_information/body-worn-cameras-patrol-guide.pdf ] 

P.G. 212-123 includes protocols for all members of service and supervisors, regarding how to use BWCs in the routine course of duty, when to activate and deactivate the device, prohibited use, and the process for reviewing footage.[footnoteRef:43] According to P.G. 221-123, officers are required to activate BWCs prior to engaging in any police action defined as: “[ ] any police service, as well as, law enforcement or investigative activity conducted in furtherance of official duties . . . includ[ing] responding to calls for service, addressing quality of life conditions, handling pick-up assignments and any self-initiated investigative or enforcement actions such as witness canvasses, vehicle stops and Investigative Encounters. All police actions are required to be recorded from start to finish, and officers are further instructed to “[r]ecord any interactions that escalate to become adversarial or may hold evidentiary value.”[footnoteRef:44] [43:  Id.]  [44:  Id.] 

The Joint Remedial Process (“JRP”)
Established pursuant to the Floyd decision, the Joint Remedial Process (“JRP”) was led by the Honorable Ariel Belen, a retired federal judge, and sought input from a broad coalition of stakeholders, including community members, law enforcement, elected officials, policing experts, advocates, and attorneys representing the Floyd plaintiffs. [footnoteRef:45]  Spanning three years, the JRP aimed to supplement the court ordered reforms being implemented by the NYPD, and put forth recommendations for changes to NYPD policy needed to address systemic issues within the Department that contributed to patterns of unconstitutional policing. [footnoteRef:46] The JRP sought to bring together a broad coalition of stakeholders, including community members, law enforcement, elected officials, policing experts, and attorneys from the Floyd case.[footnoteRef:47]  [45:  Joint Remedial Process in Floyd v. City of New York: What You Need to Know. (n.d.). Center for Constitutional Rights. https://ccrjustice.org/home/get-involved/tools-resources/fact-sheets-and-faqs/timeline-floyd-v-city-new-york]  [46:  Id.]  [47:  Id.] 

The final report of the JRP was issued in May 2018 included 14 specific reforms, three of which have been implemented under court order: (i) a pilot program to activate body-worn cameras during lower-level encounters; (ii) the documentation of all Level 1 and Level 2 encounters; and (iii) the establishment of structures for officer feedback.[footnoteRef:48] Eleven additional recommendations remain under consideration by NYPD, including publishing of a monthly NYPD discipline report; improved public access to stop reports; officer training to improve interactions with marginalized groups; and creating a community body to monitor compliance and assess reforms.[footnoteRef:49]  [48:  Floyd, D., Davis, K., & Ligon, J. (2018). PLAINTIFFS’ COMMENTS ON THE JOINT REMEDIAL PROCESS REFORMS. In UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK (pp. 1–41). https://www.bronxdefenders.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Comments-on-the-JRP-Reforms-6.8.18.pdf]  [49:  Id.] 

Federal Monitor Reports and NYPD’s Compliance with Court Ordered Reforms
As mentioned previously, the NYPD federal monitor is required to regularly submit to the court, and publicly publish, reports outlining the NYPD’s progress in implementing the court-mandated reforms arising from the Floyd case.[footnoteRef:50] Over the past decade, the City has seen significant reductions in NYPD stop-and-frisk activity; however, the monitor has recently reported persistent issues with the NYPD’s failure to document stops, and ongoing deficits in officers obtaining required reasonable suspicion to legally justify stops. [50:  NYPD Federal Monitor Reports; available at: https://www.nyc.gov/site/nypd/media/publications/federal-monitor-reports.page. ] 

For example, recent federal monitor reports have documented the overall increase in the NYPD’s use of stop-and-frisks that had been occurring since 2020, and highlighted ongoing increases in the rates of unconstitutional stops and underreported stops. [footnoteRef:51] [footnoteRef:52] The federal monitor reported: “Unconstitutional [ ] stops increased slightly from 10.6% of stops in 2021 to 11.3% of stops in 2022. Unconstitutional frisks rose from 15.8% of all frisks in 2021 to 23.9% of all frisks in 2022, an over 50% increase. Unlawful searches also rose significantly, by almost 50%, from 20.4% of all searches in 2021 to 29.9% of all searches in 2022. In the first half of 2023, 12% of reported [ ]  stops were unconstitutional, 31% of frisks were unconstitutional, and 33% of searches were unconstitutional”[footnoteRef:53]  and that rates on non-compliance were highest in NYPD specialty units, rather than routine patrol operations.[footnoteRef:54]  Similarly, a federal monitor audit of officer BWC footage indicated that in 2023 only 59% of identified Level 3 stops were accompanied by stop reports, marking a decline from 69% in 2022.[footnoteRef:55] [51:  Denerstein, M. & Monitor Team. (Sept. 2024). Twenty-First report of the Independent Monitor:Monitor’s Compliance Report; available at: https://www.nypdmonitor.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/21st-Monitor-Report-General-Compliance-Report_Stamped.pdf. ]  [52:  Denerstein, M. & Monitor Team. (Oct. 2024). Twenty-Second report of the Independent Monitor: Underreporting of Terry Stops by the NYPD. https://www.nypdmonitor.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/2024.10.07-937-1-NYPD-Underreporting-of-Terry-Stops-Report.pdf ]  [53:  Id.]  [54:  Id.]  [55:  Id.] 

IV. STOP, QUESTION, AND FRISK DATA REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
In response to concerns that NYPD disproportionately targeted Black and Latino individuals for investigative encounters, in 2002, the New York City Council (“Council”) enacted a local law requiring the NYPD to report data on Level 3—stop-and-frisk—encounters, which require an officer to have reasonable suspicion of criminality by the person detained.[footnoteRef:56] The local law required quarterly reporting on the number of Level 3 encounters conducted by the NYPD in each police precinct, disaggregated by race, gender and the number of individuals arrested or issued a summons, as well as reporting on the factors leading to such stops.[footnoteRef:57]  [56:  NYC Admin. Code § 14-150 (a)(5); Local Law 55 of 2001.]  [57:  Id. ] 

Under NYC Administrative Code §14-150, the NYPD is required to submit detailed quarterly reports to the City Council and post them online in a machine-readable format, outlining data derived from the Stop, Question, and Frisk Report Worksheet or its successor forms.[footnoteRef:58] These reports must include the total number of stop, question, and frisk incidents, disaggregated by patrol precinct, housing police service area, transit district, street crime unit, and narcotics division, as well as by the race and gender of individuals stopped. The data must also detail the number of individuals arrested or issued criminal or civil summonses, with similar breakdowns by location, race, and gender. Additionally, the reports must list the factors leading to each stop, categorized and analyzed by race and gender, and provide a summary of complaints related to violent felony crimes for each precinct, including the race and gender of suspects as identified by victims.[footnoteRef:59] [58:  Id.]  [59:  NYC Admin. Code § 14-150. ] 

Additionally, the NYPD provides public access to stop-and-frisk data through an annual report that includes detailed information of every Level 3 stop, such as the age of the individual stopped, whether frisking occurred, whether a weapon or firearm was recovered, whether physical force was used, and the precise location of the stop within the precinct.[footnoteRef:60]  [60:  Publications, reports - NYPD.  https://www.nyc.gov/site/nypd/stats/reports-analysis/stopfrisk.page ] 

Trends in Stop-and-Frisk Data:
As previously mentioned, the use of stop-and-frisk skyrocketed during the Bloomberg Administration, highlighting its central role in the NYPD’s policing strategy during that era.[footnoteRef:61] Following the Floyd decision, the NYPD dramatically reduced the number of stops—decreasing from conducting 685,724 stops in 2011, to 532,911 stops in 2012, to 191,851 stop in 2013, to 46,787 stops in 2014, 22,656 stops in 2015, and reaching a low of 8,947 stops in 2021. [footnoteRef:62] In recent years under the administration of Mayor Eric Adams, stop-and-frisk numbers have consistently increased, reversal prior trends to record nearly 17,000 stops in 2023.[footnoteRef:63] During this time, persistent racial disparities in stop-and-frisk practices has remained consistent.  [61:  Id.]  [62:  Id.]  [63:  Id. ] 

V. COUNCIL EFFORTS TO REGULATE POLICE-CIVILIAN INTERACTIONS
Right to Know Act – Consent Searches
In an effort to regulate police-civilian encounters and protect individuals from police abuse, the Council enacted components of  legislation in 2018 collectively known as “The Right to Know Act,” which sought to improve communication and transparency during police stops and searches. The Right to Know Act, as passed in 2018, required NYPD officers to identify themselves when conducting investigative stops,[footnoteRef:64] and obtain proof of consent to conduct a search that otherwise has no legal basis. [footnoteRef:65]  The Right to Know Act further required NYPD report data on the total number of instances for which it gained consent to search an individual and demographics of such individuals.[footnoteRef:66]  [64:  Local Law 54 of 2018; available at: https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1681129&GUID=F650527A-AA60-49DB-8A02-97E9C4A0CBDE&Options=ID|Text|&Search=182. ]  [65:  Local Law 56 of 2018; available at: https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2015555&GUID=652280A4-40A6-44C4-A6AF-8EF4717BD8D6&Options=ID%7CText%7C&Search=541. ]  [66:  Id.] 

In 2024, the Council enacted  Local Law 20, which amended provisions of the Right to Know Act related to documentation and public reporting on when NYPD’s attempts to gain consent to search an individual was refused by the civilian.[footnoteRef:67] This report further includes information on the race/ethnicity, gender, age, and language proficiency of individuals, the type of search, and the interpretation services used to obtain consent.[footnoteRef:68]  [67:  Local Law 20 of 2024; available at:  https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5698236&GUID=7CE14BDB-291C-475E-8260-0DC90FDF1E76&Options=&Search= ]  [68:  Id. ] 

How Many Stops Act—Reporting on Investigative Encounters:
Overriding a Mayoral veto, the Council enacted Law Laws 43 of 2024—commonly referred to as the How Many Stops Act (“HMSA”)—which mandated quarterly reporting on police-civilian investigative encounters conducted by the NYPD.[footnoteRef:69] The law requires quarterly public reporting of data accounting for all levels of investigative encounters – including Level 1, 2, and 3 encounters. The total number of each such encounter is reported, disaggregated by precinct; race/ethnicity, gender, and age of the individual stopped; the reason for the stop; and the outcome of the stop, including issuance of summonses, arrests, or use of force.[footnoteRef:70]   [69:  Local Law 43 of 2024, available at: https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5725293&GUID=C4781093-1108-4E04-848D-473B2E47BD2E&Options=ID%7CText%7C&Search=level+1+and+2+encounters ]  [70:  Id. ] 

Mayor Adams’ vetoed the legislation, citing concerns about the impact reporting would have on NYPD operations and citywide public safety.[footnoteRef:71] While the NYPD claimed to support efforts to improve transparency and accountability, it argued that including reporting on Level 1 encounters, would be overly burdensome on officers, and compromise public safety by demanding excessive time and resources be allocated to documenting and reporting encounters.[footnoteRef:72]  [71:  Id. ]  [72:  Id. ] 

The first “Investigative Encounters Report” was released by NYPD in November of 2024, and reported on required information related to Level I, Level II and Level III encounters.[footnoteRef:73]  Of note, the Level 1 investigative encounter data for revealed significant geographic and demographic variations in police activity across New York City precincts with high-activity precincts reporting substantially more encounters than others, potentially reflecting localized policing strategies or varying crime rates.[footnoteRef:74] The demographic breakdown of Level I stops that Black and Hispanic individuals continues concerns about broad racial disparities in policing practices.[footnoteRef:75] Men, particularly those under 30, were the most frequently engaged group, suggesting a focus on younger demographics.[footnoteRef:76] While most Level 1 encounters did not escalate to enforcement actions, certain precincts exhibited higher rates of escalation, highlighting potential inconsistencies in how officers apply standards.[footnoteRef:77]  [73:  Investigative Encounters Report – NYPD; available at: https://www.nyc.gov/site/nypd/stats/reports-analysis/investigative-encounters.page ]  [74:  Id.]  [75:  Id.]  [76:  Id. ]  [77:  Id. ] 

VI. CONCLUSION 
Through this oversight hearing, the Committee seeks to examine NYPD’s  efforts to reform the Department’s stop-and-frisk practices to ensure compliance with Constitutional standards. Additionally, the Committee aims to evaluate NYPD progress in providing transparency, and accountability regarding Department practices, that is needed to improve public trust in the Department, and confidence that the Department’s use of stop-and-frisk and other investigative encounters is not discriminatory and what efforts the NYPD intends to undertake to ensure they are conducting enforcement in an unbiased manner. Finally, the Committee hopes to examine the NYPD’s efforts to implement the How Many Stops Act, determine operational obstacles in implementation, and evaluate data provided through the first round of HMSA reporting. 
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