
 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to § 18-11 of the Charter of the City of Rochester, and in the interest of public accountability, 

the Police Accountability Board has made the following investigative report public. It has been redacted 

so as not to disclose the identities of the officers and civilians involved.  

Pursuant to Rochester Police Locust Club, Inc. v. City of Rochester, 41 N.Y.3d 156 (2023), Rochester 

Police Officers can only be disciplined by the Rochester Police Department. Accordingly, where a finding 

of police misconduct has been sustained by the Board, the PAB issues disciplinary recommendations to 

the Chief based on our Disciplinary Matrix.  

The final Board decision as to the PAB determination of misconduct and recommended discipline are 

followed by the investigatory report prepared by PAB staff.  

 

BOARD DECISION 

Public Tracking Number (PTN): 2023-0172 

Date of Panel Review: 22-May-2024 11:20 AM (EDT) 

Board Members Present: , ,  

Case Findings:  

Allegation 1: Not sustained 

Allegation 2: Exonerated 

Allegation 3: Sustained 

Allegation 4: Not sustained 

Allegation 5: Not sustained 

Allegation 6: Sustained 

Allegation 7: Sustained 

Allegation 8: Sustained 

Disciplinary Recommendation:  

Officer  60 day suspension 

Officer  10 day suspension 
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Dissenting Opinion/Comment:  

Relating to Level 3 and 4 instances of misconduct,  felt that the Matrix should 

have an in-between option for first offenders that is higher than 10 days and fewer than 60. He would 

have recommended a lighter suspension for Officer  
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DEFINITIONS 

Exonerated: A finding at the conclusion of an investigation that either the alleged act did not occur, or 

that although the act at issue occurred, the subject officer’s actions were lawful and proper and within the 

scope of the subject officer’s authority under police department guidelines.  

 

Not Sustained: A finding at the conclusion of an investigation that there is insufficient evidence to 

establish whether an act of misconduct occurred.  

 

Sustained: A finding at the conclusion of an investigation by a preponderance of the evidence that the 

subject officer committed the act charged in the allegation and that it amounted to misconduct.  

 

Closed: Vote to close the case.  
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Officer Name- Allegation # 1: 

Equitable Policing (G.O. 502):  was racially profiled by Officer  and the 

stop was motivated by bias.   Panel would prefer not sustained. Not having a clear view of the 

picture used by the officer and lack of response from RPD of reason for investigatory actions by the 

officers. 

 Does the Board Agree with the Findings of Fact? Yes

 Does the Board Agree with the Substantiated Evidence of Misconduct? N/A

 Does the Board Agree with the Proposed Disciplinary Action? N/A

Officer Name- Allegation # 2: 

Equitable Policing (G.O. 502):  was racially profiled by Officer  and 

the stop was motivated by bias.  

 Does the Board Agree with the Findings of Fact? Yes

 Does the Board Agree with the Substantiated Evidence of Misconduct? N/A

 Does the Board Agree with the Proposed Disciplinary Action? N/A

Officer Name- Allegation # 3: 

Searches (G.O. 415): Officer Connor  unwarranted search or “frisk” of  was 

unlawful. 

 Does the Board Agree with the Findings of Fact? Yes

 Does the Board Agree with the Substantiated Evidence of Misconduct? Yes

 Does the Board Agree with the Proposed Disciplinary Action? Yes

Officer Name- Allegation # 4: 

Prejudice (General Conduct 4.2 (b)): Officer  made comments expressing racial prejudice. 

Not having an interview didn't help. But we would recommend not sustained. Not enough proof of racial 

bias.  

 Does the Board Agree with the Findings of Fact? No

 Does the Board Agree with the Substantiated Evidence of Misconduct? No

 Does the Board Agree with the Proposed Disciplinary Action? No
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RECOMMENDED DISCIPLINARY ACTION 

AUTHORITY 

Article XVIII of the Rochester City Charter further requires that the Police Accountability Board create a 
“written, consistent, progressive and transparent tool or rubric” that “shall include clearly delineated 
penalty levels with ranges of sanctions which progressively increase based on the gravity of the 
misconduct and the number of prior sustained complaints.” This disciplinary matrix is a non-binding set of 
guidelines for the Police Accountability Board’s own recommendations regarding officer misconduct.  

According to the matrix, the disciplinary history of an officer will be considered when assessing an 
appropriate penalty resulting from the current investigation. Prior discipline changes the presumptive 
penalties according to the matrix. Mitigating and aggravating factors related to the misconduct may be 
considered when determining the level of discipline, so long as an explanation is provided.  

The Recommended Disciplinary Action based on the above Recommended Findings is as follows: 

Sustained Allegation 3 against Officer  

Disciplinary Matrix Appendix 
Misconduct Level 

Searches (G.O. 415) Officer Connor  unwarranted search or “frisk” of 
 was unlawful. 

5 

• Recommended Level: 4 (“Significant negative impact on the community or department
image or operations, or relationships with other officers, or agencies”)

• Recommended Discipline (based on 0 prior sustained violations): 60 day suspension

• Explanation of deviation from presumptive penalty:  This is Officer  first
sustained violation.

Sustained Allegation 6 against Officer  

Disciplinary Matrix Appendix 
Misconduct Level 

Impairing Public Respect (General Conduct 4.1(b)) Officer  made 
comments that impair public respect for the employee and/or the Department, and/or 
impair confidence in the operation of the Department. 

4 

• Recommended Level: 3 (“Pronounced negative impact on the community or department
image or operations, or relationships with other officers, or agencies.”)

• Recommended Discipline (based on 0 prior sustained violations): 10 day suspension

• Explanation of deviation from presumptive penalty: This is Officer  first
sustained violation.
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Sustained Allegation 7 against Officer  

Disciplinary Matrix Appendix 
Misconduct Level 

Field Interview Intelligence Form (FIF) (G.O. 570) Officer  did not complete a FIF 
after questioning and searching 

2 

• Recommended Level: 2 (“More than minimal negative impact on the community or
department image or operations, or relationships with other officers, or agencies”)

• Recommended Discipline (based on 0 prior sustained violations): 5 day suspension

Sustained Allegation 8 against Officer  

Disciplinary Matrix Appendix 
Misconduct Level 

Field Interview Intelligence Form (FIF) (G.O. 570) Officer  did not complete 
a FIF after questioning and searching 

2 

• Recommended Level: 2 (“More than minimal negative impact on the community or
department image or operations, or relationships with other officers, or agencies”)

• Recommended Discipline (based on 0 prior sustained violations): 5 day suspension
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