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Dear Citizens and Residents:  
 

The Prince George’s County Citizen Complaint  
Oversight Panel (CCOP) is charged with monitoring  
and evaluating investigations of Prince George County  
Police Department’s (PGPD) allegations of police  
misconduct.  We are part of a police accountability process  
established to ensure complaints regarding the conduct of , 
officers of the Department are investigated professionally and thoroughly, and that there is 
independent oversight of the investigative process. We are a separate county government 
entity, independent of the police department. 

  
Recent incidents around the nation and increased public scrutiny of police 

interactions with American citizens and residents demonstrate the value of our work.  For 
the past 23 years, the panel has been focused on ensuring that police operations in Prince 
George’s County are accountable and transparent to the citizens.  

  
As police officers across the nation are placed under great scrutiny, our role becomes 

even more important. It is crucial that the Panel maintains an independent and objective 
position that is non-apologetic in this process. Our primary mandate is to ensure that 
complaints against officers of the Prince George‘s County Police Department are thoroughly 
and impartially investigated.   

 
We must continue to work hard and diligently to do our part in facilitating an 

accountability process that earns the confidence of the public and the police.  Our goal is to 
mitigate unnecessary acts of force, violence and other incidents of misconduct.  Through our 
annual reports we provide valuable statistics and data on police conduct to county residents 
and visitors, which give assurance that the Prince George County Police Department is more 
accessible and transparent.  

  
The Panel and I would like to thank the previous chair, Clyde B. Davis, for his 

decades of dedicated service to the CCOP and police accountability efforts nationwide. This 
includes his work as a founding member of the National Association for the Civilian 
Oversight of Law Enforcement (NACOLE).  I learned much under his tutelage and our 
office continues to aspire to be a model agency in professional police oversight for the 
community.  

       
 
       Sincerely 

                  Dale A. Crowell 
  Dale A. Crowell 
  Chairman 

 

LETTER FROM THE CHAIR
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authority is limited to officers of the Prince George’s County Police 
Department. Park, state, or local municipal police forces, as well as 
the Sheriff’s Department, are not included under the CCOP’s 
jurisdiction. 
 
 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

CB 25-1990 requires that the CCOP prepare an annual report of its 
activities to the public.  The first annual report covered the period January 1 
- December 31, 1991.  CB 59-2001 broadened the scope of the CCOP’s 
annual report and established specific reporting categories.  Now, the 
CCOP’s annual report includes summary reports, statistical analysis, and 
recommendations for policy changes, training, and recruitment 
suggestions. 
 
PANEL RESPONSIBILITIES 

The CCOP’s specific responsibilities include: 
 

 Reviewing the processing and investigation of complaints and 
submitting comments and recommendations to the Chief of Police; 

 
 Conducting concurrent and subsequent investigations, as well as 

issuing subpoenas through the County Council, when appropriate; 
 

 Participating in police accountability outreach and information 
dissemination; 

 
 Reviewing supervisory, disciplinary, and hearing board reports; and 

 
 Issuing an annual report to the public. 
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Alternative Actions: 
 

 Add Allegation(s) – The Panel’s review uncovers evidence of 
conduct that the Panel determines warrants a charge, but was not 
among the allegations listed in the investigation. The Panel outlines 
the allegation, makes a recommendation that they be added and 
recommends a finding. 

 
 Panel Investigation - Substantive issues were not adequately or 

impartially addressed by the Internal Affairs Investigation, the Panel 
may conduct its own investigation; or  

 
 Remand to Chief of Police - The Panel defers disposition and sends 

complaint back to the Chief for further investigation. 
 
The Panel also reviews investigations with a focus on identifying 

policy, training or disciplinary issues in need of review, update or 
evaluation. Concerns regarding these issues, along with recommendations 
are referred to the Chief of Police and noted in the annual report.  
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referred for the CCOP’s review during the reporting period and is in no way 
illustrative of the number or level of complaints received by the PGPD 
during that same period.    

 
 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF WORKLOAD 
 
 

 
 

 
 

       

 
Note: There were 524 total reviews in Calendar Year 2015; 163 SI, IAD and FC 
and 361 Incoming Complaints. 

 
 
 
 

INCOMING COMPLAINTS for FY2015 
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53
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(SI) Special Investigations - Complaints that allege a criminal act or could result in a criminal charge or investigation 
(IAD) Internal Affairs Investigations - Complaints alleging use of abusive, derogatory or inappropriate language, 
and certain types of misconduct.   
(PS) Police Supervisory Investigations - Complaints initiated by supervisory staff regarding an officer's 
performance or failure to perform his administrative duties.  These investigations do not require the level of reviews 
conducted for the above categories. 

 
Yearly Number of Investigations Reviewed 

(Since 2001 legislative increase of authority) 
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* In FY12, 103 FCIQ inquiires were processed in lieu of conducting  investigations that, in prior years, would have 
resulted in an undetermined number of SC, SI or FC cases referred to the CCOP.
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decrease, respectively. Meanwhile, there was a 25 percent increase in the 
Other/Unknown category.  Note: The category Other/Unk is inclusive of 
complaints for officers not assigned to a district or the district of the officers 
were assigned to at the time of the complaint was not identified. These 
accounted for 17% of all allegations.  

 
 

Distribution of Investigations Reviewed by District 
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ALLEGATIONS 
 

The number of investigations reviewed is not the only indicator of the 
CCOP’s review workload. Much like a jury, the Panel must review, discuss, and 
deliberate each charge or allegation presented in an investigation. Therefore, 
the total number of allegations is a more complete indicator of workload.  Since 
2001, when the CCOP began tracking by allegation, the Panel has reviewed 
more than 8,800 allegations of misconduct in more than 2,600 investigations. 

 
 

Distribution of Investigations and Allegation by Type 
 
 

 

The CCOP deliberated a total of 746 allegations, respectively, for 
FY15.  For statistical purposes, all allegations are divided into the nine 
categories outlined below.  

 
Attention to Duty - Failure to 
perform duties as prescribed. 
Conduct Related - Unbecoming 
conduct and unreported 
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Administrative charge for 
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prosecuted in courts. 

Ethics/Credibility - False 
Statements and 
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any acts of misconduct related to 
a person’s race, creed, color, 
national origin, gender or religion. 
Procedure Violation - Failure to 
adhere to procedures as outlined 
in the police General Order 
Manual or Standard Operating 
Procedures.  

Use of Language -Abusive, 
discriminatory or inappropriate 
use of language.      
Use of Force – Non-firearms 
related excessive, unnecessary, 
and aggressive use of force. 

 

Historically, Use of Force and Conduct-Related are the most 
frequently alleged categories of police misconduct.  This remained true for 
the FY15 and CY15 distribution of allegations.  The next most frequent 
allegation categories are Use of Language, Attention to Duty, and 
Procedure Violation. The following charts and table illustrate the distribution 
of allegation by type.  

 
 
 

Historical Distribution of Allegations by Type 
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Distribution of Allegations by District 

 

 
In FY15, District 3 and 4 were the districts with the largest number of 

misconduct allegations reported. Combined, they accounted for nearly 50% 
of all allegations investigated and subsequently reviewed by the CCOP in 
both FY15. 

 
 

 FY15 
District 

I 
District 

II 
Distric
t III 

District 
IV 

District 
V 

District 
VI 

Other 
Total 

Attention to Duty  1  3  4  7  2     6  23 

Conduct  21  11  46  42  5  17  77  219 

Criminal Misconduct  1  1  7  4  2  0   14  29 

Ethics 
Violation/Credibility 

2   0  6  3  3  1  3  18 

Firearms  1  1  1  3  1  0  2  9 

Force  24  6  40  77  7  7  24  185 

Harassment/Profiling  4   0  5  5  0   1  6  21 

Language  13  9  28  27  6  3  27  113 

Procedure Violation  9  3  38  26  6  1  46  129 

Total  76  34  175  194  32  30  205  746 
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Historical Distribution of Findings 

Of the 746 allegations reported for FY15, IAD referred 740 and the 
CCOP, based on its reviews, recommended an additional six. The next 
chart illustrates a 14  percentage point increase in allegation that were non-
sustained, a corresponding 16 percentage point decrease in allegations 
that were sustained and an 11 percentage point increase in unfounded 
recommendations, as compared to 2015.  The Panel did not note a 
systemic problem or issue related this trend for recommendations to non-
sustain or unfound allegations. It does, however, draw attention to the 
significant decline in recommendations to sustain allegations, as compared 
to prior years, when the percentage range was in the mid 30%.   

 
Distribution of Findings by Type  

 

 FY15 Exonerated 
Non-

Sustained 
Unfounded Sustained 

Added 
Allegations 

Attention to Duty 4% 2% 2% 4% 100% 

Conduct 15% 37% 21% 22% 0% 

Criminal Misconduct 0% 0% 19% 3% 0% 
Ethics/Credibility 

Violations 
4% 3% 2% 8% 0% 

Firearms 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 

Use of Force 67% 22% 29% 4% 0% 

Harassment/Profiling 0% 2% 12% 1% 0% 

Use of Language 0% 24% 7% 11% 0% 

Procedure Violation 10% 10% 8% 42% 0% 
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CCOP RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

         When the CCOP disagrees with IAD recommendations, identifies 
additional allegations, or has comments regarding questionable aspects of 
an investigation, the CCOP submits a letter detailing its findings to the 
Chief of Police.  In FY15, the CCOP disagreed with IAD findings, rendered 
comments or recommended additional allegations in less than 15% of the 
investigations reviewed by the CCOP.   The CCOP does not track its 
recommendation cross-referenced by allegation or district.  Information on 
the disposition can be found among the summaries in the Case Summary 
section of this report.  
 

The CCOP takes pride in the part it plays in assuring that the 
Department holds officers fully accountable for their conduct.  The Panel 
has noted several improvements in the scope and quality of IAD 
investigations that the Panel believes is, in part, due to its diligence and 
insistence on impartiality and thoroughness.  Investigations were more 
thorough and broader in scope and investigators were more diligent in 
delineating and fully charging officers.   
 
             While there was improvement in these areas, the Panel continued 
to receive investigations it deemed incomplete or missing evidence. In 
these instances, the Panel either remanded the investigations back to IAD 
to correct the deficiencies or recommended that allegations be added to the 
list of charges.   
             
   In instances where the CCOP disagrees with the IAD 
recommendation, the CCOP researches the issue and presents 
recommendations for alternative findings, policy changes and/or training. 
After reviewing the CCOP’s recommendations, the Chief renders a final 
disposition for the investigations.  
 
           As the number and complexity of investigations and allegations 
increased, the CCOP adjusted its meeting schedule to meet the increase.  
The Panel now meets 4-5 evenings per month to review and discuss 
cases.  Additionally, some members spend non-meeting hours in the 
CCOP office reviewing case files, videotapes and other evidence to 
prepare for review meetings.  The Panel works diligently to complete case 
reviews and prepare recommendations to the Chief with a 40-day 
timeframe.  
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identification upon request in FY14, this issue still remains a concern for 
the panel. And, though it appears to be more clearly addressed by officers, 
the Panel would like to make sure the Department continues to take 
seriously the responsibility to have officers respond clearly and properly as 
mandated by the GOM. 
 
The Panel encourages the Department to continue emphasizing the 
importance of this issue to its officers and that officers properly and clearly 
inform citizens of their identification and names upon request. 
 
2. Identifying Purpose of Traffic Stops 
 
ISSUE: The General Order Manual requires that officers immediately notify 
a motor vehicle operator the reason for a traffic stop. However, throughout 
FY15, the Panel reviewed incidents where officers failed to immediately 
and properly do so. Instead, the officers attempted to obtain the driver’s 
license and registration first. This improper action, which may seem slight 
to some, on occasion has led to unnecessary confrontation between the 
vehicle operator and the officer. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel would like to remind the Department of 
the need to provide sufficient training to its officers regarding the proper 
conduct of a traffic stop. Such training could contribute to the reduction of 
incidents and complaints related to traffic stops. 
 
3. De-Escalating Situations 
 
ISSUE: The Panel reviewed several incidents where the actions of the 
officer quickly and unnecessarily escalated a situation resulting in a use of 
force or other actions taken by the officer against a citizen.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel understands that officers need to control 
situations in order to ensure their safety and the safety of others, but 
attempts at de-escalation must be made in incidents when there is no 
imminent threat of injury or bodily harm. The Panel recommends a 
bolstering of training by the Department in de-escalation techniques and 
actions. This is especially important during incidents which involve 
emotionally disturbed persons.  Additionally, the Awards Committee of the 
Department should attempt to recognize officers who successfully de-
escalate contentious situations.  The Panel recommends that the 
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department develop a new award ribbon to be presented to officers who 
successfully de-escalate a situation where force otherwise would have 
been necessary. 
 
4. Lack of Functioning Mobile Video Systems (MVS) during Traffic 
Stops 
 
ISSUE: As seen in many cases in previous years, video evidence in many 
cases could have helped to more clearly resolve allegations. Numerous 
cases which involved traffic stops may have benefited from properly used 
or adequately functioning audio visual equipment. Unfortunately, a pattern 
has continued over the past several years where many older police cruisers 
either have no audio visual equipment; have obsolete or malfunctioning 
equipment; or officers have demonstrated a lack of training in properly 
deploying the equipment and properly downloading the video upon return 
to their stations, with regard to the newest equipment. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Since FY11, the CCOP has continued to 
recommend that the department develop a long-term plan to provide 
operational video monitoring equipment in all departmental vehicles used 
for patrol. The CCOP continues to make this recommendation. Additionally, 
the CCOP recommends that officers be given periodic training to remind 
them of the necessity and benefit to properly functioning video monitoring 
equipment. The Panel also believes that the use of body cameras may also 
prove helpful and recommends the Department implement this type of 
program as soon as possible. 
 
As in past years, the CCOP has been advised that as fleet vehicles are 
retired they are replaced with vehicles that are equipped with the 
technology to do audio and video recording of required stops. This 
replacement cycle will continue as vehicles are retired and new vehicles 
are acquired. The CCOP continues to call for more vehicles in the fleet to 
have updated MVS and projections on when the older vehicles will be 
phased out and the rest of the fleet will received updated MVS. 
Additionally, the Panel has been advised that a pilot project for body 
cameras was in the final stages of planning and would be implemented in 
the near future. 
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5. Videotaping of Officers by the Public 
 
ISSUE: Officers should realize that they are subject to being videotaped by 
members of the public at all times, while working or operating a county 
vehicle or while taking official police actions.  The CCOP has reviewed 
many incidents where officers attempted to confiscate or actually 
confiscated cellular phones of members of the public who were attempting 
to videotape them, which is a constitutionally protected right. Officers enjoy 
no expectation of privacy while performing police duties and should 
assume that they are being videotaped at all times while working.  Often, 
videotaped footage of officers by citizens shows that the officer was in fact 
acting in a proper manner. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel recommends the Department emphasize 
to their officers, during training, and provide regular reminders, that officers 
should focus on following departmental procedures rather than being 
concerned about being videotaped and that citizens have a right to record 
officers’ conduct while on duty and during their performance of police 
functions. 
 
6. Questionable Judgment, Ethics, and Misrepresentation of Facts 
 
ISSUE: As noted in previous annual reports, the overall number of specific 
cases involving this broader category related to proper judgment is 
relatively small. The conduct does not involve or reflect the actions of the 
vast majority of officers, who instead conduct themselves in a highly 
professional manner. Nonetheless, the Panel’s review of cases in FY15 did 
reveal a continuing trend from FY12, FY13, and FY14, where it noted 
cases of officers exercising questionable judgment, a lack of attention to 
duty, or situations that could cast doubt on their ethical behavior or the 
proper representation of facts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel continues to recommend that the 
Department review its training and orientation related to ethics and proper 
behavior. The Panel will continue to schedule meetings with the 
Department to discuss best practices used nationally and would advise the 
Department to seriously consider bolstering the training related to ethics for 
both new recruits and veteran officers. 
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7. Investigative Process 
 
ISSUE: Investigations have become more thorough and broader in scope 
and investigators are more diligent in delineating and fully charging officers. 
However, the CCOP still notes concerns regarding some investigators, who 
are not fully investigating or addressing all the charges applicable to a 
complaint. Specifically, the Panel reiterates that some investigators do not 
take into consideration: 
 

a. All allegations outlined in the original written complaint; 
b. Additional allegations made by the complainant or witness(es) 

during taped or written statements; and  
c. Additional charges or allegations made during a 911 call or other 

requests for assistance. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: The Panel understands that as new investigators 
begin their responsibilities there will be periods of adjustment. However, 
despite some notable improvements, as in FY14, the Panel did encounter 
some investigations in FY15 where quality and thoroughness remained an 
issue. This concern bears repeating. It is imperative that as the Department 
brings on new investigators, they are fully cognizant of the need to conduct 
thorough, complete, and unbiased investigations. 
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The terms defined below pertain to

CB-25-1990, and CB-59-2001 which

engendered new terms and definitions.

ALLEGATION - The specific charge for

each act or behavior investigated in complaints

alleging that a law enforcement

officer has violated standards imposed by

law or the Prince George’s County Police

Department (PGCPD) procedures. The

allegations investigated by IAD and

reviewed by CCOP include, but are not

limited to the following categories:

Use of Force:

Aggressive Force - Force unreasonable in

scope, duration, or severity under circumstances

(e.g., continued use of force when

resistance has ceased).

Excessive Force - Intentional, malicious, or

unjustified use of force resulting in injury or

potential for injury.

Unnecessary Force - Force inappropriate to

effect an arrest or control a situation;

includes use of force when none is necessary.

Use of Language:

Abusive Language - Harsh, violent, profane

or derogatory language that would demean

the dignity of any person.

Discriminatory Language - Demeaning,

derogatory or abusive language, or other

unbecoming conduct relating to the race,

color, national origin, gender, or religion of a

person(s).

Inappropriate Language - Name calling,

sarcastic remarks or other unnecessary language

which serves to belittle, or embarrass

a citizen, or otherwise inflame an employee/

citizen contact.

Conduct - Refers to excessive, unwarranted

or unjustified behavior that

reflects poorly on the officer the department

or on the county government,

regardless of duty status. This category

includes allegations of misconduct, unbecoming

conduct, and unreported misconduct.

Harassment - Repeated, unwarranted

verbal or physical annoyances, threats or

demands including sexual harassment.

Credibility - Allegations of dishonest

behavior that may diminish public trust

and undermine the credibility, effectiveness

or integrity of the officer or contribute

to the corruption of others.

Process Violations - Failure to comply

with specific policies and directives related

to operational procedures.

Firearms - Complaints or cases related

to the intentional and unintentional discharge

CB-25-1990 - The legislation establishing

the Citizen Complaint Oversight

Panel (CCOP) that sets forth its duties

and responsibilities and the composition

of its members. (See Appendix B)

CB-44-1994 - The legislation that

changed the length of terms of panel

members from two years to four years,

and provided for the staggering of the

terms. (See Appendix C)

CB-59-2001 - The legislation that

amended CB-25-1990. (See Appendix D)
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CCOP - The Citizen Complaint

Oversight Panel

COMPLAINT - Any written allegation,

signed by the complainant and submitted

to the Prince George’s County Police

Department (PGCPD), alleging that the

conduct of a law enforcement officer

violated standards imposed by law or the

PCGPD procedures. A complaint can also

be filed using Form #1072 (PGCPD

form).

FORM #1072 - Complaint Against

Police Practices - A Prince George's

County Government Form for filing

complaints against the Prince George's

County Police Department.

IAD - Internal Affairs Division of the

Prince George's County Police

Department.

LETTER OF DETERMINATION -

Refers to the summary report of

investigations

conducted by the HRC prior to

January 11, 2001. This function was

made obsolete by CB-59-2001.

RECOMMENDATIONS - CCOP’s

conclusions submitted to the Chief of

Police for each of the allegations listed

in the Internal Affairs ROI, and are

based on IAD’s investigation, comments,

recommendations, and, when

applicable, CCOP’s investigation. The

CCOP can concur with the IAD findings

in their entirety or the CCOP may disagree

and make its own recommendations

to the Chief of Police with any of

the following conclusions or

recommendations”

for each allegation as follows:

Sustain - A preponderance of the evidence

proves that the alleged act(s) occurred and

that the act(s) violated Department policy

and procedures.

Not Sustained - The evidence fails to prove

or disprove that the alleged act(s) occurred.

Proper Conduct - Also referred to as

“Exonerated” is a finding that the

investigation found the alleged acts did occur,

but they were justified, lawful and proper.

Unfounded - The investigation found the

alleged acts did not occur or did not involve

police employees.

Panel Investigation - Substantive issues

were not adequately or impartially addressed

by the Internal Affairs investigation; the Panel

may conduct its own investigation; or

Remand to Chief of Police - The Panel

defers disposition to send complaint back to

the Chief for further investigation and/or

additional investigation.

REPORT/REPORT OF

INVESTIGATION

(ROI)- The report by lAD that is

the written record of its investigation.
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Complaint against Police Practices Form (1072) Complaint against Police Practices Form
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