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Poorly Maintained Statistics Render Annual Internal Affairs Reports Useless
New Jersey does not have a detailed system for public reporting of allegations of police 
misconduct; police executives and the public are forced to rely on the Internal Affairs 
Annual Summary Reports for statistics about complaints. 

IAASR information is channeled from local police agencies to county prosecutors, who 
compile and forward countywide data to the Division of Criminal Justice within the Office 
of the Attorney General. The reports represent each police agency’s total IA investigative 
caseload for citizen complaints. Although filing these reports is mandatory, some police 
agencies have refused to release their reports to the public. Ten municipalities in Bergen 
County were sued in 2008 for failing to make their reports public. 

The IAASR is an inadequate reporting system. It provides only an overview of the complaints 
filed and their dispositions, listed under several categories (excessive force, improper arrest, 
improper entry, improper search, differential treatment, demeanor, firearms discharge and 
“other”). Individual cases and cases outside the scope of the standard classifications are not 
identified, which means that serious infractions and police crimes can be masked. 

The IAASR does not track information that could provide meaningful feedback to police 
executives. For example, it does not distinguish between complaints that are generated 
internally, by police officers, and those that are filed by citizens. It does not track complaints 
of racial or ethnic bias, a widely acknowledged problem in our state. Local police agencies can 
customize their reporting systems to provide more detailed information, but few have done so. 

The IAASR reports contain mathematical errors and inconsistent categories. Perhaps the 
greatest flaw is that “cases pending” are not properly carried from one year to the next. 
This means that the number of investigations is seriously undercounted. In Newark, for 
example, 1,700 cases were missing because pending cases were dropped from the reports. 
We did not find a single county that had accurate summary reports.

Flawed reporting is inexcusable in an electronic age where accurate and timely 
information is essential for proper police response. Because the Division of Criminal 
Justice performs no audits or data verifications, the agency simply accepts flawed reports 
for critical policing areas.

No Way to Stop Rolling Bad Apples
New Jersey is one of only six states that do not have systems for tracking police officers 
who lose their jobs due to misconduct. This means that we don’t have a way to ensure 
that those “bad apples” don’t travel from one police department job to another. Typically 
referred to as police licensing or de-certification, this standard of law enforcement 
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professionalism protects towns, taxpayers and police executives. A nationwide database 
of police de-certifications has recently been established, but New Jersey can’t participate 
because it has no system for tracking these officers. Even on the county level, there is no 
system in place to track “bad apples.” We learned from our public information requests of 
the 21 county prosecutors that those offices do not maintain separate files about criminal 
charges against law enforcement personnel. Law enforcement job forfeiture is not 
automatic for most offenses and that officer may attempt to seek employment in another 
police department.

XI. �Recommendations for Improving Transparency,  
Reporting and Accountability

• �Establish a system for citizens to appeal when they object to how their complaints were 
handled or the conclusions reached

• �Establish self-auditing mechanisms within police agencies to monitor compliance with 
the IAPP standards for acceptance, investigation and outcome of complaints and record-
keeping of these processes

• �Improve the format and substance for reporting county statistics, by updating or 
expanding the IAASR statistics form and clarifying the use of the “pending” column

• �Mandate attorney general review and public reporting of the annual statistics collected
• �Require each police agency to publish an annual IA report cataloguing citizens’ complaints 

that lists the types of allegations made, the investigative outcomes and the disciplinary 
actions taken

• �Create a statewide database of poorly performing officers, mandate written notification to 
the Police Training Commission (PTC) when officers resign or are terminated, and require 
the PTC to track officers who forfeit their position through a criminal plea bargain

• �Require police executives to communicate with the public on a regular basis about IA 
matters, particularly in high-profile cases that affect public safety or agency credibility

XII. Poor Oversight by the Attorney General and County Prosecutors

A. The Oversight Failure of the Office of the Attorney General
New Jersey has a unified law enforcement system in which all levels of police are directed 
by and accountable to the attorney general. Regrettably, internal affairs compliance has not 
been a top priority of the Office of the Attorney General. To make matters worse, turnover in 
the office is a problem: New Jersey has had six attorneys general in this decade alone.
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The lack of leadership at the state level has had the effect of allowing troublemaking street-
level police officers to act with impunity, knowing their conduct will not be monitored. The 
reputations of hardworking, honest police officers who risk their lives daily for the public 
are tarnished by a small percentage of officers who take advantage of lax supervision.  

The Office of the Attorney General has not enforced the IAPP. A 2006 audit of county 
prosecutors by the Office of Government Integrity found nearly half of all county 
prosecutors failed to establish an IA policy while others were non-compliant in other areas 
(see agencies and areas listed in Table 1). This breach of attorney general mandate and New 
Jersey statute (N.J.S.A. 40A:14-181) remains unaddressed, sending the wrong message to 
the public and local police authorities. The 2006 audit was never duplicated at any level of 
law enforcement. Instead, the auditing team was disbanded, a symptom of the decline in 
oversight by the Office of the Attorney General.

Table 1. County Prosecutors Audited for Compliance with IAPP (2006)

		  Prosecutors with 	 Missing Intake Form	 Missing Notice to
	 County	 No IA Policy	 in All Files Audited	 ther Complainant

	 Atlantic			   6

	 Bergen			   6

	 Burlington			   6

	 Camden		  6	 6 

	 Cape May		  6	 6

	 Cumberland	 6	 6	 6

	 Essex	 6		  6

	 Gloucester			   6

	 Hudson			   6

	 Mercer	 6

	 Middlesex	 6

	 Monmouth	 6	 6	 6

	 Ocean	 6		  6

	 Passaic	 6	

	 Salem			   6

	 Somerset			   6

	 Sussex	 6		

	 Warren	 6

Source: Office of Government Integrity Internal Affairs Performance Audit Plan 2004
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Although the Division of Criminal Justice, a part of the Office of the Attorney General, 
oversees statewide implementation of the IAPP, our experience suggests that its own 
personnel do not enforce it internally. We have conducted tests of the IA system at the 
Division of Criminal Justice level and encountered inaccessibility there as well. Citizens filing 
complaints or seeking complaint process information were generally treated with skepticism 
and uninformative responses. We have even encountered investigators who refused to 
provide their names to complainants. 

B. The Oversight Failure of County Prosecutors
County prosecutors, tasked with overseeing local and county police agencies, have 
performed no better in conducting oversight than the Office of the Attorney General. 

Rather than acting as the guardians of police accountability, some county prosecutors, 
such as in Hudson and Monmouth counties, refuse to investigate IA complaints unless 
the allegations rise to the level of a criminal offense. Some refer citizens who try to file 
complaints with the county prosecutor’s office back to the agencies they are complaining 
about. This violates the law, which allows a complainant to choose to file a case with the 
appropriate county prosecutor. 

County prosecutor oversight of local police IA divisions is virtually nonexistent. Each county 
prosecutor’s office files “workload” reports for every division or bureau under its command, 
which provide statistical information about cases handled in numerous categories of crime, 
but in all but one county no workload report exists for IA cases.

The only county prosecutor who provides accounting for IA investigative work and referrals 
is the Passaic County Prosecutor’s Office. Most county prosecutors do not even routinely 
test or audit local police IA units for compliance with the law. One exception is the Salem 
County Prosecutor’s Office, which conducts a “Due Diligence Review for Municipal Law 
Enforcement Departments,” available on its Web site.

Currently, the Prosecutor Supervision and Coordination Bureau of the Division 
of Criminal Justice provides general oversight of the 21 county prosecutors and 
coordinates statewide implementation of law enforcement initiatives or mandates, 
including the response to citizens’ complaints against law enforcement officers. 
However, the coordination bureau maintains a policy of avoiding direct contact with the 
public, which conflicts with Division of Criminal Justice’s missions of general oversight 
and response to citizen complaints.
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XIII. �Recommendations for Improving Oversight by the  
Attorney General and County Prosecutors

There is no question that IA operations in New Jersey need greater oversight. The ideal 
way to accomplish this would be to establish a state-level Professional Standards Unit 
to fulfill the obligations and responsibilities abandoned by the Office of Government 
Integrity. That unit would issue guidelines, monitor compliance, offer training and 
resources, review statistics, report to the public and provide oversight through other 
means. However, short of creating a state-level Professional Standards Unit, we 
recommend the following. 

The Division of Criminal Justice of the Office of the Attorney General should:
• Conduct an audit of its IA function.
• Ensure its IA personnel are properly trained to handle IA complaints and cases.
• �Revise its IA policy to require adherence to the same standards it imposes on subordinate 

agencies (providing complainants with written acknowledgments, a form outlining the 
complaint process, contact and referral information such as the intake investigator’s 
name, and written investigative conclusions).

• �Establish a means for electronic submission and publication of the reports to help 
address the inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the Internal Affairs Annual Summary 
Reports.

• �Develop a plan for taking over the IA responsibilities of subordinate agencies that lack the 
ability or integrity to conduct personnel investigations.

• �Develop a plan for taking over subordinate law enforcement agencies that demonstrate a 
pattern or practice that deprives persons of rights, privileges or protections under federal 
or state law.

Our review of police accountability IA summary data convinces us that there is a need for 
enhanced oversight of agencies’ recordkeeping and reporting of data. The attorney general 
and county prosecutors should:

• �Provide training to IA administrators on how to file Internal Affairs Annual Summary 
Reports (currently not one county files accurate reports)

• �Revise the Internal Affairs Annual Summary Report form to add additional categories 
needed for better pattern-tracking such as 1) complaint categories that reflect the breadth 
of complaints received; 2) a column to distinguish between incidents that occur during 
traffic stops and other encounters; 3) a column to distinguish between incidents that 
occur on- or off-duty; and 4) information about the types of crimes alleged against officers 
(i.e., theft, false reporting, domestic violence).

• �Publish IA summaries and index systems. The index systems provide valuable 
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information, as the Division of Criminal Justice report on the Irvington Police 
Department (2001) demonstrated. The current IAPP unnecessarily classifies these 
reports as confidential when they merely list case numbers, allegations, IA investigators 
assigned to cases and dispositions. The New Jersey police agencies that have made 
these reports public deserve commendation.

• �Analyze IA cases and statistics to expose patterns in citizen complaints and to uncover 
officers or agencies against whom repeated complaints have been filed. Currently, IA data 
are collected and compiled haphazardly with no subsequent analysis. Undesirable behaviors 
and red flags are missed in the process, as are opportunities for early intervention.

XIV. Conclusion

While most police officers follow the rules, the few who don’t can undermine community 
confidence in law enforcement. Our telephone survey found that the average citizen 
trying to register a complaint encounters a labyrinth of obstacles. Police departments 
must establish accessible citizen complaint procedures, train their personnel, impartially 
investigate each grievance and release the resulting information to the public. As the 
chief law enforcement officer for the state, the attorney general must take the lead in 
implementing policies that create responsive IA programs and must ensure that each police 
department complies with the law. The public needs — and deserves — to know that our 
public servants work within systems and guidelines that protect citizens from abuse and 
provide avenues for the public to register grievances.
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Appendix 1: Statewide Internal Affairs Complaint Summary

Summary Report 1996–2005

 									          

Total sustained and dismissed cases may not add up correctly to total received due to faulty official recordkeeping.

Source: Office of Government Integrity Internal Affairs Performance Audit Plan 2004

 	  	  	  	  	  	  

Definitions

Sustained: The investigation disclosed sufficient evidence to prove the allegation.

Exonerated: The alleged incident did occur, but the actions of the officer were justified, legal and proper.

Not Sustained: The investigation failed to disclose sufficient evidence to clearly prove or disprove the allegation.

Unfounded: 
a. The alleged incident did not occur; or
b. There is insufficient information to conduct a meaningful investigation. (IAPP 11-21)

Administratively Closed: New disposition added in 2000. The investigation was closed prior to conclusion for a 
number of reasons including officer retirement, resignation, untimely investigation or other circumstances.

New Jersey Statewide
Police Internal
Affairs Complaints	 Excessive				    Differential		  Other	 Other
1996–2005	 Force	 Arrest	 Entry	 Search	 Treatment	 Demeanor	 Rule	 Criminal	 TOTAL
									          

Officer Found Guilty:									          

Total Sustained Criminal	 129	 19	 5	 1	 9	 22	 260	 298	 743

Total Rule Cases Sustained	 384	 139	 55	 181	 351	 3,128	 22,457	 257	 26,952

Total Sustained	 513	 158	 60	 182	 360	 3,150	 22,717	 555	 27,695

 									          

Unsubstantiated:									          

Total Exonerated	 3,747	 918	 242	 600	 1,707	 4,866	 6,149	 383	 18,612

Total Not Sustained	 4,035	 595	 161	 524	 1,825	 9,424	 8,917	 626	 26,107

Total Unfounded	 2,183	 385	 115	 326	 1,630	 4,672	 5,478	 557	 15,346

Total Admin. Closed 00-05	 318	 63	 15	 36	 153	 630	 1,208	 238	 2,661

Total Cases Dismissed	 10,283	 1,961	 533	 1,486	 5,315	 19,592	 21,752	 1,804	 62,726

 									          

Total Cases Received	 11,729	 2,195	 645	 1,760	 5,837	 23,420	 48,113	 2,789	 96,488
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Appendix 2: Complaints by Telephone; Response by County

County	 Can File by Telephone	 Cannot File by Telephone	 Other	 Totals

Atlantic	 1	 17	 0	 18

Bergen	 12	 52	 5	 69

Burlington	 8	 26	 0	 34

Camden	 10	 22	 4	 36

Cape May	 4	 7	 0	 11

Cumberland	 1	 2	 0	 3

Essex	 6	 21	 1	 28

Gloucester	 7	 14	 3	 24

Hudson	 2	 8	 3	 13

Hunterdon	 5	 10	 1	 16

Mercer	 5	 7	 2	 14

Middlesex	 5	 20	 2	 27

Monmouth	 12	 33	 3	 48

Morris	 14	 24	 0	 38

Ocean	 10	 18	 4	 32

Passaic	 5	 9	 3	 17

Salem	 0	 6	 1	 7

Somerset	 6	 13	 0	 19

Sussex	 1	 10	 1	 12

Union	 6	 13	 2	 21

Warren	 3	 9	 0	 12

Transit/Port Authority	 2	 0	 0	 2

Totals: 	 125	 341	 35	 501

Source: ACLU-NJ 2009 Internal Affairs Telephone Survey
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County Agency Comments

Atlantic Galloway Twp. ICE would be contacted if the complainant was in the country illegally. 
Galloway noted however that it “doesn’t mean the investigator would be 
any less likely to thoroughly investigate the complaint.”

Atlantic Longport If someone is here illegally, “[the police] have obligations to do too.”

Atlantic Northfield City ICE “could possibly be contacted [if the complainant is in the U.S. illegally], 
because we have to uphold the law.”

Atlantic Ventnor City “If he is here illegally, ICE will probably be contacted...if he is illegal, he is 
going to be checked to see if he is valid.”

Bergen Allendale Borough ICE won’t be contacted “unless there’s a reason to; we have new guidelines 
about this.”

Bergen Closter “If [the complainant has] no problems with [his] immigration status, don’t 
sweat it.“

Bergen Midland Park Whether ICE will contacted “depends on what happened... are you saying 
he is an illegal alien?”

Bergen Northvale If illegal, ICE will be contacted.

Bergen Norwood “If it doesn’t come up, it doesn’t matter.”

Bergen Old Tappan Whether ICE will be contacted “depends on what’s being alleged.”

Bergen Paramus If illegal, ICE will be contacted.

Burlington Chesterfield Twp. ICE may be contacted, but the complaint is investigated regardless.

Burlington Medford Twp. ICE may be contacted “depending on his status, but I wouldn’t hold it 
against him.”

Burlington Palmyra Bor. If illegal, “it’s possible” that ICE would be contacted.

Camden Barrington “If citizenship was in question, I’m still a police officer.”

Camden Berlin Bor. Must have green card to file complaint.

Camden Pine Hill “Are you saying he’s illegally here?”

Cape May Lower Twp. “If he’s an illegal alien, we have to report them all.”

Essex Bloomfield If illegal, “ICE can be contacted at any time.”

Essex North Caldwell If complainant is illegal, immigration could be called. “He is taking a risk.”

Essex South Orange Not being a U.S. citizen does not preclude filing, but “no guarantees” 
about not calling ICE.

Hudson North Bergen If illegal, ICE will be contacted. The officer stated that this was the first 
time he had been asked that question.

Hunterdon West Amwell Twp. “Makes a big difference. If here illegally, [by filing the complaint] you’re 
putting out there that you are illegal.”

Mercer West Windsor If illegal, ICE may be called.

Monmouth Brielle If illegal, “it’s the law, [ICE] would have to be called”

Monmouth Interlaken Bor. No guarantees about contacting ICE.

Appendix 3: Will ICE be Contacted?

(Continued on next page)
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Appendix 3: Will ICE be Contacted? (Continued)

County Agency Comments

Morris Morris Plains Bor. Must come from a “legal citizen.”

Morris Mount Arlington No guarantees about contacting ICE.

Morris Roxbury Must be a “U.S. citizen” to file complaints.

Ocean Manchester Twp. Must be “legal citizen” to file complaints.

Ocean Seaside Park If illegal, that “may be an issue.”

Salem Carneys Point If illegal, “then notifications [have] got to be made as they normally 
would.”

Warren Belvidere If illegal, ICE would “probably” be contacted.

Warren Lopatcong “Don’t take this as a threat, but would he really want to file a complaint if 
he is illegal? I’m just being honest with you. He may want to think twice.”

Warren Washington Twp. It would “probably be a problem if they are here illegally.”

Source: ACLU-NJ 2009 Internal Affairs Telephone Survey
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