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At 9:45 on a weekday morning in Brooklyn, a man was walking from the subway to a clinic where he 
participates in a rehabilitation program. Four NYPD officers, including Detective  Carlos Velez, 
Detective Ricardo Nunez, Sergeant Khamraj Singh, and Detective Danny Rodriguez, stopped and 
searched the man. Detective Velez had known the man for some time; he had previously arrested 
the man and the man has an open civil suit against Detective Velez. The man stated that ever since 
he sued Detective Velez the detective has targeted him. The officers searched the man’s pockets, 
removing his wallet and a packet of cigarettes. They also examined the man’s cane. 

The CCRB investigator obtained security camera footage of the incident from a nearby building. 

Before seeing the security camera footage, the officers provided varying accounts of the incident 
that did not corroborate each other and which were contradicted by the video recording. Detective 
Velez stated that he received a call earlier in the morning that the man had purchased narcotics. 
Detective Nunez said that Detective Velez had used binoculars to observe the man snorting drugs. 
Detective Singh stated that another officer had seen the man snort drugs. Detective Rodriguez 
denied being at the encounter at all. 

Detective Nunez, who searched the man’s pockets, insisted that he had only conducted a pat-down 
and had not searched the man’s pockets until shown the video demonstrating that he did search the 
man.  

The stop and frisk form relating to the incident was not prepared until six weeks after the incident, 
after one officer had already been interviewed. Detective Singh stated that he had signed the form, 
prepared by Detective Nunez, after he returned from a vacation, but he had not left on the vacation 
for over a month after the incident had taken place. 

The CCRB found that the officers had improperly stopped and searched the man, and that they had 
failed to prepare required paperwork. It further found that Detective Nunez had lied when he said 
he didn’t search the man’s pockets, that Detective Singh had lied about the timeline regarding the 
stop-and-frisk form, and that Detective Rodriguez had lied when he denied being present at all. 
The NYPD disciplined Detective Nunez by giving him a Command Discipline A, and did not 
penalized Detective Singh or Detective Rodriguez at all. 

On a letter from the Brooklyn DA, the CCRB allegations against PO Singh were listed as “failure to 
prepare a memo book entry” and false official statement” with a notation that the NYPD did not 
issue a penalty.  

Subsequently, the NYPD substantiated allegations and issued verbal instructions against PO Singh 
regarding incomplete, inaccurate, or discrepant reporting in separate incidences occurring in January 
2018, April 2018, and four instances in February 2019.   
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know where Det. Rodriguez was during this. When asked about the object that fell out of  pocket at 9:54:23 a m., Sgt. 
Singh said he was not sure what it was. He said the officers were looking around on the ground to find a drug wrapper, because 
people often try to hide or discard the wrapper after they snort drugs in public. He also said this was possibly Det. Nunez’s reason 
for searching  wallet, but he was not certain of this. 
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Sgt. Singh reviewed the handwritten UF-250 that was faxed to the CCRB by Det. Nunez and confirmed that this was the UF-250 
that he signed. He did not know what date Det. Nunez prepared it or what date he signed it. Sgt. Singh said he went on a vacation 
to Turks and Caicos and signed it when he returned. Sgt. Singh initially did not know the dates of his vacation. After looking at 
his cell phone, he said he was on vacation for the first two weeks of September, 2015. He did not recall whether he discussed the 
UF-250 with Det. Nunez before he signed it. Sgt. Singh was aware that he participated in the stop of  when he signed 
the report. 
 
Sgt. Singh did not know whether there was a specific deadline by which an officer must prepare a UF-250 after conducting a stop. 
He described the record-keeping process for UF-250s as follows: first, the officer who conducted the stop prepares the UF-250. 
The report is taken to the Narcotics base, where they log it in. The approving sergeant can sign it either before or after it is logged 
in at the Narcotics command. The sergeant can approve the UF-250 regardless of whether he was present for the stop. After it has 
been logged in at the Narcotics base and signed by a sergeant, it is sent to the precinct where the stop was conducted, and the 
precinct also logs the report. 
 
Sgt. Singh viewed the computerized version of the UF-250. He confirmed that Det. Kelly, who entered this report, was from his 
Narcotics command. Sgt. Singh did not know the reason for the delay between the stop on July 30, 2015 and the report being 
entered on September 15, 2015. 
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Det. Danny Rodriguez was interviewed at the CCRB on October 14, 2015. 
 

 Det. Rodriguez is a Hispanic man who is 5’5” tall, weighs 140 pounds, and has black hair and brown eyes. He was 35 
years old at the time of this incident. 

 On July 30, 2015, Det. Rodriguez worked from 5 a.m. to 1:33 p.m. He was in plainclothes in unmarked vehicles. He was 
on a narcotics field team. He initially worked in the leader car with Sgt. Singh, Det. Nunez, and Det. Velez. Beginning at 
7 a.m., he worked with Det. Rosario in the prisoner van, and continued in that assignment for the rest of the tour. 

 
Memo Book 
Det. Rodriguez had no memo book entries directly related to this incident, but had the following relevant entries: 6:55, one under. 
7:00, 98 in vicinity of  for enforcement. 9:20, two under by leader car. 9:30, 98 to  for enforcement. 
 
CCRB Statement 
Det. Rodriguez denied being present for any part of this incident. He was shown a photo of  and denied interacting 
with him at any time. Det. Rodriguez said that, at about 7 a.m., he switched from working in the leader car to working in the 
prisoner van with Det. Rosario. He said the prisoner van stays away from the enforcement area, because it is recognizable to 
civilians and could ruin the set. He denied having any knowledge of a stop conducted by the leader car at about 9:45 a m. His 
DEA representative said that prisoner van would not go to the scene unless there was an arrest, and Det. Rodriguez said this was 
accurate. 
 
Security footage from  was shown to Det. Rodriguez beginning at 4:12 in the recording. He confirmed that he 
recognized Sgt. Singh, Det. Velez, and Det. Nunez. The investigator called his attention to a part of the video where a hand 
briefly appears on the right side of the screen, next to Sgt. Singh. Det. Rodriguez maintained that he was not present for the stop 
and said he had no knowledge of a fourth officer being in the leader car. 
 
The investigator mentioned that the other officers interviewed said Det. Rosario had to leave work early on July 30, 2015 due to a 
sick family member. Det. Rodriguez said he was familiar with that. He did not know what time Det. Rosario left work, but said it 
was “definitely” after 9:45 a.m., because they were working together at that time. 
 
When asked about the allegations, Det. Rodriguez denied participating in the stop of  frisking or searching him or his 
possessions, asking him questions, hearing any officer call him a “crack head” or “dope fiend,” or having any interaction with  

 on July 30, 2015. 
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Eric Gonzalez [INSERT NAME]
re onal Assistant District Attomey

[INSERT DATE]

[INSERT D/C INFO]
Re: [INSERT CASE NAME]

Kings County Dkt/Ind. No. [#4488444]

In connection with the above-named case, the People voluntarily provide the following information
regarding:

MOS NAME: Singh, Khamraj

MOS TAX: —

in satisfaction (to the extent applicable)of theirconstitutional, statutory.and ethical obligations. Further,
the People reserve the ight to move in limine to preclude reference to this information, or otherwise to
object 0 its use and/or introduction intoevidence.

Disclosure # 1;
MOS IS A NAMED DEFENDANT IN THE CIVIL ACTION ANTHONY JONESV.
CITY OF NY, ET AL, 11 CV4107, FILED IN US EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK.

MOS I5 A NAMED DEFENDANT IN THE CIVIL ACTION GIBSON WINTERS V.
CITY OF NY, ET AL 11 C2900, FILED IN US EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK.

Disclosure #2:
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATION ARISING FROM 11/13/2010:
DEPARTMENTAL RULES AND VIOLATIONS: PARKING PERMIT RESTRICTED USE UNAUTHORIZED USE.
CASE CLOSED 1/26/11.

Disclosure #3:
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATION ARISING FROM 4/4/2016:
MOS FAILED TO ENSURE THAT A UF250 SUBMITTED WAS PROPERLY PROCESSED.
ACTION TAKEN: LETTER OF INSTRUCTION
CASE CLOSED: 3/17/16.

Disclosure #4;
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONSARISING FROM 1/30/2018:
‘LIMOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB.
2MOS SUBMITTEDAN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE.
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS.
CASE CLOSED 2/14/2015.

Disclosure 85:
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONSARISING FROM 4/4/2018:
‘LIMOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB.
2MOS SUBMITTEDAN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE.
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS.
CASE CLOSED 4/9/2015.



 

 

Disclosure #6: 
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONS ARISING FROM 2/7/2019: 
1.MOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB. 
2.MOS SUBMITTED AN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE. 
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS. 
CASE CLOSED 2/12/2019. 
 
Disclosure #7: 
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONS ARISING FROM 2/26/2019: 
1.MOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB. 
2.MOS SUBMITTED AN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE. 
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS. 
CASE CLOSED 3/13/2019. 
 
Disclosure #8: 
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONS ARISING FROM 2/26/2019: 
1.MOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB. 
2.MOS SUBMITTED AN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE. 
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS. 
CASE CLOSED 4/4//2019. 
 
Disclosure #9: 
NYPD SUBSTANTIATED THE FOLLOWING ALLEGATIONs ARISING FROM 2/26/2019: 
1.MOS SUBMITTED AN INVOICE WITH A DISCREPANCY FOR CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE -LAB. 
2.MOS SUBMITTED AN INCOMPLETE/INACCURATE REPORT- PROPERTY CLERK INVOICE. 
ACTION TAKEN: VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS. 
CASE CLOSED 4/4//2019. 

 

IN ADDITION, BASED UPON CCRB DOCUMENTS UP TO DATE THROUGH OCTOBER 13, 2020, THE 
PEOPLE ARE AWARE OF THE FOLLOWING CCRB SUBSTANTIATED AND/OR PENDING ALLEGATIONS 
AGAINST THIS OFFICER: 
 
Disclosure # 10: 
CCRB CASE: 200815762 
REPORT DATE: 10/31/2008 
INCIDENT DATE: 10/30/2008 
CCRB SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION(S): 

1. ABUSE—FRISK 
2. ABUSE—VEHICLE SEARCH  
NYPD ACTION:  INSTRUCTIONS 

 
Disclosure # 11: 
CCRB CASE: 201202466 
REPORT DATE: 02/23/2012 

 
 

   
   

 

    
 

 

 



 

 

Disclosure # 12: 
CCRB CASE: 201506359 
REPORT DATE: 07/31/2015 
INCIDENT DATE: 07/310/2015 
CCRB SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION(S): 

1. ABUSE—STOP  
NYPD ACTION:  NO PENALTY 

OTHER MISCONDUCT NOTED: 
1. OMN—FAILURE TO PREPARE A MEMOBOOK ENTRY—OM  
2. OMN—FALSE OFFICIAL STATEMENT—OM  
NYPD ACTION:  NO PENALTY 

 

 

Eric Gonzalez 

District Attorney 

Kings County 
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