






















Cynthia H. Conti-Cook
Stoll, Glickman & Bellina, LLP
475 Atlantic Avenue, 3rd Floor
Brooklyn, NY 11217
718-852-3710

May 5, 2014

RE: Testimony to the Oversight and Investigations Committee regarding Int. No. 119-A – a local
law to amend the New York City charter, in relation to requiring the inspector general of the
New York City Police Department to submit quarterly reports to the City Council, Comptroller
and Civilian Complaint Review Board detailing the number and disposition of civil actions filed
against the New York City Police Department.

 Detective Peter Valentin of Bronx Narcotics – sued 28 times – costing the City $884,000
in settlements.

 Detective Vincent Orsini of Staten Island Narcotics – sued 21 times – costing the City
$1,087,502 in settlements.

 Sgt. Fritz Glemaud of Brooklyn North Narcotics – sued 21 times – costing $420,002 in
settlements.

 Detective Warren Rohan of Brooklyn Narcotics – sued 20 times – costing $241,960 in
settlements.

 Lt. Daniel Sbarra and his team of Brooklyn North Narcotics detectives – sued a combined
58 times – costing a combined $1,536,051 in settlements with 9 lawsuits still pending.

These numbers come from a series of Daily News articles1 exposing data that the City and
Corporation Counsel have long been sitting on and essentially turning a blind eye towards. As a
civil rights attorney in Brooklyn for the past seven years, I brought several of these cases against
Sbarra and his team. But this handful of officers is essentially the tip of the information iceberg.
With the exception of the rare case that settles for more than $250,000, the NYPD does not

1 See attached: (1) “Exclusive: NYPD’s most sued cop, probed over raids, taken off streets,”
April 11, 2014, http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/nyc-crime/exclusive-nypd-most-sued-
streets-article-1.1752941; (2) “Meet the NYPD officers with the most lawsuits over the past
decade” February 16, 2014, http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/meet-nypd-4-sued-officers-
decade-article-1.1616033; (3) “Detective is NYPD's most-sued cop, with 28 lawsuits filed
against him since 2006,”http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/lawsuits-nypd-double-decade-
costing-taxpayers-1b-article-1.1615919; (4) “Brooklyn NYPD Lieutenant sued over lurid tactics
moved to Queens desk duty,” July 17, 2013, http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/lurid-
brooklyn-nypd-lieutenant-moved-queens-desk-duty-article-1.1400625; (5) “Repeated Charges of
illegal searches, violence, racial profiling, racial slurs, and intimidation against Lt. Daniel Sbarra
and his team have cost the City more than $1.5 million in settlements” May 19, 2013,
http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/brooklyn/lt-daniel-sbarra-team-finest-article-1.1348075.



review lawsuits for trends, problem officers, or potential policy issues.2 The previous
Corporation Counsel repeatedly cited civil rights lawsuits’ meritless nature as justification for
not grappling with personnel or policy issues raised during litigation. While the allegations in
civil rights lawsuits certainly contain untested facts, they have nevertheless proven useful to
police departments willing to study litigation rather than ignore it.

UCLA Professor Joanna Schwartz extensively examined a handful of cities, including Los
Angeles, Seattle, Portland, Denver and Chicago, and how their police departments have used
information from civil rights litigation to identify problem officers, units, practices and
precincts.3 Civil rights litigation, she argues, fills two huge gaps of information for police
departments: (1) unreported incidents and (2) incomplete or biased internal investigations.
“Departments’ attention to the lessons they can learn about their own conduct from lawsuits –
what could be called introspection through litigation – is an underexplored yet promising avenue
by which lawsuits can lead to organizational performance improvements.” Therefore, she argues,
it is most beneficial for departments to digest litigation data rather than discard it.

To be clear, the argument is not that police officers should be automatically disciplined every
time they are sued. Allegations, evidence, and testimony developed through civil rights litigation
serve to supplement police departments’ personnel and policy evaluations, not to substitute them.
Prof. Schwartz highlights how data learned from litigation in other jurisdictions has prompted
counseling, additional force training and other personalized interventions. This serves the
original purpose of the civil rights statute: to deter government actors from violating
constitutional rights. If the government does not understand the extent of its actors’ constitutional
violations, how can it or they be deterred?

This bill is a great beginning. However, the data collected from litigation should not be limited to
the type of claims in the lawsuit; the precinct, rank, number of years on the job. I would expand
the type of data to be collected from litigation to include information taken from lawsuit
allegations plus evidence and testimony revealed during litigation, including: (1) the address
where the incident occurred; (2) the race of the plaintiff and police officer(s); (3) whether the
officers were in uniform or plainclothes; (4) what (if any) weapons were used; (5) whether
allegations involved flaking, planting evidence or perjury; (6) whether the police worked
overtime to process the arrest; (7) whether it involved NYCHA housing; and more.

The more “introspection through litigation” that is done, the more information the Council
Members, the police department, Corporation Counsel and the Comptroller’s office has to
harness the surmounting costs of civil rights litigation in New York City.

2 The Daily News reports that “[sources] said the department only gives cases resulting in
payouts of at least $250,000 a mandatory review”. See article (5) in the above footnote.
3 See attached: Joanna Scwhartz, “What Police Learn from Lawsuits” 33 Cardozo L. Rev. 841,
(2012)
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The New York Civil Liberties Union respectfully submits the following testimony 

regarding the Council’s consideration of Intro. 119, which would require the NYPD Inspector 

General to submit quarterly reports of the number and disposition of civil actions filed against 

the police department. 

With 50,000 members and supporters, the New York Civil Liberties Union (NYCLU) is 

the foremost defender of civil liberties and civil rights in New York State and a longstanding 

advocate for government transparency and oversight of police practices. We are pleased to 

support this bill to require the Inspector General to provide reports of civil actions against the 

NYPD, as a mechanism for permitting public oversight of activities by police officers that 

subject the City to liability.  

 

I. Introduction 

We applaud the Council’s work to create the office of NYPD Inspector General (IG) in 

2013 by passing the NYPD Oversight Act (Local Law 70, 2013). Alleged patterns of police 

violence, racial profiling, discourtesy, and unprofessional conduct were too often ignored during 

the Bloomberg “Stop and Frisk” era, when the focus was more often on individual bad actors. 

And though the political climate has shifted, the Council has an obligation to ensure that the will 

to improve oversight and accountability of the NYPD outlasts the current administration and 

Council terms. We believe Intro. 119 is a part of creating that foundation, but only a part. We 

hope the Council will continue to explore ways to maximize the impact of the NYPD IG and 

hold the NYPD accountable. 
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In our testimony today, we make three recommendations: 

1. We recommend that the Council create a mechanism to seek further investigation by 

the IG where the reports issued under Intro. 119 reveal patterns of misconduct, abuse, 

mismanagement, or other issues.  

2. We urge the Council to use its oversight authority to ensure the NYPD IG dedicates 

proper focus and resources to systemic issues within the NYPD, rather than 

individual allegations of wrongdoing. 

3. We recommend the Council begin to think more broadly about creating a lasting 

culture of transparency at the NYPD, including, for example, ensuring compliance 

with the City’s Open Data Law and requiring public reporting of data generated by 

non-criminal summonses. 

 

II. Investigating Patterns of Misconduct 

 The NYCLU wholeheartedly supports the City taking a closer look at civil complaints for 

what they can reveal about policing. For many years, advocates have urged the NYPD to adopt 

an “early warning system” to alert police supervisors of patterns of misconduct among officers. 

Where individual officers really are “bad apples,” it is incumbent on the Department to recognize 

and address that fact as early as possible, to reduce the risk to New Yorkers who come into 

contact with those officers. Monitoring of civil complaints is not a substitute for, but can be an 

important supplement to, that early warning system.  

While the filing of civil lawsuits is not proof of officer misconduct or structural failures, 

the IG must use his investigation powers and authority to look beyond the numbers and seek out 

patterns that require decisive action. The Council must be willing to hold hearings to examine 

this information and to press the IG to take on meaningful investigations.  

 

III. Guarding the Inspector General’s Mandate 

In 2007, the NYCLU issued a report, “Mission Failure,” that documented the many ways 

the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) was not living up to its promise to bring 

transparency and accountability to police practices. One of the primary failures was the CCRB’s 

inability or reluctance to recognize systemic issues revealed by repeated individual complaints, 

though it was well-positioned to make those connections. In 2013, we issued another report, 

“Beyond Deliberate Indifference: An NYPD for All New Yorkers,” that sadly demonstrated the 

continuation of those same issues at the CCRB.  

Until creation of the NYPD IG last fall, systemic oversight of NYPD policies and 

practices did not exist. The City Council fought hard to create the office of the IG, and it must 

keep focus on the mission, operations, and evaluation of that office moving forward. While Intro. 

119 brings a much needed level of oversight to one aspect of the police department, we caution 

that the resources of the IG must be preserved for investigations into systemic issues within the 

police department, and not diverted into investigations against individual police officers, even in 

egregious cases.  

Among police reform advocates, the creation of the IG signaled the City’s recognition 

that systemic issues of training, supervision, and choices about policing tactics were causing real 

harm to New York communities. Those system-level decisions could not be addressed through 
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IAB or CCRB investigations, and until the passage of the Community Safety Act (Local Law 71, 

2013), were difficult to address in the courts. Investigating and scrutinizing those issues will 

always be less politically popular than sorting out “good” from “bad” police officers. The office 

must not become redundant of the Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) or CCRB, both agencies that 

investigate allegations of wrongdoing by individual officers. 

Where the system itself is broken, even good officers cannot redeem it. The Committee 

on Oversight and Investigations has the responsibility to ensure that the IG lives up to its 

mandate, focusing resources on investigation of systemic flaws and not individual wrongdoing. 

We recommend the Committee review carefully all reports issued by the IG, and be on alert for 

circumstances where more decisive action is warranted. We also recommend the Council use its 

oversight powers over the Department of Investigations and NYPD IG to be vigilant against a de 

facto shift in the IG’s mission. 

 

IV. Additional Areas for Consideration 

 Finally, we recommend the Council take this opportunity to examine other areas of police 

practice that remain hidden from public scrutiny, particularly in this moment, when a new 

administration has yet to write its policing philosophy in stone. The NYPD has historically been 

one of the most resistant city agencies when it comes to transparency. It is time for a change. 

To begin with, the NYPD remains egregiously out of compliance with the New York 

City Open Data Law (Local Law 11, 2012). This law demonstrated great leadership and vision 

by the City Council, and has the potential to create one of the most powerful open government 

programs in the nation. The law requires government agencies to upload all databases maintained 

by the agency to a publicly accessible web portal, in a format that is easy to download and easy 

for technologists and programmers to make use of. Currently, the majority of NYPD databases 

are not posted to the Open Government portal at all. Those that are available are locked into .pdf 

format, which is not permitted under the law, and which defeats the “open” format of the portal. 

The NYPD must be made to comply with this mandate. 

As another example, aggressive NYPD enforcement of non-criminal violations continues 

to impact police-community relations but is hidden from public scrutiny. Officers can issue a 

summons for non-criminal wrongdoing, such as violation of the open container law, riding a 

bicycle on the sidewalk, or engaging in “disorderly conduct.” During the Bloomberg 

administration, the Department issued more than six million of these summonses, which can 

result in serious collateral consequences for people, including fines and even jail time. As with 

the Stop and Frisk program, advocates believe the NYPD may unfairly enforce these non-

criminal violations against communities of color (preliminary data suggests that black and Latino 

New Yorkers have received nearly 2/3 of these summonses in some years).  

Yet there is no public reporting of the race or other demographic information about New 

Yorkers who receive criminal court summonses from the NYPD. As it was during our City’s 

reckoning with the Stop and Frisk program, it is imperative that policymakers and the public 

have the opportunity to examine demographic information and think critically about maintaining 

safety in a way that is healthy for all communities. The NYCLU would be pleased to assist the 

Council in obtaining current information on summonses and exploring a program to require the 

regular reporting of that information. 
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  These are just two examples of the failure of a culture of transparency to take hold at the 

NYPD. We hope the Council will continue building a solid foundation of transparency that will 

outlast individual elected officials, and will ensure the NYPD works for all communities across 

the City.  

 

We thank the Council for its dedication to bringing oversight and accountability to the 

operations of the NYPD and we hope there will be more improvements to come. In the name of 

promoting greater transparency and accountability to the community, we trust the IG and the 

Council will make the reports generated under Intro. 119 available publicly. We look forward to 

working with you to bring lasting change to New York City. 

 

 



 
Contact:  Maria Cilenti - Director of Legislative Affairs - mcilenti@nycbar.org - (212) 382-6655 
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Int. 0119-2014 
Requiring the Inspector General of the NYPD to submit quarterly reports to the city 
council, comptroller and civilian complaint review board detailing the number and 
disposition of civil actions filed against the NYPD 
 

The New York City Affairs Committee of the New York City Bar Association 
respectfully submits this testimony in support of Int. 0119-2014, which would require that the 
NYPD’s Inspector General submit quarterly reports to the City Council, Comptroller, and 
Civilian Complaint Review Board.  These reports would include information regarding the 
number and disposition of civil actions filed against the NYPD or individual police officers, as 
well as information regarding the officers against whom the actions have been asserted, such as 
number of years of service, precinct affiliation, and past civil actions alleging misconduct by 
those same officers.1

 
   

In Fiscal Year 2010, the City paid out $137.3 million in settlements and judgments for 
claims against police officers.2  In Fiscal Year 2011, the total soared to $185.6 million.3  In a 
single year, tort claims against the NYPD – an overwhelming majority of which consist of claims 
for civil rights violations – increased by an astounding 35%.4

 

  In 2012 the City paid out $151.9 
million in settlements and judgments for claims against police officers - the amount was a slight 
decrease from 2011, but still an enormous sum. 

                                                           

1 The bill provides that “[n]othing in this section shall require the reporting of any record that is confidential 
pursuant to section 50-a of the civil rights law” which refers to a police officer’s personnel record. 
 
2 Claims Report Fiscal Year 2011, City of New York, Office of the Comptroller, Dec. 27, 2012, available at 
http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/bla/pdf/2012_Claims_Report.pdf (last visited May 1, 2014).   
 
3 Id.  
 
4 Id.  
 

http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/bla/pdf/2012_Claims_Report.pdf�
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Despite the huge sums paid out to victims, the information on these awards does not seem 
to be utilized to deter the very police misconduct responsible for precipitating them.  To the 
contrary, the dramatic increase in the sum the City has paid each year clamors for reform.  In 
2000, the City Bar released a report that addressed this very issue: “The Failure of Civil 
Damages Claims to Modify Police Practices, and Recommendations for Change.”5

 

  A copy of 
that report is appended to this testimony.  It is telling that the issue was of serious concern in 
2000, and yet the total paid to resolve NYPD cases in the five years prior to that report was $140 
million; in contrast, payments in the past five years exceed $700 million, a five-fold increase.   

Then, as now, the NYPD should be giving more attention to the civil cases brought 
against police officers as part of its routine job performance and discipline reviews.  Requiring 
the reporting called for in Int. 119 should yield immediate benefits, including: (1) allowing the 
NYPD to identify those officers with a possible propensity for violating and/or disregarding New 
Yorkers’ civil rights; (2) notifying and deterring repeat offenders by marking their personnel 
files; and (3) assisting the NYPD in unearthing practices among officers or department-wide 
policies that precipitate recurring misconduct.   

 
In addition, the data should be used by the NYPD to further analyze the information 

provided in the reports so that targeted changes can be made to reduce the incidents of police 
misconduct and the number of cases brought as a result.  For example, officers with claims 
against them should have the cases noted in their personnel files.  In addition, the NYPD should 
be tracking trends in the location and types of suits being brought, to help identify systemic 
problems, including where training lapses may exist.  Rigorous use of this information will not 
only result in a reduction of suits brought, and judgments paid, to settle police misconduct cases, 
but it will also help to increase the public trust in the City’s police department. 

 
Tracking allegations of police misconduct has proven effective at curbing abuses and 

forestalling future suits.  For instance, when the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department began 
tracking lawsuit filed against its deputies in the aftermath of the Rodney King assault, recidivism 
among offending deputy sheriffs plummeted.  The precipitous drop saved Los Angeles County 
$30 million from 1992 to 1996.6

 
   

While we support the proposed legislation, we recommend that the bill be amended to 
require that a redacted version of these reports, with identification of individual officers 
removed, be made public.  As the NYPD continues to take steps to increase the transparency of 
its actions and improve relationships with the community, it is important that these reports be 
made available to the very public the NYPD is trying to better protect.  Access to these reports 
will not only allow for an open dialogue on how to reduce and better handle these lawsuits, but it 
                                                           

5 New York City Affairs Committee, The Failure of Civil Damages Claims to Modify Police Practices, and 
Recommendations for Change, New York City Bar Association, March 2000, available at 
http://www2.nycbar.org/Publications/reports/show_html.php?rid=32 (last visited May 1, 2014).  
 
6 The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Seventh Semiannual Report, Special Counsel Merrick J. Bobb & 
Staff, April 1997, 53, http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/bla/pdf/2012_Claims_Report.pdf (last visited May 2, 
2014). 
 

http://www2.nycbar.org/Publications/reports/show_html.php?rid=32�
http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/bla/pdf/2012_Claims_Report.pdf�
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will foster a sense of public accountability for the City’s police department and its officers.  That 
being said, it is vitally important that the reports be properly redacted so as not to compromise 
the identities of any officers. However, such redactions should not in any way compromise the 
overall purpose and objective of the reports, which is to provide public disclosure and 
accountability, and to encourage the NYPD and its officers to improve policing efforts.  

 
By tracking and monitoring claims against police officers, the NYPD can identify 

problem officers, discern patterns of misconduct, identify better training opportunities, and take 
corrective action accordingly.  Such benefits not only promise to reduce the fiscal costs lawsuits 
exact but also to bolster the public’s confidence and trust in the NYPD.     
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THE ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
COMMITTEE ON NEW YORK CITY AFFAIRS 

The Failure of Civil Damages Claims to Modify Police Practices,  
and Recommendations for Change  

 

      There is constant debate in this City, both in its political institutions and in the press, about 
police accountability to the public for violations of civil rights. The Civilian Complaint Review 
Board, an independent body to investigate civilian complaints against the police, has been 
criticized as insufficiently vigorous in pursuing and substantiating complaints against police; and 
in the cases in which citizens' complaints are substantiated, the Police Commissioner has been 
criticized for failing to act to discipline the officers involved.  

      It is not our purpose to enter into the merits of the ongoing controversy concerning the 
adequacy of administrative measures of discipline, but instead to call attention to an additional, 
generally neglected source of police accountability to the public, and to propose changes that 
will serve to make the legal process as a whole more effective both in reducing the amount of 
damages paid out of public funds and in controlling police abuses. That source of accountability 
is the tort system - the damages paid by the city for the injuries allegedly inflicted by police 
officers.  

      Under the terms of New York State's General Municipal Law, the City is obligated to supply 
counsel and pay the damages for civil claims against its employees, including police officers, 
when the employee "was acting within the scope of his public employment and in the discharge 
of his duties and was not in violation of any rule or regulation of his agency;"1

      The City paid a total of $140 million in damages for alleged police abuses, through 
settlements as well as litigated judgments, between the 1994-95 and 1998-99 fiscal years.

 the Corporation 
Counsel interprets this provision in such a way as to supply counsel and indemnify police 
officers in the overwhelming majority of civil claims. Furthermore, as a self-insurer, the City 
pays such claims directly out of its fiscal resources. Thus the municipality pays nearly all the 
damages arising out of claims of abuse by police officers.  

2

                                                 
1 NYS Gen. Mun. Law sec. 50-k. 

 By 
contrast, in the five years 1988-92, the City paid out $45.5 million for similar cases. Despite the 
substantial sums involved, there is no showing that either the police department or the City 
administration has made systematic use of the facts or results in such cases either in connection 
with the discipline of individual police officers or in the shaping of police department policy. 
Thus the tort system is failing in one of its principal purposes, to shape the actions of those 
officials on whose behalf damages are paid.  

2 K. Flynn, "Record Payout in Settlements against Police," New York Times Oct. 1, 1999. This figure reflects recent 
increased efforts by the Office of the Corporation Counsel to settle cases. 
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      The Office of the Comptroller, the City's fiscal officer, has for nearly a decade been urging 
the police to make use of data from civil tort claims for purposes of discipline and policy. In 
February 1992, the office of then Comptroller Elizabeth Holtzman made a study of cases in 
which damages had been paid for police abuses; she recommended that the NYPD:  

• monitor claims and lawsuits involving charges of police misconduct in addition to 
complaints filed with the Civilian Complaint Review Board and correlate the data 
from all three sources;  
 

• use the data from claims and lawsuits, as well as from civilian complaints, to identify 
and correct problems in training or other procedures and policies; and identify 
individual police officers and take appropriate follow-up action, including additional 
training or other assistance;  

 
• use the information from police misconduct cases to improve the function of the 

NYPD, reduce claims and save the City money.  

      Talks were held between the police and the Comptroller in the effort to implement these 
recommendations, but so far as this Committee has been able to determine, the recommendations 
were not followed.  

      In 1999, Comptroller Alan Hevesi, in a memo of April 12 to Police Commissioner Safir, 
recommended that the NYPD "review settled claims data" in the following terms:  

In FY 98, we paid out $28.3 million for police action claims. Although 
most of these claims are settled by the Comptroller's Office and 
Corporation Counsel without a direct admission of guilt on the part of the 
police officers(s) involved, there is enough evidence collected to 
convince the City that the plaintiff has a serious case. The police 
department should analyze these settled claims, and take steps to review 
the officers' performance and propensity to commit acts of excessive 
force  

Mr. Hevesi has remarked that "there is a total disconnect" between the settlements of civil claims 
and police department action; such matters are ordinarily not even noted in an officer's personnel 
file.3

                                                 
3 Ibid. 

 As a result, the NYPD does not learn of potential problem officers, fails to take curative 
action, and not infrequently fosters a situation in which an officer will engage in another act of 
violation, resulting in harm to another person and further damages from the City. More 
important, study of a large number of cases might well reveal patterns of misconduct against 
which the NYPD could and should take systematic management action. The City's Commission 
to Combat Police Corruption recently recommended that "...in cases where Law Department 
attorneys intend to settle claims or there are adverse judgments involving police officers because 
of liability for excessive force or other misconduct, such reporting can lead the [police] 
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Department to take training or disciplinary measures to address the problem."4

      The Law Department, which usually represents the defendants, including the City itself 
and/or its employees, has suggested that, because the vast majority of police abuse claims are 
settled, it might be a mistake to try to draw conclusions concerning liability or policy from the 
results.

 Most important, 
the present policy, in place for years, has resulted in a situation in which the City consistently 
misses opportunities to increase the protection of the rights of persons in the city and to reduce 
injuries that poison the relations between police and citizen and in doing so saving millions of 
dollars.  

5 The defendants usually do not admit liability in a settlement, and cases may be settled 
merely upon an estimate of the risks involved in the litigation, rather than because of the intrinsic 
merits of the claim. Nevertheless, it appears to be the case that the City and its Police 
Department (NYPD) can make judgments about the behavior of individual officers based on 
their investigations of cases, and that more general conclusions could be drawn from a range of 
cases. A memo of the facts is made as a basis for a recommendation of settlement in a tort case, 
and as a result, the City usually does have an informed opinion concerning the actual liability of 
the officers and the City from its own investigation of the case. Narrative accounts of cases, 
based upon sometimes undisputed facts, both by the Comptroller and in news accounts, indicate 
that some very serious abuses have passed through the tort system without any action by the 
NYPD. For example, in 1995, the city paid $16.6 million in a case where a man was left a 
quadriplegic after police allegedly slammed his head into a door with such force that it crushed 
his spine. The police officers involved were apparently never disciplined.6

      We understand that the Law Department now regularly provides a data printout of case 
filings to the NYPD. In addition, the Law Department submits a detailed lawyer-client 
memorandum to the NYPD on cases which, in the Law Department's view, might result in a 
payment of damages of $250,000 or more. While clearly a highly useful procedure, the cases on 
which memoranda are prepared represent only one or two percent of the cases filed, too small a 
number, in our view, to provide sufficient information on patterns of conduct by officer, by 
precinct or by the NYPD in general.  

  

      We recognize that the preparation of additional memoranda will entail a significant degree of 
effort, and perhaps additional expenditures by the law department. However, we believe that the 
extra effort and cost is more than justified:  

• whatever can be learned about the practices of one, some or many police officers that 
can be used by the NYPD to better train, manage and discipline wrongful conduct 
will result should result in enough savings -- given the magnitude of the sums paid in 
damages -- to more than offset the increased resources devoted to reporting;  
 

                                                 
4 NYC Commission to Combat Police Corruption, "The New York City Police Department's Disciplinary System: A 
Review of the Department's December 1996 False Statement Policy" August 1999 p.35. 
5 Ibid. 
6 D. Sontag and D. Barry, "The Price of Brutality: A Special Report," New York Times Sept. 17, 1997 
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• beyond the cost saving, any changes that will reduce the friction between the NYPD 
and much of the City's population, or improve public confidence in the behavior and 
judgment of police officers, would provide far more than monetary benefits. This, of 
course, depends on whether the NYPD effectively utilizes the information provided.  

      We are not suggesting that there be a specific dollar value of a case above which a report 
should be provided to the NYPD. We are persuaded that dollar value can be a misleading 
indicator of which cases would be most instructive to the NYPD, inasmuch as the age, status and 
condition of the victim is a major determinant of this value, often regardless of the culpability of 
the offending officer's conduct. However, there are factors that can be used to separate cases 
which may be frivolous or of relatively little merit:  

• level of culpability of the officer  
 

• some evidence of a pattern of conduct of an officer or group of officers, or a precinct  
 
• some corroborative evidence of misconduct  
 
• severity of harm to the victim.  

      In response to this approach, the argument may be made that, since so many cases are settled 
and many, in the judgment of the Law Department, may have questionable value, the tort system 
essentially should not serve as the warning device in police cases that it so pervasively serves. 
We cannot accept that argument. At any one time, there may be 7,000 cases of police misconduct 
pending against the City. That is simply too large a number to ignore, particularly since the tort 
system is the only means available for people who seek monetary compensation for injuries 
resulting from police misconduct. The fact that one case is settled for a small amount may not be 
significant, but the fact that several cases are brought against the same officer, or many cases 
may involve officers of the same precinct, or a substantial number are brought with regard to a 
particular practice, may be of great significance, even if all the resulting judgments are relatively 
small. Moreover, the public needs assurances that any patterns of misconduct or instances of 
egregious misconduct, however brought to the City's attention, are dealt with seriously and 
effectively by the agencies involved, and this is perhaps most true in the case of the NYPD, with 
the enormous authority it wields over the population.  

      Recent changes in the way that civil claims for police abuses in Los Angeles, California, in 
both the city and the county, are being handled suggest that a reform in the relations between the 
tort system and the management of the police in New York City is overdue and will result in 
substantial benefits to the city. Following the notorious beating of Rodney King in 1991, the 
Christopher Commission examined all civil cases alleging the use of excessive force by the Los 
Angeles Police Department (the city police) in which there was a payment in excess of $15,000. 
The Commission found disturbing patterns of abuse and failure to discipline officers for such 
abuses. The Commission recommended:7

                                                 
7 Report of the Independent Commission on the LA Police Department p. 63 (1991). 
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LAPD management must recognize that the problem of litigation is a 
reflection of the more fundamental problem of excessive force, not in all 
cases to be sure, but in far too many of them. Prompt investigation and 
discipline, if appropriate, should be pursued. Information about officers' 
conduct that becomes available in the litigation should be used in 
evaluating those officers. Conduct that results in large settlements or 
judgments, including punitive damages awarded on the basis of egregious 
or intentional misconduct, should be carefully studied to determine what 
went wrong and why. In addition, the Department, in conjunction with the 
City Attorney's office and other interested bodies of City government, 
might consider arbitration or mediation of claims that are not routinely 
denied and often lead to more expensive litigation.  

According to later reports, these recommendations are being implemented.  

      The experience in Los Angeles County, outside the confines of the city, with the LA Sheriff's 
Department, is still more revealing. The Special Counsel to the County and its Board of 
Supervisors examined the records of civil cases alleging brutality by deputy sheriffs during a 
period of five years, and found that there were certain repetitive fact situations that gave rise to 
litigation and to a serious risk of loss on behalf of the county. As a result, measures were taken 
both in policy and in training to reduce the risk of such cases recurring. At present, the county 
has a system for tracking new litigations, to determine the officer's record and to introduce 
information concerning the case into the department's records. Whenever there is a substantial 
settlement, the Sheriff's Department is required to submit a report setting forth what the 
department is doing to minimize the risk of repetition, through changes in procedure and/or 
training. Furthermore, the corrective action report and the county counsel's recommendation for a 
settlement are public records. As a result, the number of such cases filed dropped dramatically, 
and the Special Counsel has estimated that the county saved $30 million between 1992 and 1996.  

      We note that the actions taken in Los Angeles go beyond those recommended from time to 
time by the Office of the Comptroller here in New York. The Comptroller has recommended 
only that the NYPD track civil cases involving alleged police abuses and make more systematic 
use of the results. It would appear that continued recommendations that the NYPD, acting alone, 
take action to integrate the information offered by civil claims are inadequate; the onus to make 
use of the results of legal claims that have been litigated by the City's lawyers and settled with 
the consent of the Comptroller should not be placed on the police department alone. The 
systematic use of such information would be a change in policy by the City that should be 
carried out by the Corporation Counsel, the Comptroller and the NYPD acting jointly.  

      Based upon the repeated recommendations of the Office of the Comptroller of the City of 
New York, on the continued rise in damage payments for alleged police abuses in our city, and 
upon the experience in Los Angeles, our Committee recommends the following:  

1. The Comptroller and Law Department should study police misconduct cases over the last 
five years to identify patterns and general issues, and make recommendations for the 
NYPD to consider.  
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2. The above two agencies and the NYPD should form a liaison team, and the NYPD should 
appoint a specially-designated liaison officer to carry out NYPD's responsibilities under 
this proposal.  
 

3. The Law Department should report the filing of a case to the NYPD liaison officer, who 
should maintain a databank on these cases, assess the claim and report back to the Law 
Department. Officers with three or more claims against them should have the cases noted 
in their personnel files.  
 

4. The three agencies, working together, should develop criteria for determining when a 
case should be reported in detail by the Law Department to the NYPD. The criteria 
should include: level of culpability of the officer; some evidence of a pattern of conduct; 
some corroboration of the misconduct; and degree of harm to the victim. When a police 
misconduct case is identified that meets these criteria, a report on the matter should be 
prepared by the Law Department and sent to the NYPD and the Comptroller. The NYPD 
liaison officer should prepare a response to the report indicating whether there have been 
other settlements or judgments with regard to the officer in question, and what action was 
taken with regard to the officer or what change in policy or procedure has resulted, or is 
to be implemented. The amount of damages paid in a matter should be entered on the 
officer's record.  
 

5. The liaison team should review reports every six months and analyze trends or other data 
from these actions to identify appropriate changes in policy or procedure. The team 
should also follow up with NYPD concerning actions taken with regard to the officers 
involved and with regard to training or other systemic improvements that had been 
recommended previously. The team should issue a report with recommendations, and a 
redacted version of this report, with identification of individual officers removed, should 
be made public. 
 

6. The Comptroller should issue an annual report, by March 31 of the year following, with 
data on police conduct cases brought and settled, judgments rendered, and amount paid 
out. This report should be made public.  

      In the view of this Committee, the recommendations set forth above are essential. At present, 
it appears that the NYPD is failing to take curative measures and to implement changes in 
training and practices that would be revealed as necessary by a systematic study of past and 
present claims for damages. Thus the tort system is failing in one of its basic purposes, to modify 
the conduct of persons and organizations found liable. Most important, a change in the present 
policy, through which the NYPD and other parts of the City administration would make a 
systematic study of police abuses revealed through the litigation of civil claims in the Law 
Department and inform the public of resulting steps taken, would reduce the number of claims, 
increase the protections of the rights of persons in New York City, improve police-community 
relations and save the City and ultimately the taxpayers many millions of dollars.  

March, 2000  
 








