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DEATH OF RONALD ANTHONY SMITH 

NYPD MOTOR VEHICLE COLLISION 

APRIL 7, 2022 

 

 

SUMMARY 

New York Executive Law Section 70-b (Section 70-b) authorizes the Attorney General’s Office 

of Special Investigation (OSI) to investigate and, if warranted, to prosecute offenses arising 

from any incident in which the death of a person is caused by a police officer or peace officer. 

When OSI does not seek charges, Section 70-b requires issuance of a public report.  

This is the public report of OSI’s investigation into the death of Ronald Anthony Smith, which 

was caused by Police Officer Orkhan Mamedov, a member of the New York City Police 

Department (NYPD). On April 7, 2022, at 8:06 pm,1 at the intersection of Eastern Parkway 

and Schenectady Avenue, in Kings County, PO Mamedov, while transporting four prisoners 

from the 73rd Precinct to Brooklyn Central Booking in an NYPD van with the turret lights 

activated, struck and killed Mr. Smith, a pedestrian. Mr. Smith landed on the hood of the NYPD 

van and fell to the ground as PO Mamedov stopped the van, about 150 feet from the point of 

impact. Mr. Smith was taken to Kings County Hospital and declared dead at 8:26 pm; he died 

of blunt force injuries to the head, neck, and torso. Having thoroughly investigated the matter 

and analyzed the law, OSI will not seek charges against PO Mamedov because it would not be 

able to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that PO Mamedov committed a crime when he 

caused Mr. Smith’s death.  

FACTS 

Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue 

Eastern Parkway has four travel lanes (two eastbound and two westbound) in the main road, 

divided by a painted median (or “flush median island”), and a service road on each side of 

the main road.2 Schenectady Avenue is a one-way, two-lane southbound street. At the 

intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue, the main roadway of Eastern 

Parkway has a left-turn lane east of the intersection (in effect, an extension of the flush 

median) and a right turn lane west of the intersection (an “extra” lane that opens before the 

intersection), as shown in Figure 1, below. The intersection has overhead traffic signals and 

pedestrian signals.   

 

 

 
1 All times are approximate. 
2 According to the NYC Department of Transportation, a flush median island is a part of the roadway marked by 

painted solid double yellow lines and yellow hatch lines, dividing opposing traffic. It is not intended for 

vehicular travel, except for circumventing a stalled vehicle, work zone traffic control, emergency vehicle use, 

turning vehicle swept path, and other traffic calming measures.  
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Figure 1: Aerial view of intersection at Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue. Troy Avenue is out of the 

frame to the left (west), and Utica Avenue is out of the frame to the right (east). 

Pre-Collision: Ronald Anthony Smith 

OSI reviewed NYPD Argus camera3 footage from a fixed post at the northwest corner of 

Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue. This Argus post has two cameras, see Figure 2, 

below. Argus Cam #2 is a west-facing camera and shows the main road of Eastern Parkway 

just west of Schenectady Avenue; Argus Cam #1 is a northeast-facing camera and shows the 

Eastern Parkway westbound service road and southbound traffic on Schenectady Avenue.4   

 
3 Argus cameras are NYPD video surveillance cameras mounted on lampposts across the five boroughs of New 

York City. The cameras have a fixed view and no audio. 
4 OSI did not obtain video footage from Argus Cam # 1 as it does not show the main road of Eastern Parkway 

where the incident occurred.  

Flush Median Island Left Turning Lane 
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Argus Cam #2 shows that on April 7, 2022, at 7:36 pm Mr. Smith walked eastbound on 

Eastern Parkway in the flush median toward Schenectady Avenue, from the direction of Troy 

Avenue. Mr. Smith was wearing a black winter coat and blue jeans.5  It was windy, raining, 

and dark, with lighting from streetlights and car headlights. When Mr. Smith got to the 

intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue, Argus Cam #2 shows that he 

approached the cars in the eastbound lane stopped at the red light, beginning with the car 

closest to the intersection, and then walked back westbound along the flush median, 

approaching the other cars lined up at the red light (see Figure 3). At times, it appears Mr. 

Smith’s arm was extended towards the drivers of the cars he approached. The footage 

shows that Mr. Smith walked back and forth in the median, approaching cars, for about 

thirty minutes. At video time stamp 8:06:30 pm, the footage shows Mr. Smith walking 

eastbound in the median towards the intersection with Schenectady Avenue; this is the last 

time video shows Mr. Smith alive. At video time stamp 8:06:44 pm, Argus Cam #2 footage 

shows that an NYPD van going westbound on Eastern Parkway, having just passed through 

the intersection at Schenectady, drove along the flush median lane west of the intersection. 

When the van came to a stop, about 150 feet past the intersection, the video shows Mr. 

Smith on the roadway next to the van.          

 
5 BWC of PO Mamedov also shows the clothing Mr. Smith was wearing. 

2

/

/ 

1 

Figure 2: Northwest corner of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue, facing west, with overlay of Argus camera 

post.  
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Figure 3: A still from Argus Cam #2, facing west, showing Eastern Parkway just west of Schenectady Avenue, 

with Mr. Smith walking in the flush median. 

Pre-Collision: PO Mamedov 

PO Mamedov has been an NYPD police officer since April 25, 2018, and, at the time of this 

incident, was assigned to the 73rd Precinct in Brooklyn. On the evening of April 7, 2022, PO 

Mamedov and his partner, PO Evan Siegel, were assigned to transport four prisoners from 

the 73rd Precinct, located at 1470 East New York Avenue, to Brooklyn Central Booking, at 

the Kings County Criminal Courthouse, 120 Schermerhorn Street. The prisoners were HW, 

BK, SC, and LW.6 Precinct surveillance footage shows that at 8:03 pm PO Mamedov drove 

out of the precinct parking lot in a police van,7 with its turret lights activated.   

The distance between the 73rd Precinct and the intersection of Eastern Parkway and 

Schenectady Avenue is 1.1 miles.8 The posted speed limit on Eastern Parkway is 25 mph. 

According to NYPD’s Automatic Vehicle Locating (AVL)9 system, PO Mamedov drove above 

the posted speed limit at various points while traveling from the 73rd Precinct to the 

intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue; near that intersection the AVL 

 
6 Initials are used to protect the identities of civilian witnesses.  
7 According to the records of the NYPD Driver Education and Training Unit (DETU), PO Mamedov was van-

qualified. See, Training Transcript attached as Exhibit 1.  
8 See, Google Maps, direction from 73rd Precinct to Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue 
9 NYPD’s AVL system reports vehicle location, speed, and stops based on GPS data and registers the position 

and speed of a vehicle once every 10 seconds. See, 

https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/AVLSys-TN_0609-508.pdf 

Mr. Smith in the flush median lane 

https://www.google.com/maps/dir/New+York+City+Police+Department+-+73rd+Precinct,+1470+E+New+York+Ave,+Brooklyn,+NY+11212/Eastern+Parkway+%26+Schenectady+Avenue,+Brooklyn,+NY/@40.6678901,-73.9335233,15.01z/am=t/data=!4m13!4m12!1m5!1m1!1s0x89c25c674cc1bcc7:0x652df4d7eb9ec1fc!2m2!1d-73.9135542!2d40.6709373!1m5!1m1!1s0x89c25c7fd84b89c7:0xd3c93e06629d33d7!2m2!1d-73.9338682!2d40.6691622
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/AVLSys-TN_0609-508.pdf
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registered the van’s speed as 45.7 mph at 8:06:41 pm, seconds before the collision with 

Mr. Smith.10 Additional Argus video footage shows PO Mamedov drove through two steady 

red lights while traveling westbound on Eastern Parkway, at Buffalo and Rochester Avenues, 

with turret lights activated. Argus video at the intersection of Eastern Parkway and Utica 

Avenue shows that PO Mamedov was traveling in the flush median lane on Eastern Parkway, 

east of the intersection, and appears to show he entered the flush median lane west of the 

intersection; Utica Avenue is one block before Schenectady Avenue. Video surveillance, 

Argus footage, and witness interviews show that PO Mamedov proceeded through a green 

light at the intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue, just prior to the 

collision.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4: AVL plot map showing the route and speed at selected locations of the van driven by PO Mamedov. 

Collision 

Argus Cam #2 shows that at 8:06:44 pm the van driven by PO Mamedov traveled 

westbound on Eastern Parkway, with turret lights activated, into the flush median west of 

the intersection with Schenectady Avenue. The flow of traffic shown in the Argus video, 

security video from 1005 Eastern Parkway, and witness statements indicate that the van 

had the green light at Schenectady Avenue. The AVL system indicates the van was traveling 

45.7 mph at 8:06:41 pm, about 3 seconds before the moment the van appears in the Argus 

video west of Schenectady Avenue. The collision between the van and Mr. Smith was not 

captured by Argus Cam #2, but OSI estimates it occurred from 0 to 2 seconds before the 

van’s appearance in the video, or 42 to 44 seconds after 8:06 pm. The footage from Argus 

 
10 See, NYPD AVL History for involved van attached as Exhibit 2. 

2006:41 hours – Traveled westbound on 

Eastern Parkway at the intersection of 

Schenectady Avenue. 45.7 miles per hour 

2005:46 hours – Traveled 

westbound on Eastern Parkway. 

40.1 miles per hour 

2005:57 hours – Traveled 

westbound on Eastern Parkway. 

15.6 miles per hour 

2004:29 hours – Turned left onto 

westbound Eastern Parkway. 

12.7 miles per hour 

2005:35 hours – Traveled 

westbound on Eastern Parkway. 

8.7 miles per hour 

2006:19 hours – Traveled 

westbound on Eastern Parkway. 

36.3 miles per hour 

2003:18 hours – Departed from 

the 73rd Precinct stationhouse. 

7.8 miles per hour 
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Cam #2 shows that the van came to a stop in the flush median at 8:06:48 pm, 4 to 6 

seconds after the collision, and that Mr. Smith was on the roadbed by the driver-side door.  

According to the NYPD Intergraph Computer Aided Dispatch (ICAD) report, an ambulance 

was called at 8:07:46 pm, about 58 seconds after the van came to a stop.11 

Argus Cam #2 footage shows that PO Mamedov got out of the van at 8:06:55 pm, about 7 

seconds after the van came to a stop. PO Mamedov activated his body-worn camera (BWC) 

at 8:08:50 pm, 2 minutes and 2 seconds after the van came to a stop; the BWC pre-event 

buffer shows the events, without audio, for 60 seconds prior to activation.12 PO Siegel 

activated his BWC one second earlier, at 8:08:49 pm; the BWC pre-event buffer shows the 

events, without audio, for 60 seconds prior to activation.   

The officers’ BWCs show Mr. Smith on the ground, directly under the driver-side door of the 

van. At 8:08:05 pm (1 minute and 17 seconds after the van came to a stop), PO Mamedov 

unzipped Mr. Smith’s winter coat and began chest compressions. BWC shows that at 

8:10:30 pm a Senior Care ambulance arrived, PO Mamedov approached the driver and said, 

“I hit him.” PO Mamedov resumed chest compressions until 8:10:41 pm when the EMT 

approached Mr. Smith and prepared to take over medical care.  

Members of FDNY arrived at 8:11 pm and assisted the EMTs. PO Mamedov’s BWC captured 

an EMT saying, “I couldn’t feel a pulse.” PO Mamedov’s BWC shows that Sgt. Jonathan 

Cotter, from the 77th Precinct, arrived at 8:14 pm, and PO Mamedov said to him “yeah, I was 

doing a transport...I hit him. He’s going to KCH.” PO Mamedov said Mr. Smith “was in the 

middle lane…on the yellow lane…like in the middle, like on the yellow thing, like on this 

thing….” Sgt. Cotter asked PO Mamedov if he had a green light; PO Mamedov said, “I think 

so yeah…I had lights and sirens on.” The Senior Care ambulance left with Mr. Smith at 8:15 

pm. PO Mamedov’s BWC shows that Sgt. Korkut Koseoglu, from the 73rd Precinct, arrived at 

8:16 pm.  PO Mamedov told Sgt. Koseoglu, “I hit him, I had lights and everything.” Sgt. 

Koseoglu told PO Mamedov to turn off his BWC. 

According to phone records and witness interviews, PO Mamedov was not speaking or 

texting on either his personal or NYPD issued cellphone prior to the collision. 

 

 

 

 
11 ICAD is the system used by emergency response operators and dispatchers to communicate with 911 callers 

and first responders. The ICAD system memorializes these communications through recordings and computer-

generated reports.  
12 BWCs continuously record when not activated. Once activated, video (but not audio) up to one minute prior 

to activation is preserved; the audio is preserved from the moment of activation onward. 
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The van was not equipped with a dashboard camera or an interior recording camera. OSI 

reviewed security and surveillance video from the following residential and commercial 

buildings near Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue: 1005 Eastern Parkway, 1009 

Eastern Parkway, 1014 Eastern Parkway, 1025 Eastern Parkway, and 1038-1040 Eastern 

Parkway. As mentioned, the video from 1005 Eastern Parkway shows the van had the green 

light at the intersection; apart from that, the security and surveillance videos do not shed 

light on the events because they do not show the intersection, or were too far away from the 

intersection to show the collision, or had a view that was too obscured to show the collision. 

Witness Interviews 

CB (911 caller) 

CB called 911 and said, “A police car jeep hit someone…the person was crossing the street 

in the middle of the street and the police didn’t see him and hit him…he drove on the man 

like maybe a half of a block….”13 

OSI interviewed CB, who said that prior to the incident he was driving westbound on Eastern 

Parkway in the right lane. He said there was heavy rain and wind, and traffic was congested. 

He said he was stopped at a red light when a police van, with emergency lights on, 

 
13 The 911 call can be accessed here.  

Figure 4: Estimated point of impact and final rest position of Mr. Smith.  

 

Estimated final rest position of Mr. Smith  

 

Estimated point of impact 

PO Mamedov direction of travel 

Figure 5: Estimated point of impact and final rest position of Mr. Smith. 

https://vimeo.com/824882154/aac4aca932
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approached from his rear left side.14 CB said as the van approached, the cars in the lanes 

moved to the right to allow the van to pass. CB said he did not see Mr. Smith through his 

windshield because of the rain and the glare from the headlights of the approaching cars. 

He said he first noticed Mr. Smith, who was about four car lengths west of the intersection, 

when CB moved to the right and saw Mr. Smith out of his driver-side window. Immediately 

after, CB said Mr. Smith was struck by the police van and dragged. CB said Mr. Smith was 

wearing dark clothing and the police van drove through a green light.15 

DB (pedestrian) 

OSI interviewed DB, who said he knew Mr. Smith from the neighborhood and had previously 

seen him, as well as others, panhandling at the same location.16 DB said it was raining “real 

hard” when he saw an NYPD van, with turret lights activated, no sirens, driving westbound in 

the left lane of Eastern Parkway. DB said a white SUV was driving in front of the NYPD van in 

the left (driving) lane, the SUV went into the left-turn lane at the Schenectady intersection 

but instead of turning left, the SUV “cut back over” (rightward) into the left (driving) lane at 

the traffic light in front of the NYPD van, causing the NYPD van to immediately turn (leftward) 

into the left-turn lane to avoid contact with the SUV. He said once the NYPD van was forced 

into the left-turn lane at the intersection it continued straight through the intersection, into 

the “two yellow lines” (referring to the flush median lane) after the intersection. DB said the 

traffic light and turning signal were green. According to DB, Mr. Smith “had his back turned” 

and “wasn’t looking” because he “was working” in the median, speaking to the driver of a 

car stopped at a red light just west of the intersection.17 DB said he saw the van strike Mr. 

Smith and drag his body until it came to a stop.18 

SC (prisoner in NYPD van) 

SC was interviewed by members of the NYPD Force Investigation Division (FID); OSI reviewed 

the audiotaped interview. OSI was unable to locate SC for an interview. 

SC said she was in the NYPD van, seated in the third row, that it was “raining and pouring 

down” when the driver of the NYPD van swerved left into the “yellow lane” to avoid hitting 

 
14 CB did not say whether he heard police sirens from the van.  
15 CB was interviewed by members of the NYPD Force Investigation Division and Collision Investigation Squad. 

In addition to information consistent with his OSI interview, CB told NYPD that he saw Mr. Smith walking in the 

middle of the street between eastbound and westbound traffic from Troy Avenue towards Schenectady Avenue; 

he heard sirens from the police van; and he saw the van driving in the left lane and partially in the center of the 

street where he observed Mr. Smith walking.  
16 On April 11, 2022 OSI Det. Carbone, while investigating the scene of the collision, observed a male 

panhandling at the intersection. On October 23, 2022, news media reported a male panhandling at the 

intersection was struck and killed by a civilian driver; see NY Daily News Article attached as Exhibit 3. According 

to the Kings County District Attorney’s Office, the driver was arrested and the case is pending prosecution.    
17 According to DB, and confirmed by OSI, the traffic light for westbound traffic on Eastern Parkway (on the east 

side of the Schenectady Avenue intersection) includes a left-turn signal; when the left-turn signal is green, the 

traffic light for eastbound motorists is red.    
18 DB was interviewed by NYPD Collision Investigation Squad; the information provided during that interview 

was consistent with the OSI interview.  

https://oagcloud.ag.ny.gov/s/t9EmCSjysJjt8LW
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another car on his right, which was when he struck Mr. Smith, who was inside the yellow 

lane.  SC said Mr. Smith was dragged by the NYPD van as the officer tried to come to a stop. 

BK (prisoner in NYPD van) 

BK was interviewed by members of NYPD FID; OSI reviewed the audiotaped interview. BK 

declined to be interviewed by OSI. 

BK said he was seated in the last row of the NYPD van, next to the passenger-side window. 

He said the turret lights were activated but not the emergency siren. BK said the officer 

driving the van was “speeding, flying” and “swerving through traffic” before “swerving” into 

the yellow lane and colliding with something “two seconds after.” BK said he heard a loud 

noise and the impact but was unable to see who or what was hit. BK said that after the 

impact the driver stopped the van and the driver and passenger got out of the van and one 

of them rendered aid to the person struck. 

HW (prisoner in the NYPD van) 

OSI interviewed HW, who said the NYPD van had the turret lights activated but not the siren, 

and he was seated in the last row between two other men.  HW said it was a rainy night and 

the officer driving the van was “speeding,” “fishtailing,” and driving “reckless.” HW said the 

officer was driving in the “second lane and then comes to the emergency vehicle lane, that’s 

when the impact occurs.” HW said the officer was going “in and out” of traffic before the 

incident due to traffic; he said the officer was “riding in the middle, at times he was behind 

the cars, but traffic wasn’t moving so he came in the middle where the yellow lines are.” HW 

said he did not see Mr. Smith; he saw a “blur” in front of the driver’s side and then heard 

and felt the impact. The two officers got out of the van but HW was unable to see what was 

happening. He said they were on Eastern Parkway and had just passed the intersection at 

Schenectady Avenue when the incident occurred. HW said the NYPD van’s radio was not on 

and the driver was not using his cell phone.19 

LW (prisoner in the NYPD van) 

The fourth prisoner in the van, LW, declined to be interviewed by NYPD. OSI was unable to 

locate LW for an interview. 

Police Officer Interviews 

Police Officer Orkhan Mamedov (operator of the NYPD van) 

PO Mamedov was the driver, or operator, of the NYPD van. PO Mamedov became a police 

officer on April 25, 2018; he was assigned to the 73rd Precinct in October 2018.  

 
19  HW was interviewed by NYPD Force Investigation Division; the information provided during that interview 

was consistent with the OSI interview.  
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According to the NYPD Collision Report-Police Dept. Vehicle form prepared by Sgt. Koseoglu 

on April 8, 2022, PO Mamedov said he was doing a transport when he heard a commotion in 

the back of the van, which distracted him and “at that moment” he struck a male crossing 

the street. 

OSI interviewed PO Mamedov. He said that on April 7, 2022, at around 7:30 pm, he was 

assigned to transport four prisoners to Brooklyn Central Booking. His partner for the evening 

was PO Siegel. PO Mamedov told OSI he was concerned about the transport because PO 

Siegel was a rookie and one of the prisoners, LW, had been violent during his arrest. PO 

Mamedov said that because his partner had very limited experience PO Mamedov felt a 

greater responsibility for their safety. PO Mamedov said he was apprehensive about LW and 

was consistently looking behind him to check on the prisoners, especially when he heard 

their cuff chains rattling  

(Video footage from the 73rd Precinct shows SC was rear-cuffed with both hands behind her 

back while BK, HW and LW were cuffed to a single transport chain by their left hands, with 

their right hands uncuffed; they were not wearing leg restraints. See Figures 6 and 7.)   

He said he was worried that LW might become violent towards him in the van.20 PO 

Mamedov said he knew the evening shift change at Brooklyn Central Booking was 

approaching, which is known to result in a delay with lodging the prisoners, so he wanted to 

get the prisoners to Brooklyn Central Booking as quickly as possible. He said he drove above 

the speed limit and through steady red lights on occasion.   

 
20 The van did not have a partition between the driver and the passengers. See Figure 11 which shows a view 

of the van from the front windshield through to the back doors.  



11 
 

 

Figure 6: The prisoners walking from the 73rd Precinct to the van. Circle shows one prisoner’s free right hand.   

 

Figure 7: The prisoners walking from the 73rd Precinct to the van. Circle shows prisoners’ chained left hands.   

PO Mamedov said he was driving westbound on Eastern Parkway, with lights and siren 

activated. PO Mamedov explained that the siren was not on continuously, but intermittently, 

depending on the road conditions and traffic lights.21 As he approached the intersection at 

Schenectady Avenue, he said he saw a car in front of him and had to swerve into the yellow 

lane to avoid colliding with it. PO Mamedov said that, after going into the yellow lane, he 

crossed through the intersection and struck Mr. Smith. PO Mamedov said he did not see Mr. 

 
21 PO Mamedov could not recall if the siren was activated when he struck Mr. Smith.  
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Smith prior to the impact because it was dark and raining. He said that, after the impact, Mr. 

Smith landed on the hood of the van and fell off a few seconds later. PO Mamedov said he 

stopped the van and, when he got out, saw Mr. Smith directly below the driver-side door. PO 

Mamedov told OSI he immediately began chest compressions and called for an ambulance.  

He said he was not texting or speaking on his phone prior to the collision. PO Mamedov’s 

BWC shows what appeared to be a live soccer game on his cell phone when he took out the 

phone to call for assistance. When asked about the footage on his cell phone, PO Mamedov 

said it was his cell phone’s screensaver. PO Mamedov provided OSI with his phone; the 

phone’s screensaver appears to show the same soccer game footage as seen on his BWC 

(see Figures 8 and 9).  

 

 

Figure 8 (on the left): still photo from PO Mamedov’s BWC; Figure 9 (on the right): PO Mamedov’s cell phone 

screensaver.  

OSI has viewed PO Mamedov’s BWC footage for the arrest of LW, which shows LW 

threatening police officers, including PO Mamedov, during his arrest and during his arrest 

processing at the precinct. PO Mamedov’s BWC captured LW saying, to PO Mamedov, “you 

heard what I said though, don’t talk to my bitch like that…cuz I’ll straight deck you right in 

your mouth….” BWC also shows acquaintances of LW threatening to assault and spit on the 

officers as the officers were arresting LW. As officers attempted to place LW in a police car 

he physically resisted entering the car, requiring four officers to place him in the back seat. 

LW apologized to PO Mamedov for his behavior, but then physically resisted when PO 

Mamedov and other officers tried to re-position him in the back of the police car. PO 

Mamedov’s BWC captured LW yelling at Sgt. Koseoglu, “Make sure you see me when we get 

to the precinct…I don’t give a fuck that you the police…I’m going to violate this [slur deleted], 

word to my dead mother [slur deleted].” At the precinct, LW repeatedly berated Sgt. 
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Koseoglu, shouted at him and threatened to spit in his face. Several officers escorted LW to 

the precinct holding cell and when they attempted to remove his coat before placing him in 

the cell LW yelled at them not to remove his coat; video shows LW pressing his arms against 

his body to prevent officers from taking the coat off. Numerous officers physically restrained 

LW and placed him in the holding cell. Once in the holding cell video captured LW again 

insulting the officers, threatening to spit at them, and saying he would “rape” people in their 

families. 

Police Officer Evan Siegel (partner) 

PO Siegel was PO Mamedov’s partner and the front passenger, also referred to as the 

“recorder.” As of April 7, 2022, PO Siegel had been employed as a police officer for nine 

months, six months of which were his training in the NYPD academy. He was assigned to the 

73rd Precinct on December 30, 2021.   

According to the NYPD Collision Report-Police Dept. Vehicle form prepared by Sgt. Koseoglu 

on April 8, 2022, PO Siegel said he was in the passenger seat when he heard a commotion 

in the rear of the van involving the prisoners and then heard “a loud sound and Police 

Officer Mamedov did strike a pedestrian.” 

According to the FID Preliminary Investigation Worksheet, during his official department 

interview PO Siegel said the prisoners were distracting the officers by yelling and causing a 

disturbance during the transport.  

OSI interviewed PO Siegel who said that on April 7, 2022, he was working with PO Mamedov 

and assigned to transport four prisoners to Brooklyn Central Booking. PO Siegel said he was 

the recorder, and PO Mamedov was the operator. He said it was a rainy night; there was 

traffic on Eastern Parkway; the van’s turret lights were activated, but he could not recall if or 

when the siren was on. PO Siegel said that during the transport he was reviewing a warrant 

for one of the prisoners and was primarily focused on the warrant because it was his first 

time transporting a prisoner with a warrant. PO Siegel said that while his head was down 

reviewing the warrant, he felt the impact of the collision. PO Siegel said he did not see Mr. 

Smith prior to the collision. He said he got out of the van, walked around to the driver’s side, 

and saw PO Mamedov performing CPR on Mr. Smith. 

Evasive Maneuver by PO Mamedov 

PO Mamedov told OSI that, prior to entering the intersection at Eastern Parkway and 

Schenectady Avenue, he was driving westbound in a designated lane of traffic and entered 

the left-turn lane east of the intersection to avoid colliding with a car that veered in front of 

the van. PO Mamedov said he continued straight through the intersection and struck Mr. 

Smith.  

DB and SC gave accounts of the lane change similar to PO Mamedov’s. DB said a white SUV 

“cut back over” from the left-turn lane into the left driving lane in front of PO Mamedov, 
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causing PO Mamedov to turn into the left-turn lane; SC said PO Mamedov swerved into the 

turning lane to avoid hitting another car.   

Argus Cam #2 shows the NYPD van at 8:06:45 pm in the flush median driving westbound on 

Eastern Parkway and shows a white SUV driving westbound next to the van, in the lane to 

the right of the van, see Figure 10. The video shows the van stopped at 8:06:48 pm and the 

same white SUV stopped next to the van for a few seconds before it continued westbound 

on Eastern Parkway.   

 

 

Figure 10:  A still from Argus Cam #2 showing a white SUV next to the NYPD van at 8:06:45 pm. 

The driver of the white SUV did not remain on scene and was not identified by NYPD or 

OSI.22   

Post Collision Investigation 

NYPD 

The NYPD Highway District (HWY) patrols the city’s highways and maintains traffic safety. In 

addition to other responsibilities, HWY responds to car accidents on the highways, conducts 

investigations involving collisions that result in a death, and conducts sobriety tests.23 If 

someone dies or is critically injured in a collision, the Highway District’s Collision Technician 

Group (CTG) and Collision Investigation Squad (CIS) are assigned to investigate.  

 
22 The license plate of the white SUV is not legible on Argus video.   
23 See NYPD Transportation Bureau. 

https://www.nyc.gov/site/nypd/bureaus/transit-housing/transportation.page
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According to the ICAD report, a sergeant from the 77th Precinct requested that HWY respond 

to the collision at 8:16 pm. At 8:52 pm the ICAD report shows that a lieutenant from HWY 

confirmed Mr. Smith was critically injured and authorized CIS to respond.  

The BWC footage of PO Douglas Gerber, of CTG, shows that at 9:38 pm he began the 

required 15 minute observation period of PO Mamedov.24 At 9:53 pm the BWC footage 

shows PO Gerber performed a Preliminary Breath Test (“PBT”)25 on PO Mamedov to 

determine his blood alcohol content. The result of the PBT was 0.000.26 PO Gerber noted in 

the standardized field sobriety test form, “Subject shows no signs of impairment.”  

PO Sandolo of CTG photographed the NYPD van, which shows left-side hood and front-end 

damage. PO Sandolo also photographed the interior of the van. See the photos below, 

Figures 11 and 12. 27 

 

Figure 11: NYPD Van with hood and front-end damage. The view through the windshield shows that the van 

was not equipped with a partition between the front seats and the other seats. 

 
24 According to Det. Curt Cunningham, of CIS, officers are required to observe a subject for at least 15 minutes 

prior to performing a breath test.  
25 The PBT is a portable handheld blood alcohol test.   
26 See PBT attached as Exhibit 4  
27 PO Sandolo arrived at the collision scene at 10:33 pm. A review of PO Mamedov’s BWC immediately after 

the collision indicates that the lighting and weather conditions at the time of the collision and at the time these 

photos were taken were similar. 
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Figure 12: Operator’s view from inside the van. 

PO Brian Kehoe of CTG examined the NYPD van and noted that the brake pedal pressure 

was firm, the front windshield was clear, and the taillights, brake lights, and windshield 

wipers were all in working order. PO Kehoe also noted that the van had factory-installed 

reflective markings.  PO Kehoe wrote in his report that it was raining; the lighting conditions 

were “dark-road lighted;” and the road condition was “wet.”28 

OSI reviewed the Crash Data Retrieval (CDR) download for the van’s Event Data Recorder 

(EDR), which shows that the van’s EDR was not triggered by the impact with Mr. Smith.29   

On April 12, 2022, PO Mamedov was placed on modified duty as a result of this incident. As 

of the date of his OSI interview, September 8, 2022, PO Mamedov was still on modified 

duty. On August 4, 2022, the NYPD Accident Review Board30 held a meeting and concluded 

 
28 See, HWY Collision Technician Group Report, Page 1, attached as Exhibit 5 and HWY Collision Technician 

Group Report, Page 2, attached as Exhibit 6. 
29 An EDR records data, including accelerator use, brake use, and steering, for a number of seconds before, 

during, and after a crash; not all impacts are strong enough to trigger the EDR to preserve data. 

https://www.nhtsa.gov/research-data/event-data-recorder. See also the report of the accident 

reconstructionist retained by OSI, described below and available and attached as Exhibit 7, which states that 

Mr. Smith was physically too small to slow the van suddenly, which would have otherwise triggered the EDR 

response. 
30 When an officer is involved in an on-duty vehicle accident the precinct’s Accident Review Board determines 

whether he/she was at fault. 

https://www.nhtsa.gov/research-data/event-data-recorder#:~:text=When%20we%20use%20the%20term,during%20and%20after%20a%20crash.
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that PO Mamedov “was traveling on the yellow painted median that separates the E/B & 

W/B lanes at a high rate of speed in the rain on a wet roadway with poor visibility. Operator 

of Department Vehicle is at fault.” The Board recommended that the case be referred to the 

risk management bureau for discipline.31 

Expert retained by OSI 

OSI retained John Kwasnoski, a certified collision reconstructionist,32 to assist in this 

investigation. Mr. Kwasnoski conducted an analysis based on the time-distance-speed 

methodology.33 

As mentioned, no video shows the impact between the van and Mr. Smith and, therefore, 

the precise site of the impact cannot be seen on video.  

According to Mr. Kwasnoski, assuming 90 to 100% braking pressure (how hard a driver 

would brake in an emergency), an Antilock Braking System (ABS, which the van was 

equipped with), and a speed of 45 mph (based on the AVL), the braking distance needed to 

stop the van would be 135 to 150 feet (100% and 90% braking, respectively). Therefore, the 

final resting position (FRP) of the NYPD van was 135-150 feet from the point where PO 

Mamedov started the braking process.    

Based on witness accounts, Argus Cam #2, Google maps, and NYPD CIS diagram (see Figure 

13), Mr. Kwasnoski concluded that Mr. Smith was on the flush median lane on Eastern 

Parkway, 35 to 45 feet west of the Schenectady Avenue intersection crosswalk at the time 

of the collision, and that this area of impact (AOI) was 139 to 149 feet from the FRP of the 

van.34 When comparing the AOI and the FRP, Mr. Kwasnoski determined that PO Mamedov 

was applying the brakes at approximately the same moment as the collision, within a few 

feet before or after impact. 

 
31 The Accident Review Board’s findings erroneously state that PO Mamedov was “not qualified to operate a 

Department Van.” OSI confirmed with NYPD Legal, through his training transcript and Van Qualified 

Certification Report, attached as Exhibit 8 that PO Mamedov was van-qualified at the time of this incident.   
32 A collision reconstructionist is an expert who has been trained and qualified to recreate the circumstances of 

a motor vehicle incident.   
33 Mr. Kwasnoski’s full report can be found attached as Exhibit 7 
34 The distance between the FRP and the crosswalk was determined to be 184 feet based on CIS rendering, as 

seen in Figure 13.  
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Figure 13: NYPD CIS prepared this black and white diagram. OSI added the yellow oval, which shows the 

estimated Area of Impact (AOI) according to Mr. Kwasnoski’s assessment. NYPD CIS showed the final rest 

position of the van with arrow “1.” 

Mr. Kwasnoski noted several factors that would have hindered the driver’s ability to 

see Mr. Smith, including: 

- Rain, headlight glare from opposing traffic 

- Ambient lighting creating a “masking” effect behind the pedestrian 

- Reaction of the operator’s eye to limit ambient light, which reduces visibility 

- Dark clothing worn by the pedestrian 

- The pedestrian walking parallel to the emergency lane, without left-right 

movement  

Medical Treatment and Autopsy 

Medical Response On-Scene 

FID and CIS interviewed the responding Emergency Medical Technicians. EMT Zhihi Yang 

said he and EMT Lee were driving on Eastern Parkway to an unrelated call when they were 

flagged down by an NYPD police officer around 8:12 pm. When EMT Yang got out of the 

ambulance he saw a man lying on the ground in the roadway. EMT Yang said there was no 

visible trauma, and he was unable to find a pulse. EMT Yang said he and responding FDNY 

AOI  



19 
 

personnel continued CPR on Mr. Smith for the duration of the transport to Kings County 

Hospital, where medical care was transferred to emergency room staff. 

FDNY EMT Sean Moss said he and his partner, EMT Matthew Maldonado, received a radio 

transmission at around 8:08 pm for a pedestrian struck by a car. EMT Moss said when they 

arrived on scene he saw Mr. Smith was in traumatic cardiac arrest and unresponsive and 

had a broken lower right leg. 

Kings County Hospital 

According to Kings County Hospital medical records, Mr. Smith arrived at Kings County 

Hospital at 8:24 pm in full cardiac arrest. He had a broken right lower leg, abrasions and 

contusions on his right arm, along with some bleeding from the right side of his head. Mr. 

Smith was declared dead at 8:26 pm by Dr. James Willis. 

Autopsy 

Dr. Kunil Raval of the Office of Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) performed the autopsy of Mr. 

Smith.35 OSI reviewed the autopsy report and interviewed Dr. Raval.  

Dr. Raval noted that Mr. Smith was 5’2” and weighed 98 pounds. He told OSI that Mr. Smith 

suffered blunt force injuries of the head, neck, torso, and extremities, consistent with being 

struck by a motor vehicle and landing hard on the ground; the injuries were not consistent 

with being dragged by a motor vehicle. Dr. Raval determined the cause of death to be “blunt 

force injuries of the head, neck and torso,” and the manner of death to be “accident (struck 

by motor vehicle).” 

NYPD Driver Rules and Training 

PO Mamedov Qualifications 

According to his NYPD course transcript, as part of the Recruit Academic Program PO 

Mamedov completed the emergency vehicle operation course on April 25, 2018 and 

received RMP and 12-passenger van/utility vehicle qualification on July 27, 2018.     

Driver Education Training Unit 

OSI interviewed Lieutenant M. Cathy Boykin, Commanding Officer of the Driver Education 

and Training Unit (DETU) and DETU Curriculum Coordinator Officer William High. They told 

OSI that DETU trains new recruits at Floyd Bennet Field over the course of four days, 

including classroom and field instruction. PO High said the DETU training references NYPD 

Patrol Guide directives and provides recruits with a guideline for best practices on adhering 

to the directives.  

 
35 A copy of the autopsy report can be found attached as Exhibit 9.  
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The DETU training includes Emergency Vehicle Operator Course (EVOC) training, which 

teaches first responders to safely operate an emergency vehicle. Recruits are trained to 

exercise caution when approaching an intersection, approaching slowly and looking both 

ways for vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Recruits are trained to stop at red lights and 

“clear” each lane of the intersection before proceeding. According to PO High, DETU does 

not provide specific instruction on driving through a green light, beyond advising recruits to 

exercise caution at all times when driving. PO High said recruits are trained to activate their 

cars’ lights and siren during emergency responses. 

According to PO High, once a recruit successfully completes the required radio motor patrol 

(RMP, meaning an ordinary marked police car) course they are eligible for the van 

qualification course, which teaches safe operation of larger NYPD vehicles. PO High said the 

van qualification course does not train recruits to respond to emergencies, such as a crime 

in progress, because vans are not used for emergency responses unless an officer is 

instructed otherwise by a superior.   

PO High said DETU does not provide training on prisoner transport or on the use of non-

vehicular lanes. 

Regarding the manner in which PO Mamedov drove on April 7, 2022, PO High said PO 

Mamedov did not violate department guidelines or directives when he drove in a left-turn 

lane without turning and entered the flush median at high speed while transporting 

prisoners. PO High said speeding and driving in non-vehicular lanes was permissible under 

the Vehicle & Traffic Law (VTL), since PO Mamedov was transporting prisoners, which the 

VTL defines as an emergency vehicle operation.36  

PO High said best practices dictate an operator of an emergency vehicle should slow down 

and not drive in non-vehicular lanes but went on to say that there might have been factors of 

which he was unaware that made PO Mamedov’s actions best practice under the 

circumstances. 

According to PO High, once a response is deemed an emergency the response is the same; 

there are not varying levels of response based on the type of emergency.37  

Patrol Guide and DETU Training Materials 

OSI reviewed NYPD directives and DETU training materials related to arrest processing, 

prisoner transport, and police vehicle operation.   

 
36 PO High said vans are not used for emergency response and he said that transporting prisoners is an 

emergency operation. This report addresses the distinction between emergency response and emergency 

operation in the Law and Recommendations sections, below.  
37 However, this is contradicted by NYPD’s training materials, described below, which emphasize the need to 

consider the seriousness of an emergency when responding with lights and sirens and using the privileges set 

forth in VTL 1104.  
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NYPD Patrol Guide 202-02, “Radio Motor Patrol Operator,” says an RMP operator should 

“Operate car in manner to avoid injury to person or damage to property; Drive at slow rate of 

speed except under exceptional circumstances or extreme emergency.” 

NYPD Patrol Guide 210-01, “Prisoners General Procedure,”38 and Patrol Guide 208-06, 

“Arrests – Security Measures,” which delineate procedures for transporting prisoners in 

department vehicles,39 are silent on speed and the use of turret lights and sirens during 

prisoner transport: 

• Patrol Guide 210-01 advises on prisoner search procedures and required paperwork. 

The Patrol Guide also directs escorting officers to “ride in transporting vehicle and 

keep prisoners under constant surveillance while transporting to court, etc.,” and to 

“rear cuff all prisoners or place on transport chains if appropriate, before leaving cell 

block.” 

 

• Patrol Guide 208-06 provides guidance for transporting prisoners in RMPs and 12-

passenger vans; required paperwork for prisoner transport; and appropriate 

communication with court personnel. The Patrol Guide states: “When it is necessary 

to utilize a twelve-passenger van to transport more than three prisoners, e.g. 

transporting prisoners from a precinct to court…leg restraints will be utilized, if 

available. When members of the service are utilizing leg restraints, the use of 

transport chains may not be necessary and will not be mandated…. If transport 

chains are not utilized, prisoners will be rear handcuffed and handcuffs double 

locked. No more than seven prisoners will be transported in this manner and the 

prisoners will be secured on the 2nd and 3rd bench seats. The recorder and 

additional escort officer(s), if assigned, will ride in the 1st bench seat.” (See Figure 

14).40  

 
38 See Patrol Guide 210-01- Prisoners General Procedure attached as Exhibit 10 for directive.  
39 See Patrol Guide 208-06- Arrests Security Measures attached as Exhibit 11 for directive. 
40 According to Patrol Guide 208-06, PO Siegel was required to sit in the bench seat behind PO Mamedov; 

according to his interview and witness accounts, PO Siegel was in the front passenger seat.  
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Figure 14: NYPD Patrol Guide 208-06, “Arrests – Security Measures,” 12-passenger van seating illustration.   

NYPD’s training materials on “NYPD Van 4x4,” prepared by Lt. Boykin in June 2014, state in 

part:41   

“A van is a transportation vehicle. Due to the size, weight, and 

stopping distance the van should not be used for emergency 

response.” 

“The primary use of a Department van is for transportation of 

Members of the Service, transportation of equipment and prisoner 

transport. There may be times that you will have to drive to an 

emergency in the Department van; however, it should only be at a 

last resort or under the direction of a supervisor.” 

NYPD’s training materials on “Emergency Warning Devices,” prepared by Lt. Boykin on 

March 27, 2015, state in part: 

“When used properly, emergency warning devices enhance the 

officer’s ability to maneuver in traffic and reduce the risk of collisions. 

The use of lights and sirens are recommended when responding to 

an emergency. This will increase a police vehicle’s visibility to the 

public and other emergency responders.” 

“These warning devices will allow other motorists and pedestrians to 

see and hear you better.” 

“The higher the visibility the greater the benefits at intersections.”   

 
41 All the NYPD DETU training materials referenced in this report have undergone subsequent revisions. The 

revisions do not substantially alter the original training materials as they relate to this investigation.  
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NYPD’s training materials on “Intersection Safety,” prepared by Lt. Boykin on March 5, 

2014, state in part (emphasis in original):    

“Emergency vehicle operators must drive with due regard for the 

safety of the public and other members of the service. Rushing into 

an intersection is neither safe nor smart. Officers must perceive each 

intersection as a THREAT to personal safety. Police officers must take 

a deliberate and tactical approach to ensure safe passage through 

traffic, especially at intersections. Approximately ninety (90) percent 

of all RMP accidents resulting in serious injuries occurred at 

intersections.” 

 “The RMP operator must give sufficient warning of the vehicle’s 

 approach to allow other motorists and pedestrians the opportunity to 

 provide an opening and reach a safe location. A good practice is to 

 change the siren tone as the RMP approaches the intersection. (See 

and be seen).” 

The training focuses on intersection safety when driving during an emergency through an 

intersection at a red light. The materials do not expressly illustrate best driving practices 

when traveling through an intersection at a green light.   

NYPD’s training materials on “Pedestrian Awareness,” prepared by Lt. Boykin in April of 

2014, state in part:  

“Driver awareness is crucial in order to do our part to keep our city’s 

pedestrians safe. Here are a few things to be aware of while driving 

around our city’s streets.” 

The materials explain the significance of time of day, knowledge of surroundings, distracted 

pedestrians, weather conditions, jaywalkers, scanning the crosswalk before turning, 

pedestrians with baby carriages, pedestrians standing in the street before crossing, 

seniors/handicapped, intoxicated pedestrians, cyclists in traffic, bike lanes, double parked 

cars, and opening a car door. 

The training materials use the acronym S.E.E. to explain “basic driving techniques and 

strategies a driver would utilize along their journey.”  

“S = Search: The driver should perform a systematic search for 

information and clues within the driving environment to identify 

possible situations ahead, behind and on both sides of the vehicle. 

During the search, the driver should check twelve (12) seconds 

ahead of the vehicle, recheck the immediate four (4) second range, 

scan intersections to the left and right, check mirrors and finally 
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check blind spots before make [sic] a lane change, a turn or come to 

a stop. 

“E = Evaluate: Decisions are based upon the observation of critical 

elements identified within the search of the driving environment. The 

scope of this element would include indicators such as road 

conditions, weather, intersections, time of day, location and other 

items affecting your planned course…The driver plays out the 

anticipated maneuver in his mind and the expected outcome. If a risk 

is recognized, then the maneuver is generally not taken. Factors 

considered in this domain are estimated speed of an approaching 

vehicle, space, and distance and weather conditions. Drivers will 

identify critical elements and calculate their bearing on the tactic 

prior to the actual maneuver. This is all part of the evaluation 

process. 

“E = Execute: Your decision will be based upon the least risk. 

Evaluate the critical elements and decide on the best course of 

action to take. The final step to this sequence of events is to carry out 

your decision skillfully and within an acceptable time frame. 

Hesitation on the part of a driver can leave room for other drivers to 

interpret a different intention.” 

NYPD’s training materials on “VTL Section 1104,” prepared by Lt. Boykin on March 15, 

2014, state in part:42 

“The Vehicle and Traffic law provides many exceptions for Police 

officers during emergency operations. This allows Officers the 

freedom to perform enforcement duties without being bound by the 

same laws as civilian vehicles. These exceptions come with a heavy 

responsibility. The Officer operating the vehicle must ensure that the 

driving techniques used are both reasonable and within Department 

guidelines. When operating an emergency vehicle under the 

emergency exception it is the officer’s burden to give a reasonable 

explanation for techniques utilized during emergency response.”  

“Making the decision to respond in emergency mode and use your 

lights and sirens is a huge responsibility. The seriousness of the 

nature of the assignment must be considered. Minor incidents such 

as petit larceny are not worth the risk to officer and public safety. 

 
42 See below, in the Law section, for a detailed discussion of Vehicle & Traffic Law Section 1104 (VTL 1104). 

Broadly speaking, VTL 1104 allows police drivers involved in emergency operation to go through red lights and 

to drive over the speed limit, but only with due regard for the safety of others; it specifically prohibits reckless 

driving.  
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Even some serious crimes, if committed in the distant past with the 

location of the perpetrator unknown, is [sic] not worth the risk of 

vehicular accident associated with an emergency response. 

Response factors that would cause you to respond in emergency 

mode, using your lights and sirens may include assignments 

involving: death or serious physical injury, violent crime in progress, 

significant property loss.” 

The training materials continue with an explanation of VTL Section 1104 and its privileges, 

stating that its “provisions should only be used only [sic] when absolutely necessary,” that 

“VTL 1104 mandates that the driver of an authorized emergency vehicle must drive with due 

regard for the safety of all persons,” and that it “does not protect the driver from the 

consequences of reckless disregard for the safety of others.” 

LAW  

Under Penal Law 125.10, “A person is guilty of criminally negligent homicide when, with 

criminal negligence, he causes the death of another person.”  

“Criminal negligence” is defined in Penal Law Section 15.05(4): “A person acts with criminal 

negligence with respect to a result [e.g., death] … when he fails to perceive a substantial 

and unjustifiable risk that such result will occur …. The risk must be of such nature and 

degree that the failure to perceive it constitutes a gross deviation from the standard of care 

that a reasonable person would observe in the situation.” 

In a series of decisions, the New York Court of Appeals has required prosecutors to establish 

“criminal negligence” in vehicular cases resulting in death with evidence not clearly implied 

in the statutory definition. Under these decisions, proof of the defendant’s failure to perceive 

the risk of death is not sufficient to convict him or her of criminally negligent homicide, even 

if the failure is a “gross deviation” from a reasonable standard of care. Rather, the 

prosecutor must also prove that the defendant committed an “additional affirmative act” or 

engaged in “risk-creating behavior” amounting to “seriously blameworthy carelessness.” 

People v Cabrera, 10 N.Y.3d 370 (2008); People v Boutin, 75 N.Y.2d 692 (1990). 

In Cabrera, the Court reversed a conviction of criminally negligent homicide based on the 

defendant driver’s excessive speed, saying “it takes some additional affirmative act by the 

defendant to transform speeding into dangerous speeding; conduct by which the defendant 

exhibits the kind of seriously blameworthy carelessness whose seriousness would be 

apparent to anyone who shares the community's general sense of right and wrong.” 

Cabrera, 10 N.Y.3d at 377, citing Boutin, 75 N.Y.2d at 696 (internal quotation marks 

omitted; emphasis added). The Court continued: 

“Thus, in the cases where we have considered the evidence sufficient to establish 

criminally negligent homicide, the defendant has engaged in some other ‘risk-
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creating’ behavior in addition to driving faster than the posted speed limit (compare 

People v Haney, 30 N.Y.2d 328 [defendant was speeding on city street and failed to 

stop at red light before killing pedestrian crossing street with green light in her favor]; 

People v Soto, 44 N.Y.2d 683 [defendant, who was speeding and drag racing on city 

street, struck and killed driver stopped at red light]; People v Ricardo B., 73 N.Y.2d 

228 [defendant was drag racing at between 70 and 90 miles per hour on a busy 

metropolitan street, ran a red light and struck vehicle crossing intersection with light 

in its favor]; People v Loughlin, 76 N.Y.2d 804, 807 [intoxicated defendant was 

speeding on obstructed street under construction in residential neighborhood in 

Queens]; People v Maker, 79 N.Y.2d 978, 980 [intoxicated defendant drove at 

speeds of 50 to 100 miles per hour in 35 miles per hour zone in Manhattan, 

disobeying several traffic signals]; People v Harris, 81 N.Y.2d 850, 851-852 

[‘defendant, while legally intoxicated, drove his motor vehicle in the dark of night 

from a public highway into an unfamiliar farmer's field, accelerated at times to a 

speed approximating 50 miles per hour, intermittently operated the vehicle without 

headlights, and suddenly and forcefully drove through a hedgerow of small trees and 

shrubs, not knowing what obstacles and dangers lurked on the other side’]; People v 

Ladd, 89 N.Y.2d 893, 894-895 [intoxicated defendant driving on wrong side of a 

foggy road at 4:30 A.M.], with People v Perry, 123 A.D.2d 492, 493 [4th Dept 1986], 

affd 70 N.Y.2d 626 [no criminal negligence present where defendant was driving 

approximately 80 miles per hour in a 55 miles per hour zone ‘on a rural road, on a 

dark night,’ struck a utility pole, and killed two passengers; defendant's ‘conduct . . . 

d(id) not constitute a gross deviation from the ordinary standard of care held by those 

who share the community's general sense of right and wrong’ (citations omitted)]). 

The question [is whether the conduct] constituted ‘not only a failure to perceive a risk 

of death, but also some serious blameworthiness in the conduct that caused it’ 

(Boutin, 75 N.Y.2d at 696).” 

Cabrera, at 377-378, emphasis added, all material in square brackets in original.  

In People v Badke, 21 Misc3d 471, (Suffolk Co. Ct. 2008), the court dismissed criminally 

negligent homicide counts, finding insufficient the grand jury evidence that defendant drove 

at excessive speed with passengers in his car, collided with another vehicle, and caused the 

deaths of three passengers. The court said, “Criminal negligence requires some additional 

affirmative act by the defendant to transform speeding into dangerous speeding, that is, 

conduct by which the defendant exhibits the kind of seriously blameworthy carelessness 

whose seriousness would be apparent to anyone who shares the community’s general 

sense of right and wrong.” 21 Misc3d at 476.  

Another legal factor to consider is the effect of the Vehicle & Traffic Law (VTL) provisions on 

emergency driving by police officers. 
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VTL Section 1104 (b) permits the driver of an emergency vehicle engaged in an emergency 

operation to (3) “Exceed the maximum speed limits so long as he does not endanger life or 

property”; and (4) “Disregard regulations governing directions of movement or turning in 

specified directions.”  Under VTL 1104 (e), the exemptions of VTL 1104 (b) “shall not relieve 

the driver of an authorized emergency vehicle from the duty to drive with due regard for the 

safety of all persons, nor shall such provisions protect the driver from the consequences of 

his reckless disregard for the safety of others.” 

VTL Section 101 defines “Authorized Emergency Vehicle” as “Every ambulance, police 

vehicle, fire vehicle, civil emergency vehicle, emergency ambulance service vehicle, 

environmental response vehicle, sanitation patrol vehicle, hazardous materials vehicle, and 

ordnance disposal vehicle of the armed services of the United States.” 

VTL Section 114-b defines “Emergency Operation” of a vehicle as “The operation, or parking, 

of an authorized emergency vehicle, when such vehicle is engaged in transporting a sick or 

injured person, transporting prisoners, pursuing an actual or suspected violator of the law, 

or responding to, or working or assisting at the scene of an accident, disaster, police call, 

alarm of fire, actual or potential release of hazardous material or other emergency 

[emphasis added].”  

Courts have deemed prisoner transport to be emergency operation pursuant to VTL 114-b, 

Church v. City of New York, 268 A.D.2d 382, 383 (1st Dept. 2000) (police van transporting 

prisoners from a precinct to central booking was engaged in emergency operation); Nias v. 

City of New York, 2017 N.Y. Misc. LEXIS 1748, 18 (Sup. Ct. New York Co. 2017) (officer 

driving a police vehicle as part of a three car prisoner transport found to be “operating an 

emergency vehicle in an emergency operation” when the prisoner was in a separate police 

car ahead of the officer).  

Although other emergency vehicles must use lights and sirens when engaged in emergency 

operation, a police vehicle need not do so, VTL 1104(c). Failing to activate sirens and lights 

does not by itself establish recklessness for police officers engaged in emergency operation, 

but evidence that officers used sirens and lights is relevant to establish non-recklessness, 

e.g., Martinez v. City of Rochester, 164 A.D.3d 1655, 1656, (4th Dept. 2018) (evidence of 

lights and sirens and of reduced speed established officer did not act with “reckless 

disregard”); Hodder v. United States, 328 F. Supp. 2d 335, 345 (E.D.N.Y. 2004) (officer’s 

use of lights and sirens and cautious driving showed officer drove reasonably without 

“reckless disregard”); Flynn v. Sambuca Taxi, LLC, 123 A.D.3d 501, 502 (1st Dept. 2014) 

(failure to activate police siren was not reckless conduct). 

Even in civil cases involving police officers who injured people in the course of emergency 

driving, the Court of Appeals has required evidence of “conscious indifference to the 

outcome” to establish liability.  
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Saarinen v. Kerr, 84 N.Y.2d 494 (1994), was a civil case in which a police officer injured a 

civilian in a high-speed chase. The Court said: 

“[A] police officer's conduct in pursuing a suspected lawbreaker may not form the 

basis of civil liability to an injured bystander unless the officer acted in reckless 

disregard for the safety of others. This standard demands more than a showing of a 

lack of ‘due care under the circumstances’—the showing typically associated with 

ordinary negligence claims. It requires evidence that ‘the actor has intentionally done 

an act of an unreasonable character in disregard of a known or obvious risk that was 

so great as to make it highly probable that harm would follow’ and has done so with 

conscious indifference to the outcome.” (Saarinen at 501, citations omitted, 

emphasis added).  

The Court went on to say that VTL 1104  

“… represents a recognition that the duties of police officers and 

other emergency personnel often bring them into conflict with the rules and laws that 

are intended to regulate citizens’ daily conduct and that, consequently, they should 

be afforded a qualified privilege to disregard those laws where necessary to carry out 

their important responsibilities. Where the laws in question involve the regulation of 

vehicular traffic, the exercise of this privilege will inevitably increase the risk of harm 

to innocent motorists and pedestrians. Indeed, emergency personnel must routinely 

make conscious choices that will necessarily escalate the overall risk to the public at 

large in the service of an immediate, specific law enforcement or public safety goal. 

Measuring the ‘reasonableness’ of these choices against the yardstick of the 

traditional ‘due care under the circumstances’ standard would undermine the 

evident legislative purpose of Vehicle and Traffic Law § 1104, i.e., affording 

operators of emergency vehicles the freedom to perform their duties unhampered by 

the normal rules of the road .... [T]he possibility of incurring civil liability for what 

amounts to a mere failure of judgment could deter emergency personnel from acting 

decisively and taking calculated risks in order to save life or property or to apprehend 

miscreants.” (Saarinen at 502). 

In Criscione v. City of New York, 97 N.Y.2d 152, 157-158 (2001), the Court of Appeals found 

that officers operating a police vehicle under circumstances specified in VTL 114-b are 

granted “a qualified privilege to disregard the ordinary rules of prudent and responsible 

driving, subject to a reckless disregard standard of liability” and not the ordinary negligence 

standard (internal quotation marks omitted). 

In Frezzell v. City of New York, 24 N.Y.3d 213 (2014), also a civil case, the Court said that 

the approach in Saarinen v. Kerr,  
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“… avoids judicial second-guessing of the many split-second decisions that are made 

in the field under highly pressured conditions and mitigates the risk that possible 

liability could deter emergency personnel from acting decisively and taking calculated 

risks in order to save life or property or to apprehend miscreants.” (Frezzell at 217, 

internal quotation marks and citations omitted). 

In Ferrer v. Harris, 55 N.Y.2d 285, 292 (1982), the Court of Appeals said an emergency 

situation, which leaves little or no time for reflection, “itself may be a significant 

circumstance which should enter into the determination of the reasonableness of the choice 

of action pursued.” See also, Gonzalez v. Zavala, 88 A.D.3d 946 (2d Dept. 2011) and Nurse 

v. City of New York, 56 A.D.3d 442 (2d Dept. 2008). 

The Court in Staton v. State of New York, 29 A.D.2d 612, 614 (3d Dept. 1967), said the 

actions of a “police officer performing his duty in an emergency situation…must be weighed 

in the light of the circumstances as they developed and not by subsequent facts or in 

retrospect.” See also, Palella v. State of New York, 141 A.D.2d 999, 1000 (3d Dept. 1988) 

(“The reasonableness of the officer’s conduct must be gauged as of the time and under the 

circumstances in which he acted, not in retrospect”); and Kerwin v. County of Broome, 134 

A.D.2d 812, 813 (3d Dept. 1987) (“the acts of the police officer are to be considered as of 

the time and under the circumstances in which they occurred”).  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this case, PO Mamedov was speeding, traveling about 45 mph in a 25-mph zone, on a 

rainy night, when visibility was poor – conditions which should have caused a reasonable 

driver to moderate his or her speed. PO Mamedov had the van’s turret lights activated, but 

while there is evidence he had activated his siren at various points, the evidence is not clear 

that he activated the van’s siren as he approached the intersection with Schenectady 

Avenue. He did not go through a red light at the intersection, but he did travel in a straight 

line through a left-turn lane, and then into the flush median. The flush median is not a traffic 

lane, but may be used by emergency vehicles; the flush median is not a pedestrian crossing. 

There is evidence that PO Mamedov was in the left-turn lane to avoid hitting another car, 

which had made a sudden, unexpected move, but PO Mamedov’s speed may have 

contributed to the need for the avoidance maneuver and to the absence of the time he 

needed to return to a regular traffic lane before striking Mr. Smith. 

Although transporting prisoners is defined as “emergency” driving in the VTL, under NYPD 

training guidelines it is not the same level of emergency as responding to a report of a 

violent crime in progress. Moreover, the emergency driving exceptions in the VTL permit the 

driver to “exceed the maximum speed limits” only “so long as he does not endanger life or 

property,” and the emergency provisions “shall not relieve the driver of an authorized 

emergency vehicle from the duty to drive with due regard for the safety of all persons, nor 



30 
 

shall such provisions protect the driver from the consequences of his reckless disregard for 

the safety of others.” 

The NYPD’s process found PO Mamedov at fault in the accident. Under the precedents cited 

above, it is not clear whether PO Mamedov’s driving would be deemed wrongful in a civil 

lawsuit. However, neither departmental discipline nor civil liability is at issue here; rather the 

question is whether PO Mamedov committed criminally negligent homicide, and, if so, 

whether there is sufficient evidence to prove him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. 

An element of criminal negligence is the failure to perceive a substantial and unjustifiable 

risk. In this case the risk was that of striking and killing a pedestrian in the flush median 

because of excessive speed on a night of reduced visibility. Although PO Mamedov “failed to 

perceive” this risk, it is not clear that the risk was “substantial,” as Mr. Smith was a 

pedestrian in a non-pedestrian area of the roadway, and it is not clear that the risk was 

“unjustifiable,” as PO Mamedov was operating the van in emergency mode under the VTL, 

which authorizes police officers to take certain risks, such as speeding, which are not 

otherwise permitted. 

Another element of criminal negligence is that the failure to perceive the risk amounts to a 

“gross deviation” from the care that a reasonable person would have exercised in the 

circumstances – in this case a reasonable police officer transporting prisoners. One of the 

prisoners in this case had physically resisted at times during his arrest and processing. In 

the van he and the other male prisoners were secured only by a transport chain on one hand 

and were not separated from the driver by a security partition. It is not clear that PO 

Mamedov’s actions, which were affected by his concern about the prisoners’ conduct, were 

a “gross deviation” from the standard of care of a reasonable officer in the same 

circumstances.  

A third element of criminal negligence, added by the courts in vehicular homicide cases, is 

“additional blameworthy conduct,” described by the Court of Appeals as “risk-creating 

behavior” amounting to “seriously blameworthy carelessness.” Although PO Mamedov was 

speeding, it is not clear, under this standard, whether he committed an “additional 

affirmative act” that “transform[ed]” his speeding “into dangerous speeding.” On the one 

hand, the rainy, dark conditions made speeding more dangerous than it would have been on 

a clear, sunny day (because pedestrians were less visible and stopping distances were 

greater). On the other hand, the VTL exception for emergency driving of prisoners, LW’s prior 

conduct, and the van’s activated turret lights (and possibly its siren) make it unlikely that a 

properly instructed jury or grand jury would find the speeding in this case to be such 

“seriously blameworthy carelessness” that its wrongfulness “would be apparent to anyone 

who shares the community’s general sense of right and wrong.” 

Even in a civil case in which a speeding police officer injured a civilian, the Court of Appeals 

said:  
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“[A] police officer's conduct in pursuing a suspected lawbreaker may not form the 

basis of civil liability to an injured bystander unless the officer acted in reckless 

disregard for the safety of others. This standard demands more than a showing of a 

lack of ‘due care under the circumstances’—the showing typically associated with 

ordinary negligence claims. It requires evidence that ‘the actor has intentionally done 

an act of an unreasonable character in disregard of a known or obvious risk that was 

so great as to make it highly probable that harm would follow’ and has done so with 

conscious indifference to the outcome.” (Saarinen, 84 NY 2d at 501, emphasis 

added).  

Based on the facts of the investigation, OSI cannot conclude that PO Mamedov acted with 

“reckless disregard” for the safety of others, or that he acted with “conscious indifference” 

to the risk that his driving could kill a pedestrian. 

As a result, based on the investigation and the relevant statutes and case law, OSI 

concludes that there is insufficient evidence to prove that PO Mamedov committed 

criminally negligent homicide and, therefore, that criminal charges are not warranted in this 

case. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NYPD should clarify its policies and training to exclude prisoner transport as emergency 

operation, unless authorized by a supervisor based on clearly articulated factors.  

Although VTL 114-b states that prisoner transport is an emergency operation and therefore 

entitled to the privileges enumerated under VTL 1104, NYPD has discretion to fashion 

policies more restrictive than those permitted by law. Because of New York City’s population, 

density, and traffic congestion, including pedestrians and cyclists, a cautious approach to 

emergency operation is needed to protect officers and civilians. Routine prisoner transport, 

absent articulable exigent circumstances or prior authorization by a supervisor, should not 

be deemed emergency operation.  

A good comparison would be to NYPD Patrol Guide section 221-15, “Vehicle Pursuits,” which 

is more restrictive than the law permits, and lists specific factors to be taken into account 

before a pursuit is initiated: “a. Nature of the offense; b. Time of day; c. Weather condition; 

d. Location and population density; e. Capability of Department vehicle; [and] f. Familiarity 

with area.” In addition, the Patrol Guide states, “Department policy requires that a vehicle 

pursuit be terminated whenever the risks to uniformed members of the service and the 

public outweigh the danger to the community if suspect is not immediately apprehended. If 

chase is terminated, members will attempt to obtain sufficient information to effect 

apprehension.” In these provisions, NYPD acknowledges that New York City is a densely 

populated city and therefore requires officers to exercise caution when deciding to initiate 
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and terminate pursuits – and this policy is in turn more restrictive than that permitted by 

law. 

PO Mamedov was speeding during the prisoner transport and occasionally proceeded 

through red traffic lights. This conduct was permissible under VTL 114-b and VTL 1104, and 

not clearly prohibited by NYPD policies or training. However, if NYPD policy had disallowed 

emergency operation during prisoner transport without supervisor authorization, and only on 

the basis of articulable standards, such as those governing pursuits, it is possible that the 

tragedy in this case could have been averted.  

A related issue is whether NYPD is actually training its officers in conformance with its 

officially approved policies and training materials. When interviewed by OSI, PO High, the 

Curriculum Coordinator of NYPD driver training, said that the training is merely “best 

practices” and said there are no distinctions among types of driving emergencies, which 

clearly contradicts the training materials. Whether or not NYPD adopts the 

recommendations in this report, it must oversee its driver training to assure that the policies 

and training it officially approves are the policies and training actually conveyed in practice 

to recruits and officers.  

Therefore, OSI recommends that NYPD clarify its policies and training to exclude prisoner 

transport as emergency operation, unless authorized by a supervisor based on clearly 

articulated factors.  

NYPD should amend it policies to require a higher standard of safety and security for 

prisoner transport and should equip officers appropriately for the task; supervisors must 

make sure the rules are followed.  

NYPD Patrol Guide 208-06 has guidelines for operating the twelve-passenger vans used for 

prisoner transport. The provision mandates that the recorder sit in the first bench behind the 

operator and monitor the prisoners, allowing the operator to focus on driving. PO Siegel 

violated Patrol Guide 208-06 when he sat in the front passenger seat of the van during the 

transport. If a supervisor had made sure that PO Siegel sat in the first bench as required, PO 

Mamedov might have been less distracted by his concern about prisoner behavior, and the 

tragedy in this case might have been averted. 

The same Patrol Guide provision recommends the use of leg restraints when transporting 

three or more prisoners in a twelve-passenger van if leg restraints are available. It is not 

clear whether leg restraints were installed in the van used in this case; the van appeared to 

be a general-purpose van, often used by NYPD for transporting officers, and may not have 

been suitable equipment for transporting prisoners. In addition, the van did not have a 

secure barrier between the prisoners and the driver’s seat. NYPD should provide 
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appropriately equipped vehicles for prisoner transport and not rely on general-purpose vans, 

especially when a prisoner presents safety and security concerns, as here. 

The Patrol Guide provision also states that if leg restraints are not used officers should 

either use transport chains or rear-cuff the prisoners. However, it is clear that the transport 

chain used in this case – which only attached to one hand on each prisoner, left them with 

almost complete hand and arm freedom, and could even have been used as a weapon – 

was inadequate under the circumstances. PO Mamedov had cause for concern about the 

behavior of LW, because of LW’s actions during his arrest, which OSI confirmed through 

video review. If LW had been rear-cuffed – in fact, if all three male prisoners had been rear-

cuffed, as the female prisoner was – PO Mamedov might have been less distracted and, 

again, the tragedy in this case might have been averted.  

The Patrol Guide fails to address the transport of prisoners who present safety and security 

concerns and fails to require that such prisoners be restrained with the more secure options 

– either rear-cuffs or leg restraints – and therefore should be amended. 

OSI therefore recommends that NYPD amend it policies to require a higher standard of 

safety and security for prisoner transport and equip officers appropriately for the task; 

supervisors must make sure that the rules are followed. 

OSI recommends NYPD hold officers to the same standards as civilians and breath-test 

them as quickly as practicable after a serious motor vehicle collision. 

PO Mamedov was not asked to take a portable breath test until nearly two hours after the 

collision. NYPD’s Patrol Guide Section 217.06, “Department Vehicle Collisions,” requires 

that, if a police officer is involved in a collision which results in death or serious physical 

injury, the patrol supervisor should administer the breath test if he is qualified to do so; if 

not qualified, the patrol supervisor should request a qualified Highway Unit officer to 

administer the PBT. Here, Sgt. Cotter, the 77th Precinct patrol supervisor who arrived at 8:14 

pm, did not administer a breath test to PO Mamedov and requested the Highway Unit at 

8:16 pm. At 8:52 pm the Highway Unit lieutenant, after confirming the injuries of Mr. Smith, 

authorized the response of CIS. PO Gerber, from CTG, responded and administered the PBT 

at 9:53 pm, almost two hours after the collision.  

In the state of New York about 30% of fatal car crashes are alcohol-related. In accordance 

with NYPD’s Patrol Guide section 217.02, “Vehicle Collisions Which Result in Death, Serious 

Injury and Likely to Die, or Critical Injury,” civilian drivers are breath-tested on scene close in 

time to the collision even if they do not exhibit signs of impairment or intoxication. This same 

standard should be applied to police officers involved in motor vehicle incidents, especially 

collisions that result in death. 
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Alcohol is metabolized in the body at an average rate of 0.015g/100mL/hour, which means 

the average person’s blood alcohol level falls by 0.015 per hour. For men, this is a rate of 

about one standard drink per hour. Consequently, the delay of almost two hours in 

administering a PBT to PO Mamedov could have had a significant effect on the results of the 

testing. 

OSI therefore recommends that all patrol supervisors be trained in the administration of the 

PBT and field sobriety tests so that any on-duty or off-duty police officer (or any civilian) 

involved in a motor vehicle collision can be tested on scene as soon as practicable to 

determine with greater accuracy whether they were operating a vehicle while impaired by 

alcohol. 

Dated: May 22, 2023 
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Executed:4/7/2022 21:58 Executed by:NYPDFINEST\KO947136

New York City Police Department
AVL History

Resource Vehicle Date/Time Street Parol Boro Sector Speed (mph) Course

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:34:16 1457 E NEW YORK AVE BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:39:16 1457 E NEW YORK AVE BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:40:17 1457 E NEW YORK AVE BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:40:44 1457 E NEW YORK AVE BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:41:31 432 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 7.52 E

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:43:36 29 BRISTOL ST BN 73B 7.63 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:48:35 432 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:53:35 432 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 19:58:35 432 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:03:18 430 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 7.87 N

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:04:08 419 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 17.02 NW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:04:18 379 THOMAS S BOYLAND ST BN 73B 6.51 N

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:04:29 1636 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 12.80 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:04:40 1603 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 31.43 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:04:51 STERLING PL BN 73B 28.01 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:02 1511 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 28.01 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:02 1511 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 28.01 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:13 1465 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 27.89 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:24 1427 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 29.64 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:35 1383 EASTERN PKWY BN 73B 8.75 SW

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:46 1335 EASTERN PKWY BN 77D 40.20 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:05:57 BUFFALO AVE BN 77D 15.66 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:06:08 1231 EASTERN PKWY BN 77D 39.50 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:06:19 1187 EASTERN PKWY BN 77D 36.35 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:06:30 1133 EASTERN PKWY BN 77D 34.11 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:06:41 1059 EASTERN PKWY BN 77D 45.72 W

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:06:52 1019 EASTERN PKWY BN 77C 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:11:52 1016 EASTERN PKWY BN 77C 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:16:52 1016 EASTERN PKWY BN 77C 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:21:52 1016 EASTERN PKWY BN 77C 0.00

73STONE 855016-73 PCT 04/07/2022 20:26:52 1016 EASTERN PKWY BN 77C 0.00
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5/1/23, 9:21 AM Panhandler struck and killed in median of busy Brooklyn street – New York Daily News

Advertisement

NYC Crime

Panhandler struck and killed in median of busy Brooklyn street

By gardiner anderson and Elizabeth Keogh
New York Daily News
•
Oct 24, 2022 at 11:13 pm

A driver fatally struck a man panhandling in the median of a busy Brooklyn street on Sunday, police
and witnesses said.

Walter Gonzalez, 56, was standing in the painted median near the intersection of Eastern Parkway and
Schenectady Ave. in Crown Heights when he was hit around 6:30 p.m., cops said.

Advertisement

The NYPD Highway Patrol investigates after a pedestrian was fatally struck by a car on Eastern Parkway near
Schenectady Avenue in Brooklyn, New York, on Sunday, October 23, 2022. (Gardiner Anderson/for New York
Daily News)

Witnesses said the intersection — just blocks from his home — was Gonzalez’s usual panhandling spot.

He died at the scene, where a blue pickup truck had extensive front-end damage.

Advertisement
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5/1/23, 9:21 AM Panhandler struck and killed in median of busy Brooklyn street – New York Daily News

Later, Gonzalez’s wife arrived at the intersection and wailed as a friend tried to console her.

The driver who struck the man remained at the scene and did not immediately face charges, police
said.

A blue pickup truck had extensive front-end damage from the collision. (Gardiner Anderson/for New York Daily
News)

It’s not the first time a pedestrian standing in the median was killed at this particular intersection.

Earlier this year, an NYPD van struck and killed Ronald Smith, 53, who was collecting change at the
corner.

Smith was also standing in the median in the middle of the street when he was run down and dragged
about 35 feet on April 7.

Officers tried to resuscitate him, but he could not be saved.

As the state Attorney General investigated the crash, the officer driving the van was placed on
modified duty without a shield or gun.

Advertisement

https://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/nyc-crime/ny-pedestrian-struck-killed-nypd-van-brooklyn-20220408-xib2rbvdszdt5hnvzmv5qd2icm-story.html
https://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/nyc-crime/ny-ag-probe-nypd-van-20220415-aafm7szig5bzhafyi5hz27gjyu-story.html
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DEFENDANT SUMMONS/ARREST No. PCT.

CHARGES

ACTION BY:  RANK NAME SHIELD COMMAND

C.I.S. TECHNICIAN SHIELD COMMAND
Type Name and Signature

MOTOR VEHICLE COLLISION AND MECHANISM REPORT (PART 2)
PD 301-151-A (Rev. 10-13) 

Case No.___________________

DESCRIPTION OF COLLISION

SKIDMARK DATA DECELEROMETER BRAKE TEST CALIBRATED AT 20 MPH

REG. No.

FRONT LEFT

FRONT RIGHT Veh. No. Decelerometer No. Foot Results Emergency Results

REAR LEFT

REAR RIGHT

LONGEST SKID PHYSICAL EXAMINATION OF BRAKE SYSTEM

COEFF. FRICTION Veh. No. Pedal Pressure Fluid/Air Leak

COMPUTED SPEED

LEGAL SPEED

Veh. No. Veh. No.

SAFETY EQUIPMENT INSPECTION

Tire (Size & Condition)

Type Transmission/Position

Headlights/Condition

Tail Lights/Condition

Brake Lights

Directionals

Steering Mechanism

Windshield Wipers

Mirror Locations

Horn

Safety Belts Installed

Re  ectors

Front Windshield

Mileage

POLICE ACTION

VEH. NO. VEH. NO.  TIME DATE GRADE LOCATION

Veh. No. Reg. No. Veh. No. Reg. No.
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John Kwasnoski 
Collision Reconstruction Consultation 

 
                                          

 

 

 I am John B. Kwasnoski, retired from Western New England University, as Prof. Emeritus of 

Forensic Physics after 31 years on the faculty .  I am a certified police trainer in more than twenty 

states, and I have instructed prosecutors, police, and civil attorneys on more than 400 occasions 

and in all fifty states.  I am the crash reconstructionist on the “Lethal Weapon - DWI Homicide” 

team formed by the National Traffic Law Center to teach prosecutors how to utilize expert witness 

testimony and cross examine adverse expert witnesses.  I have reconstructed more than 1,300 

crashes, including multiple and single vehicle, pedestrian, motorcycle, and train crashes, and have 

given sworn testimony on more than 200 occasions;  I have trained with the NYPD collision 

reconstruction unit for more than ten years, and continue to serve as a consultant to prosecutors 

nationwide on MV homicide cases.  I have worked for more than twenty major insurers as a 

consultant/expert witness, and have conducted training for the claims adjusters and special 

investigators of a number of insurance companies. 

 I served as an expert in several cases of national significance including S. Carolina v. Susan 

Smith (a mother’s drowning murder of her two children) in which I participated in the re-

enactment of the drowning in a submerged automobile and the creation of a video used in the 

sentencing phase of the trial, and was the reconstructionist for the plaintiff in the case of Ulm v. 

Ford Motor Co. in which a Vermont jury awarded the plaintiff more than one million dollars.   

 My writings and professional activity for the past 35 years is detailed in my professional 

resume in Appendix A of this report. 

My assignment in this case was as follows: 

 Reconstruct the events of this vehicle-pedestrian collision 

 Develop information regarding reaction and braking distances for further discussions 

 Comment on facts not known, or issues unresolved by the investigation and reconstruction 

 Give an opinion on the avoidance of this collision at other hypothetical speeds 
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Glossary: 

 The following technical terms are used in the report and definition is given here to facilitate 

understanding of the report. 

 

ABS braking – the brakes on the NYPD van were antilock brakes (Antilock Braking System) 

drag factor – an index that describes how frictional or slippery a road surface is.  The wet road had 

a low drag factor; the same road when it is dry would have a higher drag factor value.  Physics 

books refer to this as “coefficient of friction”. 

perception-reaction time – the time it takes a driver to complete the four cognitive phases of 

reacting (seeing, recognition of a danger, decision, and action) 

perception-reaction distance – the distance a vehicle travels while the driver is going through the 

perception-reaction process. 

braking distance – the distance it takes to stop the vehicle once the brakes have been applied 

total stopping distance – the total of the reaction and stopping distances 

lane change distance – the distance it takes for a vehicle to change from one lane to another n a 

swerving action. 

AVL  (Automatic Vehicle Location system) – a tracking system on the NYPD van that uses GPS 

technology to track the NYPD vehicle and record its speed and location.  

point of impact (POI) – the point where contact was made between the vehicle and the pedestrian 

area of impact (AOI) – a general area where the impact occurred, used when the exact point of 

impact is not known 

 

Analysis of evidence.  

 Following a phone conference with AAG Sandra Roberts and Det. William Carbone a 

file of materials was made available to this author via the NY AG’s cloud service, which this 

author accessed on 9/16/22.  The documents, videos, and photographs included (among 

others) the following files: 

 NYPD MOTOR VEHICLE COLLISION AND MECHANISM REPORT (PART 1)  
 PD 301-151 (Rev. 10-13) 
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 NYPD MOTOR VEHICLE COLLISION AND MECHANISM REPORT (PART 2)  
 PD 301-151 (Rev. 10-13) 

 43 color photographs numbered  522-10 (1) through 522-10(43) 

 An NYPD scale diagram of the scene prepared by NYPD Off. Livingston 

 NYPD POLICE ACCIDENT REPORT (NYC)   MV-104AN (7/11) 

 Dept of Motor vehicles Report 
 NY State Dept of Motor Vehicles  Early Notification of a Fatal Accident 

 NYPD Photo Index (2 pages) 

 HIGHWAY DISTRICT Collision Investigation Squad PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIVE  
 WORKSHEET   

 522-10V (1) and 522-10V (2) videos 

 -------------other documents, audio recordings, videos, etc ------------------------- 

 

Calculations 

Total stopping distance 

 The total stopping distance is determined by considering the reaction distance during 

which an operator is sensing a danger and making a decision to react and the braking distance, 

which is the distance it takes for the vehicle braking system to bring the vehicle to rest following 

the operator’s applying the brakes.  The sum of these two distances is called the vehicle’s  total 

stopping distance.  This methodology is generally-accepted and taught to reconstructionists and 

has been accepted by the Courts.  When an operator is presented with a potential danger the 

reaction process involves four phases – perception, recognition, decision, action.  The entire 

process is called the perception reaction time or PRT.  During these phases the operator’s vehicle 

continues to move forward with no change in its speed since no braking action has yet occurred. 

 Once the brakes are applied by the operator the vehicle braking system takes over and it 

then requires a certain distance to bring the vehicle to a stop based on the vehicle speed and the 

friction (drag factor) of the road.  Thus the total stopping distance is determined by factors including 

vehicle speed, operator PRT, and road drag factor.  The stopping distance, Ds , is calculated using  

   Ds  =  1.47 S t  +  S2 / 30 f    

    S = vehicle speed (mph) 

    t = operator PRT (sec) 

    f  = road drag factor 
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 For these stopping distance calculations a PRT value of 1.5 sec was used.  This is the value from     

the scientific literature (Olson1) and is within other published ranges2 . The road friction or drag factor    

value of 0.45 is the lower end of the range for wet asphalt road surfaces, also taken from the literature.3   

Note: when this value is adjusted for ABS braking a value of 0.50 is used in the calculations.  The total 

stopping distance results are presented in Appendix A at the end of this report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Olson, Forensic Aspects of Driver Perception and Response, Lawyers & Judges Publishing, 1996, p.187 

2 Muttart, Handbook for Human Factors in Litigation, 2004. 

3 Kwasnoski, Kwasnoski’s Little Red Book, 3rd Edition, Legal Sciences, p. 43  
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Complete Narrative (unedited) 

1. Narrative: The basis for the following narrative is comprised of the preliminary 

investigation, consisting of a review of body-worn camera footage, CCTV video, and Department 

records, as well as interview of civilians witnesses and witness members of the service under the 

provisions of Administrative Guide 318-11: 

 

 On Thursday, April 7, 2022, at approximately 2006:43 hours [Argus], Police 

Officer Orkhan Mamedov, tax # 965787 (equipped with a body-worn camera –activated), and 

Police Officer Evan Siegel, tax # 972253 (equipped with a body-worn camera –activated), 

assigned to 73rd Precinct sector C1 in marked van # 8550, struck a pedestrian, later identified as 

Ronald Smith, M/B/53, who was panhandling at the intersection of Eastern Parkway and 

Schenectady Avenue, Brooklyn, New York, within the confines of the 77th Precinct. The motor 

vehicle collision caused extensive internal and external injuries to Mr. Smith. He was transported 

to Kings County Hospital Center where he succumbed to his injuries and was pronounced 

deceased. At the time of the incident, Police Officer Mamedov and Police Officer Siegel were 

transporting four prisoners to Brooklyn Central Booking from the 73rd Precinct stationhouse. The 

details are as follows:  

 

 On Thursday, April 7, 2022, Sergeant Essence McDonald, tax # 949300 (equipped 

with a body-worn camera – not activated), 73rd Precinct desk officer, assigned Police Officer 

Mamedov and Police Officer Siegel to transport the following four prisoners to Brooklyn Central 

Booking: , ,  , , , and 

, . At 2000:24 hours [CCTV], Police Officer Mamedov and Police Officer 

Siegel exited the stationhouse with the prisoners and escorted them to the rear of van # 8550, 

which was parked in the rear parking lot of the 73rd Precinct stationhouse. Police Officer Mamedov 

(operator) and Police Officer Siegel (recorder), then entered the RMP and departed from the 

parking lot at 2003:00 hours [CCTV]. 

 

 Police Officer Mamedov proceeded northbound on Thomas S. Boyland Street and 

turned left onto westbound Eastern Parkway at 2004:29 hours [AVL]. Eastern Parkway runs east 

and west bound and consists of a main road with a service road on each side.  The main road of 

Eastern Parkway consists of two lanes of travel in each direction separated by a double yellow 

line (median). Between the main road and service road, there is a pedestrian walkway.  The 

service road consists of one lane of traffic with parking on both sides. He proceeded westbound on 

Eastern Parkway for approximately seven blocks before reaching the intersection of Eastern 

Parkway and Buffalo Avenue at 2005:57 hours [Argus]. During that span of travel, van #8550’s 

maximum speed was 40.20 miles per hour [AVL]. Police Officer Mamedov approached the 

intersection with van #8550’s turret lights and sirens activated and proceeded westbound through a 

steady red traffic signal. He then traveled an additional block and reached the intersection of 

Eastern Parkway and Rochester Avenue at 2006:15 hours [Argus]. At the intersection, Police 

Officer Mamedov proceeded through a second steady red traffic signal and continued westbound 

on Eastern Parkway [CCTV]. After traveling an additional two blocks, Police Officer Mamedov 
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arrived at the intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue [AVL]. There, he 

continued westbound through a steady green traffic signal while traveling at approximately 45.72 

miles per hour [AVL]. It should be noted that during Police Officer Seigel’s official Department 

interview, he stated that the prisoners were distracting the officers by yelling incoherently and 

causing a disturbance during the transport.  

 

 Prior to van #8550 entering the intersection, Mr. Smith was walking eastbound on 

the median between eastbound and westbound traffic on Eastern Parkway. A review of Argus 

cameras revealed Mr. Smith arrived at the location at approximately 1936:32 hours. He walked on 

the median eastbound on Eastern Parkway from Troy Avenue until he arrived in the vicinity of 

Schenectady Avenue. While on the median, Mr. Smith approached eastbound vehicles that stopped 

at the red traffic signal, apparently panhandling. He remained there for approximately thirty 

minutes and continued to approach vehicles and raise his arms to garner the attention of the 

motorists.  

 

At 2006:29 hours 

[Argus], Mr. Smith 

walked eastbound on the 

median toward the intersection 

of Eastern Parkway and 

Schenectady Avenue. 

Subsequently, Police Officer 

Mamedov proceeded through 

the intersection and continued 

to drive westbound on Eastern 

Parkway. Prior to Mr. Smith 

reaching the intersection, he 

was stuck by van # 8550. At 

2006:43 hours [Argus], Police 

Officer Mamedov stopped the 

van on the median and he and 

Police Officer Siegel exited the vehicle [Argus]. The officers approached Mr. Smith who was lying 

on the ground directly next to the van. At 2007:46 hours [ICAD], Police Officer Mamedov 

requested EMS to Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Avenue for a pedestrian struck by an 

automobile. He then began performing chest compressions on Mr. Smith while Police Officer 

Siegel returned to the van to secure the prisoners.  It should be noted that all four prisoners refused 

medical attention after being removed from the scene back to the 73rd Precinct.  

 

 At 2009:10 hours [ICAD], EMS arrived at the scene and rendered medical aid to 

Mr. Smith. At 2013:45 hours [BWC – Police Officer Mamedov], EMS placed Mr. Smith in the 

ambulance and informed Police Officer Mamedov that they were transporting him to Kings 

Ronald Smith walking eastbound on the median of Eastern Parkway, 

toward Schenectady Avenue immediately prior to the collision 
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County Hospital Center. At 2014:54 hours [BWC – Police Officer Mamedov], Sergeant Jonathan 

Cotter, tax # 953785 (equipped with a body-worn camera – not activated), 77th Precinct 

Neighborhood Coordination sergeant, arrived at the scene. Police Officer Mamedov informed him 

that he was conducting a prisoner transport when he struck Mr. Smith with the van. Police Officer 

Mamedov added that he was traveling with the turret lights and sirens activated and Mr. Smith was 

walking on the median at the time of the collision [BWC – Police Officer Mamedov].  Sergeant 

Cotter established a crime scene and requested the response of the Highway District’s Collision 

Investigation Squad. At 2016:45 hours [BWC – Police Officer Mamedov], Sergeant Korkut 

Koseoglu, tax # 949176 (equipped with a body-worn camera – not activated), 73rd Precinct patrol 

supervisor, arrived at the location, at which point Police Officer Mamedov informed him “We hit 

him, he is going to KCH.” 

 

 Mr. Smith was removed from the scene by EMS and transported to Kings County 

Hospital Center Emergency Department where he was treated by Doctor James Willis. According 

to Doctor Willis, Mr. Smith arrived in the Emergency Department in cardiac arrest. He suffered a 

broken right leg, head trauma, and abrasions to the right arm and right leg. Doctor Willis 

conducted an ultrasound, which revealed substantial internal bleeding. Mr. Smith was intubated in 

the Emergency Department; however, he was unable to be revived and Doctor Willis determined 

that his injuries were not survivable. Doctor Willis subsequently pronounced Mr. Smith deceased 

at 2026 hours [Interview]. An autopsy of Ronald Smith was conducted on Friday, April 8, 2022, 

by Doctor Kunil Raval at the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner – Kings County. Doctor Raval 

ruled the cause of death as a result of a motor vehicle accident.  

 

  The Highway District’s Collision Investigation Squad responded to the scene and 

conducted an investigation into this incident under CIS case # 52210. In addition, the Force 

Investigation Division was notified and responded in order to conduct a concurrent investigation 

into the event(s) leading up to the pedestrian struck. An extensive canvass for witnesses and 

surveillance video cameras was conducted, which resulted in the recovery of probative video. 

 

 Various investigative steps have been taken in an attempt to ascertain any possible 

next of kin for Ronald Smith.  At the time of this report, there has not been a next of kin 

notification made. The Highway District’s Collision Investigation Squad, in conjunction with the 

Missing Persons Squad, will continue to attempt to identify possible family members of the 

deceased. 

 

AVL for RMP # 8550-16 
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  If the distance available to avoid is greater than the total braking distance at any given speed then 
the collision is avoidable.   For this analysis all distances are stated as East of the final rest position (FRP) of the 
NYPD van, which is the zero point.  The area where the impact occurred is 139 – 149 ft from the FRP of the 
van.   

  At the van’s estimated speed of 45 mph from the AVL history, the braking distance to stop the van 
with 90 - 100% activation of the ABS braking is calculated to be 135 – 150 ft (shown in tables RS-02 and RS-
03).  This analysis’ results mean that the cognitive perception-reaction process was just ending and the 
brakes were being applied at approximately the same point as the collision, within a few feet before or 
after impact. 

  At the determined AVL speed of 45 mph the reaction distance, using the Olson PRT value, was 
found to be 99 ft.  A calculation has been made of the reaction distance (table RS-02a) for other hypothetical 
speeds.  If the reaction distance at a hypothetical speed is subtracted from the 99 ft at 45 mph the result will 
show the distance from the pedestrian that would have been available to avoid the collision.  These 
calculations are as follows: 

 hypothetical speed  reaction         distance available           braking        
                  distance      to avoid the collision       distance to stop                                                                                                            
        by braking     @ 90% ABS activation     

  25 mph   55.00 ft   44.00 ft         46.30 ft 

  30 mph   66.15 ft   32.85 ft         66.67 ft 

  35 mph   77.00 ft   22.00 ft         90.74 ft 

  40 mph   88.00 ft   11.00 ft       118.52 ft 

  45 mph   99.00 ft     0.00 ft       150.00 ft 

 

 hypothetical speed               reaction                      distance available           braking       
                  distance      to avoid the collision       distance to stop                                                                                                           
        by braking         @ 100% ABS activation    

  25 mph   55.00 ft   44.00 ft         41.67 ft 

  30 mph   66.15 ft   32.85 ft         60.00 ft 

  35 mph   77.00 ft   22.00 ft         81.67 ft 

  40 mph   88.00 ft   11.00 ft       106.66 ft 

  45 mph   99.00 ft     0.00 ft       135.00 ft 

  There is one condition for which the braking distance is less than the distance available to avoid the 
pedestrian (circled in the table above).  For all other speeds the collision is UNAVOIDABLE. 

  The upper limit for speed that would result in being able to stop before striking the pedestrian can 
be calculated by setting the total stopping distance equal to the distance from the pedestrian where the 
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operator’s PRT process started.  The result is that the collision is UNAVOIDABLE at any speed of 26 mph 
greater. 

 

  Illustrations   (these are in the Appendix B file) 

 A number of illustrations have been prepared to provide visual assistance with 
understanding the conclusions that have been made in this case.  The illustrations, numbered RS-01 
through RS-01d, are in the auxiliary file  (Appendix B) of this report. 

 

RS-01  This illustration shows the distance (184 ft) from final rest position of the NYPD van 
and the Western edge of the West crosswalk on Eastern Parkway and Schenectady St. 

RS-01a  This illustrates the location of the van at the point where the AVL system showed 
the van speed to be 45.72 mph.   

RS-01b  The NYPD van is depicted as a white rectangle with a white arrow showing its 
direction of travel.  This location is approximately 230 ft from the final rest position of the van. 

RS-01c  In this illustration a range of distance of 234 - 239 ft from the final rest of the van is 
shown.  This is where the van operator’s perception-reaction process would have had to start to 
bring the van to rest as it is shown in the to-scale police scene drawing and photographs.  The 
range of distance is because a range of emergency ABS activation percentages of 90% - 100% is 
considered. 

RS-01d  This illustration shows the area of the collision.  This is based on the information 
from the eye witness, , and on Det. Carbone’s at scene investigation; the area of the 
collision is shown West of the crosswalk. 
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Event data recorder. 

 The event data recorder (EDR) in a vehicle is continually 

capturing data about the vehicle’s speed, braking, pre-impact 

steering, and other factors and when there is a collision the EDR 

may lock in the data immediately preceding the impact in either a 

deploy event (airbags deploy) or a non-deploy event (air bags do 

not deploy).  If it is a non-deploy event, which this collision with a 

much lighter vehicle (the scooter) would be, the data storage is 

temporary and may be overwritten by a subsequent event.  With regard to the vehicle EDR (Event 

Data Recorder) there are several factors that limit the expectation and/or admissibility of the EDR 

data.  In this type of collision there is only a slight chance that data was ever stored, and if so in a 

“non-deploy” event where the vehicle air bags did not deploy the data could be overwritten by a 

subsequent event after the vehicle was repaired and driven.   

 In this case at attempt was made by CIS technicians to download (called “imaging”) any 

data stored in the EDR (called “imaging” the EDR), but that effort revealed that the EDR had not 

triggered any storage; this is because the impact between the NYPD van and the pedestrian did not 

cause a great enough change in the van’s motion, and that is consistent with the size of the 

pedestrian ( 5 ft 2 in tall and body weight = 98 lbs). 
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Conclusions. 

1. An NYPD van #8550 operated Westbound by Off. Orkham Mamedov with Off. Evan Siegel           
riding in the front passenger seat was transporting one female and three males.  The van’s           
blue lights were in use.   The date was Thursday, April 7, 2022. 

2. It was raining and the road was shiny and reflected ambient light.  This is shown in photo 
522-10 (4)  and depicted in a video  522-10V (1).MOV    

3. As the NYPD van #8550 entered the intersection of Eastern Parkway and Schenectady Ave.               
its speed (indicated by the AVL data) was approximately 45 mph. 

4. At this point the van was being operated in the third lane, which would transition after the 
intersection into an emergency lane marked by two double yellow lines with diagonal 
striping.  Photo  522-10 (4)  

5. A pedestrian, Mr. Ronald Smith was located West of the crosswalk in the striped emergency 
lane, where he had been observed on video and by a civilian witness,  
(SP?).  Mr. Smith was 5’ 2”  in height, and weighed 98 lbs. 

6.  At approximately 2006:43 hours Mr. Smith was struck by the left front of the NYPD van, 
damaging the hood and left headlight area of the van, as shown in the NYPD photographs.  
The impact speed was approximately 45 mph; the damage to the van is consistent with that 
that speed. 

7. The location of the impact, which will be referred to as the “area of impact” (AOI) was 
determined by Det. Carbone while interviewing a civilian eye witness,    
Det. Carbone determined that the AOI was 35-45 ft West of the crosswalk.   

8. The van was brought to a controlled stop and Mr. Smith’s body reached its final rest position 
adjacent to the driver’s door.   

9. In this reconstruction the speed of 45 mph from the AVL system is used and also a range of 
speeds of 25 – 69 mph for hypothetical speeds, a wet road ABS drag factor of 0.50 is taken 
from the collision reconstruction literature, and a perception reaction time of 1.5 seconds is 
used in the calculations.   A range of 90 – 100% ABS activation is used during this post-
impact braking, which would be consistent with an emergency stop. 

10. Reaction distances, braking distances, and total stopping distances are calculated for the 
range of speeds to potentially be helpful in future conversations.   Generally-accepted 
collision reconstruction methodologies were used in this analysis.   

11. Off. Mamedov’s cognitive perception-reaction process was just ending and the brakes were 
being applied at approximately the same time as the collision was occurring. 

12.  Det. Carbone reported that the civilian witness, , indicated the impact location 
was 35-45 ft from the West edge of the crosswalk.  The analysis leads to the conclusion that 
a collision was UNAVOIDABLE at a speed of 26 mph or greater.   



17 

 

13. Based on the witness observations, the flow of traffic observed in the Argus video, the AVL 

History report, and the statement of Off. Mamedov. the traffic light was green for 

Eastbound traffic on Eastern Parkway when the NYPD van went through the Schenectady 

Ave. intersection, just before the collision.  

  Quote from AVL report:   “After traveling an additional two blocks, 

Police Officer Mamedov arrived at the intersection of Eastern Parkway and 

Schenectady Avenue [AVL]. There, he continued westbound through a steady green 

traffic signal while traveling at approximately 45.72 miles per hour [AVL]”.                           

 

Comments: 

Did the NYPD van take an evasive action to avoid a collision with a white SUV? 

If this evasive action did occur there is no evidence to conclude that the van’s swerving 

action to the left was part of a continuum that resulted in the pedestrian collision.  It is 

noted that the operator of the van, Off. Mamedov, did not connect it directly to first seeing 

the pedestrian in the emergency lane (two witnesses mention this event in connection 

with a white SUV that had encroached into the lane in which the van was traveling, and 

Off. Mamedov also mentions it in a statement to investigators ).    

What was the visibility distance for the operator of the NYPD van?   

It was raining at the time of this collision as evidenced by photographs/video at the scene 

in which a civilian is holding an umbrella.  The rain and wet road condition was also noted 

in photographs, video, and other written documents that this author reviewed, as shown in 

photographs 522-10 (1 – 43).  Photographs 522-10 (39,40) show the windshield of the 

NYPD van, and other photographs show the wet road condition.  A visibility assessment to 

determine the visibility distance was not feasible, and therefore the visibility distance is 

unknown.  

              

                       522-10 (39)                                                              522-10 (40) 
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Visibility factors: 

It should be noted that there are several factors that would adversely affect a Westbound 

operator’s ability to detect the pedestrian, including 

 Rainy road condition, increasing headlight glare from Eastbound traffic.  A 911 

 caller told Det. Carbone that because of the glare of lights on the wet roadway it 

 was difficult for him to see the pedestrian. 

 Ambient lighting from other sources that would produce a “masking” effect 

 behind the pedestrian. 

 Reaction of the operator’s eye to limit ambient light, which reduces visibility.   

 Dark clothing worn by the pedestrian, black jacket and blue jeans, as evidenced in 

 after-collision videos. 

 The fact that the pedestrian was walking parallel to the emergency lane, thus 

 presenting no left-right movement that would help detection of him. 

 The effect of “expectancy”, not expecting to find a pedestrian in the emergency 

 lane, as discussed in the Olson book (p.89), referenced in this report. 

What was the specific drag factor of the wet road surface at the time of the collision? 

This is unknown.  No testing was done by CIS to determine the frictional value of the road 

surface, called the “drag factor”.  This may not have been possible because the rain 

appears to have stopped, and therefore the road surface condition would not remain the 

same to allow testing.  

What would be the effect of using a faster PRT used in the calculations.   

The Olson book, referenced earlier, cites a PRT value of 0.75 sec as the lower end of the 
PRT range suggested to reconstructionists.  This value is used in reconstructions to show 
the effect on the calculations, but it is never assumed that failure to achieve the faster PRT 
should be proof of negligence. 

An analysis of the collision was done using a PRT value of 0.75, which is the lower end of 
the published Olson range.  Using the PRT value of 0.75 the reaction distance at 45 mph is 
found to be 49.6 ft.   
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At this quicker PRT the start of the PRT would have occurred when the van was closer to 
the pedestrian; the NYPD van could have struck the pedestrian before Off. Mamedov had 
even completed the cognitive process of reacting;  the brakes would have been applied 
after the impact. 

Note: 

When 90% ABS brake activation is used with a PRT of 0.75 sec the total stopping distance is 
determined to be 199.6 ft.  This means the start of Off. Mamdedov’s perception-reaction 
process started 199.6 ft East of the final rest position of the van. 

When 100% ABS brake activation is used with a PRT of 0.75 sec the total stopping distance 
is determined to be 184.6 ft.  This means the start of Off. Mamdedov’s perception-reaction 
process started 184.6 ft East of the final rest position of the van. 

What was the color of the traffic light at Schenectady Ave 

Based on the witness observations, the flow of traffic observed in the Argus video, the AVL 

History report, and the statement of Off. Mamedov the traffic light was green when the 

NYPD van went through the intersection, just before the collision. 

Unresolved issues. 

There are several specific pieces of evidence that could not be obtained by either the CIS 

investigation, the investigative efforts of the Office of the Attorney General, or determined 

by this collision reconstruction which include: 

 The actual visibility distance of the operator of the NYPD van.  This remains 

 unknown. 

 The drag factor of the road at the time of the collision.  The road condition had 

 changed between the time of the collision and when CIS technicians were at the 

 scene; this makes a measurement questionable.   

 The effect of any surface “puddling” of water or hydroplaning effect on the tires.  

 There is no way to know this without testing with a vehicle, which was not possible. 

 The actual perception-reaction time of Off. Mamedov is unknown, and there is no 

 way to determine this human factor (a benchmark value of 0.78 sec - 1.5 sec from 

 the Olson literature1 was used in the calculations). 

 The actual % activation of the ABS brakes that was used to bring the vehicle to 

 post-impact rest is unknown  (a range of 90% - 100% ABS braking was used in this 

 analysis, consistent with the term emergency braking). 

 The exact location of an alleged left swerve of the NYPD van remains unknown 
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       Appendix A 

   

Lane change distance 

 This chart was constructed as a resource for discussions that might follow.  More information   
about the alleged swerve to avoid a rear-end collision with a white SUV that had cut in front of the         
NYPD van may be developed.   In that case the lane change distance at various speeds may be helpful,       
but at this time it does not seem relevant. 

 The witnesses describe that the NYPD van made a swerve maneuver in order to avoid a rear-end 

collision with a white SUV that had suddenly changed lanes into the path of the van; the distance      

required for the van to make this lane change has been calculated for the range of speeds that would          

be reasonable for the NYPD van prior to the collision with the  pedestrian.  This range of speeds comports 

with the distance after the  pedestrian collision where the NYPD van came to its final rest position               

(as shown in photo 522-10 (6) and on the Argus video) and with the NYPD AVL (Automatic Vehicle Locator) 

History  printout that was  provided by the NYPD.  The lane change equation4 is   

   DLC  =  0.732 S  √ ( L / f)  S  =  vehicle speed in mph  

        L  =  lateral distance   

        f  =  road drag factor   

A value of 9 ft has been used for L, and a drag factor of 0.45 has been used for f as described in the   

stopping distance information elsewhere in this report.  Using those values the following lane change 

distances are determined: 

 Speed               Lane Change Distance, DLC   

 25 mph      81.7 ft 

 30 mph      98.1 ft 

 35 mph    114.4 ft 

 40 mph    130.8 ft 

 45 mph    147.1 ft 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Daily et al, Fundamentals of Traffic Crash Reconstruction, IPTM, 2006, p. 477 



21 

 

 

Illustration RS – 02 

Braking distance, XB, for various speeds with 100% - activated ABS braking 

Xb  =  S2 / (30 f) 

Init Spd  Init Vel  Drag Braking  Distance 

      Factor   Time 

25.00 mph 36.67 fps .50 2.28 sec 41.67 ft 

27.00 mph 39.60 fps .50 2.46 sec 48.60 ft 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps .50 2.65 sec 56.07 ft 

31.00 mph 45.47 fps .50 2.83 sec 64.07 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps .50 3.01 sec 72.60 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps .50 3.20 sec 81.67 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps .50 3.38 sec 91.27 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps .50 3.56 sec 101.40 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps .50 3.74 sec 112.07 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps .50 3.93 sec 123.27 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps .50 4.11 sec 135.00 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps .50 4.29 sec 147.27 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps .50 4.47 sec 160.07 ft 

51.00 mph 74.80 fps .50 4.66 sec 173.40 ft 

53.00 mph 77.74 fps .50 4.84 sec 187.27 ft 

55.00 mph 80.67 fps .50 5.02 sec 201.67 ft 

57.00 mph 83.60 fps .50 5.20 sec 216.60 ft 

59.00 mph 86.54 fps .50 5.39 sec 232.07 ft 

61.00 mph 89.47 fps .50 5.57 sec 248.07 ft 

63.00 mph 92.40 fps .50 5.75 sec 264.60 ft 

65.00 mph 95.34 fps .50 5.93 sec 281.67 ft 

67.00 mph 98.27 fps .50 6.12 sec 299.27 ft 

69.00 mph 101.20 fps .50 6.30 sec 317.40 ft 
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Illustration RS – 02a 

Reaction distance, XR, for various speeds with 1.5 sec PRT 

XR  =  1.47 S t 

Speed Velocity Time Distance 

25.00 mph 36.67 fps 1.50 sec 55.00 ft 

27.00 mph 39.60 fps 1.50 sec 59.40 ft 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps 1.50 sec 63.80 ft 

31.00 mph 45.47 fps 1.50 sec 68.20 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps 1.50 sec 72.60 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps 1.50 sec 77.00 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps 1.50 sec 81.40 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps 1.50 sec 85.80 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps 1.50 sec 90.20 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps 1.50 sec 94.60 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps 1.50 sec 99.00 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps 1.50 sec 103.40 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps 1.50 sec 107.80 ft 

51.00 mph 74.80 fps 1.50 sec 112.20 ft 

53.00 mph 77.74 fps 1.50 sec 116.60 ft 

55.00 mph 80.67 fps 1.50 sec 121.00 ft 

57.00 mph 83.60 fps 1.50 sec 125.40 ft 

59.00 mph 86.54 fps 1.50 sec 129.80 ft 

61.00 mph 89.47 fps 1.50 sec 134.20 ft 

63.00 mph 92.40 fps 1.50 sec 138.60 ft 

65.00 mph 95.34 fps 1.50 sec 143.00 ft 

67.00 mph 98.27 fps 1.50 sec 147.40 ft 

69.00 mph 101.20 fps 1.50 sec 151.80 ft 
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Illustration RS – 02b 

Total stopping distance, XS, for various speeds with 1.5 sec PRT and 100% activated ABS 

XS  =  1.47 S t  +  S2 / (30 f) 

Speed  Velocity       Total stopping distance   

25.00 mph 36.67 fps     96.67 ft            

27.00 mph 39.60 fps  108.00 ft                 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps  119.87 ft           

31.00 mph 45.47 fps  132.27 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps  145.20 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps  158.67 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps  172.67 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps  187.20 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps  202.27 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps  217.87 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps  234.00 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps  250.67 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps  267.87 ft 

51.00 mph 74.80 fps  285.60 ft 

53.00 mph 77.74 fps  303.87 ft 

55.00 mph 80.67 fps  322.67 ft 

57.00 mph 83.60 fps  342.00 ft 

59.00 mph 86.54 fps  361.87 ft 

61.00 mph 89.47 fps  382.27 ft 

63.00 mph 92.40 fps  403.20 ft 

65.00 mph 95.34 fps  424.67 ft 

67.00 mph 98.27 fps  446.67 ft 

69.00 mph 101.20 fps  469.20 ft 
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Illustration RS – 03 

Braking distance, XB, for various speeds with 90 % - activated ABS braking 

Xb  =  S2 / (30 f) 

Init Spd  Init Vel  Drag Braking  Distance 

      Factor   Time 

25.00 mph 36.67 fps .45 2.54 sec 46.30 ft 

26.00 mph 38.13 fps .45 2.64 sec 50.07 ft 

27.00 mph 39.60 fps .45 2.74 sec 54.00 ft 

28.00 mph 41.07 fps .45 2.84 sec 58.07 ft 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps .45 2.94 sec 62.30 ft 

30.00 mph 44.00 fps .45 3.04 sec 66.67 ft 

31.00 mph 45.47 fps .45 3.14 sec 71.19 ft 

32.00 mph 46.93 fps .45 3.25 sec 75.85 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps .45 3.35 sec 80.67 ft 

34.00 mph 49.87 fps .45 3.45 sec 85.63 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps .45 3.55 sec 90.74 ft 

36.00 mph 52.80 fps .45 3.65 sec 96.00 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps .45 3.75 sec 101.41 ft 

38.00 mph 55.73 fps .45 3.85 sec 106.96 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps .45 3.96 sec 112.67 ft 

40.00 mph 58.67 fps .45 4.06 sec 118.52 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps .45 4.16 sec 124.52 ft 

42.00 mph 61.60 fps .45 4.26 sec 130.67 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps .45 4.36 sec 136.96 ft 

44.00 mph 64.53 fps .45 4.46 sec 143.41 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps .45 4.56 sec 150.00 ft 

46.00 mph 67.47 fps .45 4.67 sec 156.74 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps .45 4.77 sec 163.63 ft 

48.00 mph 70.40 fps .45 4.87 sec 170.67 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps .45 4.97 sec 177.85 ft 

50.00 mph 73.34 fps .45 5.07 sec 185.19 ft 
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Illustration RS – 03a 

Reaction distance, XR, for various speeds with 1.5 sec PRT 

XR  =  1.47 S t 

Speed  Velocity  Time  Distance 

25.00 mph 36.67 fps 1.50 sec 55.00 ft 

26.00 mph 38.13 fps 1.50 sec 57.20 ft 

27.00 mph 39.60 fps 1.50 sec 59.40 ft 

28.00 mph 41.07 fps 1.50 sec 61.60 ft 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps 1.50 sec 63.80 ft 

30.00 mph 44.00 fps 1.50 sec 66.00 ft 

31.00 mph 45.47 fps 1.50 sec 68.20 ft 

32.00 mph 46.93 fps 1.50 sec 70.40 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps 1.50 sec 72.60 ft 

34.00 mph 49.87 fps 1.50 sec 74.80 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps 1.50 sec 77.00 ft 

36.00 mph 52.80 fps 1.50 sec 79.20 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps 1.50 sec 81.40 ft 

38.00 mph 55.73 fps 1.50 sec 83.60 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps 1.50 sec 85.80 ft 

40.00 mph 58.67 fps 1.50 sec 88.00 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps 1.50 sec 90.20 ft 

42.00 mph 61.60 fps 1.50 sec 92.40 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps 1.50 sec 94.60 ft 

44.00 mph 64.53 fps 1.50 sec 96.80 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps 1.50 sec 99.00 ft 

46.00 mph 67.47 fps 1.50 sec 101.20 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps 1.50 sec 103.40 ft 

48.00 mph 70.40 fps 1.50 sec 105.60 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps 1.50 sec 107.80 ft 

50.00 mph 73.34 fps 1.50 sec 110.00 ft 
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Illustration RS – 03b 

Total stopping distance, XS, for various speeds with 1.5 sec PRT and 90% activated ABS 

XS  1.47 S t  =  S2 / (30 f) 

Speed  Velocity  Total stopping distance 

 

25.00 mph 36.67 fps 101.30 ft 

26.00 mph 38.13 fps 107.27 ft 

27.00 mph 39.60 fps 113.40 ft 

28.00 mph 41.07 fps 119.67 ft 

29.00 mph 42.53 fps 126.10 ft 

30.00 mph 44.00 fps 132.67 ft 

31.00 mph 45.47 fps 139.39 ft 

32.00 mph 46.93 fps 146.25 ft 

33.00 mph 48.40 fps 152.27 ft 

34.00 mph 49.87 fps 160.43 ft 

35.00 mph 51.33 fps 167.74 ft 

36.00 mph 52.80 fps 175.20 ft 

37.00 mph 54.27 fps 182.81 ft 

38.00 mph 55.73 fps 190.56 ft 

39.00 mph 57.20 fps 198.47ft 

40.00 mph 58.67 fps 206.52 ft 

41.00 mph 60.13 fps 214.72 ft 

42.00 mph 61.60 fps 223.07 ft 

43.00 mph 63.07 fps 231.56 ft 

44.00 mph 64.53 fps 240.21 ft 

45.00 mph 66.00 fps 249.00 ft 

46.00 mph 67.47 fps 257.94 ft 

47.00 mph 68.93 fps 267.03 ft 

48.00 mph 70.40 fps 276.27 ft 

49.00 mph 71.87 fps 285.65 ft 

50.00 mph 73.34 fps 295.19 ft 
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John B. Kwasnoski 
                                        Phone/fax   

                                      E-mail :        

                           

EDUCATION:  B.S. Physics, Bloomsburg University, Bloomsburg, PA 

   M.S. Physics, Franklin & Marshall College, Lancaster, PA 

 

EMPLOYMENT: Emeritus Professor of Forensic Physics, 1969 - 2000 

    WESTERN NEW ENGLAND UNIVERSITY, Springfield, MA 

   President, Legal Sciences, 1986 -  

    
 John Kwasnoski is Professor Emeritus of Forensic Physics at Western New England University in 

Springfield, MA, after 31 years on the faculty.  He has been a collision reconstructionist since 1985, has reconstructed 

more than 1300 motor vehicle crashes, and has given sworn testimony more than 200 times.  He is one of the 

authors of the NDAA “Lethal Weapon” curriculum, and has taught prosecutors and law enforcement on more than 

400 occasions, in all fifty states.   

 

LECTURER,   
INSTRUCTOR: Reducing Losses in MV Accidents, Roadway Trucking, Cincinnati, OH   
      A.I.M. Commercial Vehicle Accident Training, Travelers Ins. Co. 
   Fraud Awareness Seminar, The Hanover Insurance Co. 
   Insurance Brokers & Agents of the West, Sacramento, CA  
   MV Fraud Awareness Seminar, Commonwealth Auto Reinsurers 
   MV Fraud Investigation, Nationwide Insurance Co. 
   MV Fraud Investigation, Premier Insurance Co. 
   MV Fraud Investigation Seminar, The Travelers Ins. Co. 
   Civil Litigation Seminar, Utah Attorney General, Utah D.O.T. 
   Pennsylvania DWI Annual Conference 
   Roadway Issues and Tort Liability, MA Highway Dept. 
   Roadway Issues and Tort Liability, MVT Transportation Agency. 
   New England Institute of Transportation Engineers 
   CRASH! The Science of Collisions, Metlife Auto and Home 
   CRASH! The Science of Collisions, RI Dept. of Education 
   CRASH! The Science of Collisions, Hawaii Dept. of Education 

  ` CRASH! The Science of Collisions, Hawaii JROTC Spring Camp 
   Adjunct Professor of Physics, Springfield Technical Community College 

Adjunct Professor of Physics, Holyoke Community College 
   Law School, Western New England University 
   Massachusetts Bar Association 
   National College Of District Attorneys, Houston, TX      
   

POLICE 
TRAINING:     Police trainer - WV, NV, GA, IA, ID, NE, FL, MI, OH, NH, SD, NY, MO, WI,     WY, 
MT, IN, CO, ME, MA, OR, TN, HI, RI, WA, CT, MIN, CA, NM, PA, SC, 
  NJ, RI, DE, ND, AZ, CA, IA, KY 
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TRAININGS and PRESENTATIONS: 
 (in all fifty states) 
 

1) 9/15/22  Newark, NJ 
  Anticipating Defenses 

2) 5/5/22  FL Pros Webinar 
  Preparing for Trial 

3) 6/27 – 6/29/22 Lexington, KY 
  Lethal Weapon 

4) 1/20,21/22 Lake Mary, FL 
  Lethal Weapon 

5) 12/23/21  MI remote 
  Lethal Weapon 

6) 10/4/21  Hutchinson, KS 
  Lethal Weapon 

7) 11/4/21  Meridien, ID 
  Courtroom Success 

8) 3/26/21  NY Off of the AG 
Investigation, remote 

9) 12/2/21  Michigan (remote) 
  Courtroom Success 

10) 1/7, 1/8/20 Orlando, FL 
  Lethal Weapon 

11) 1/31/20  San Antonio, TX 
   Lethal Weapon 

12) 2/4/20  Millis, MA 
  Courtroom Success 

13) 9/23,24/20 MI remote 
   Lethal Weapon  

14) 11/13/20  CO remote 
  Preparing Your Case 

15) 12/1.2/20  MI remote 
  Courtroom Success 

16) 4/29, 4/30/19 Traverse City, MI 
  Lethal Weapon 

17) 6/3-6/5/18 Baton Rouge, LA 
   Lethal Weapon 

18) 6/9, 6/10/18 King oif Prussia, PA 
  Lethal Weapon 

19) 7/14-7/16/18 Lexington, KY 
  Lethal Weapon 

20) 8/24, 8/25/18 Cleveland, OH 
  Lethal Weapon 

21) 8/27, 8/28/18 Akron, OH 
  Courtroom Success 

22) 9/16-9/18  Spokane, WA 
  Lethal Weapon 

23) 10/2 – 10/4/19 Hutchinson, KS 
  Lethal Weapon 

24) 9/9. 9/10/19 Auburn, MA 
  Lethal Weapon 

25) 8/15, 8/16/19 Boise, ID 
  Courtroom Success 

26) 7/10 – 7/12/19 Hilo, HI 
  Lethal Weapon 

27) 6/26, 27, 2019 Dover, DE   
  Lethal Weapon 

28) 6/24/19  Oswego, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

29) 6/11 – 6/13/19 Pigeon Forge, TN 
  Lethal Weapon 

30) 6/3/19  Ft. Edward, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

31) 5/30, 5/31/19 Toledo, OH 
  Courtroom Success 

32) 5/17/19  Orlando, FL 
  Lethal Weapon 
 

33) 5/14. 5/15/19 Lake George, NY 
  Lethal Weapon 

34) 5/7, 5/8/19 Traverse City, MI 
  Lethal Weapon 

35) 4/30/19  Kingston, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

36) 4/29/19  Paul Smiths, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

37) 3/21, 3/28/19 Rocky Hill, CT 
  Courtroom Success 

38) 3/12/19  Canandaigua, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

39) 3/11/19  Buffalo, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

40) 1/22, 1/23/19 Edneyville, NC 
  Courtroom Success 

41) 12/10,11/18 Phoenix, AZ 
  Courtroom Success 

42) 11/5/18  Albany, NY 
  CourtroomSuccess 

43) 11/7 – 11/8/2018 Grand Rapids, MI 
  Courtroom Success 

44) 9/20/18  Cleveland, OH  
  MV Homicide 

45) 9/18,19/2018 South Bend, IN 
  Courtroom Success 

46) 8/30,31/2018 Irvine, CA 
  Courtroom Success 

47) 8/27, 28/ 2018 San Bernardino, CA 
  Courtroom Success 

48) 7/24, 25/2018 Syracuse, NY 
  Lethal Weapon 

49) 7/23/18  Waco, TX 
  MV Homicide 

50) 7/10/18  Rocky Hill, CT 
  Lethal Weapon 

51) 6/18 – 6/20/18 Nassau County, NY  
  Lethal Weapon 

52) 6/12 – 6/14/18 Louisville, KY  
  Lethal Weapon 

53) 5/3 – 5/4/18 Gardiner. ME 
  Courtroom Success 

54) 1/6 – 1/7/18 Northampton, MA 
  Lethal Weapon 

55) 3/13-3/14/18 Concinnati, OH 
  Courtroom Success 

56) 4/16 – 4/17/18 Traverse City, MI 
  Lethal Weapon 

57) 10/18 – 10/19/17 Marquette, MI 
  Courtroom Success 

58) 10/16/17  Bad Axe, MI 
  Courtroom Success 

59) 9/25 – 9/27/17 Hutchinson, KS 
  Lethal Weapon 

60) 9/18 – 9/19/17 Doylestown, PA 
  Courtroom Success 

61) 9/11 – 9/13/17 Baton Rouge, LA 
  Lethal Weapon 

62) 9/5 – 9/6/17 Hudson, OH 
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  Courtroom Success 
63) 6/13-6/15/17 Pigeon Forge, TN 

  Lethal Weapon 
64) 6/7-6/9/17 Auburn, ME 

  Lethal Weapon 
65) 5/16-5/18/17 Pittsburgh, PA 

  Lethal Weapon 
66) 4/15-5/4/17 NYPD 
67) 4/18-4/19/17 Mt. Pleasant, MI 

  Lethal Weapon 
68) 3/15/17  Murfreesboro, TN 

  Judicial Conference 
69) 2/27-2/28/17 Somerville, NJ 

  Courtroom Success 
70) 9/20-21/2016 Westboroough, MA 

  Lethal Weapon 
71) 9/29/2016  State College, PA 

   PA State Police Recon Seminar 
72) 10/3-6/2016 Delaware Prosecuting Attys 

  Lethal Weapon 
73) 8/23-25/2016 Indianapolis, IN 

  Lethal Weapon 
74) 8/1-3/2016 Waco, TX 

  Advanced Advocacy School 
75) 7/19/2016  Orlando, FL 

  Lethal Weapon 
76) 7/6/2016  Edneyville, NC 

  Courtroom Success 
77) 6/20/2016  Cadiz, KY 

  Lethal Weapon 
78) 6/13/16  New York City 

  NYPD training 
79) 6/6/2016  Longmont, CO 

  Lethal Weapon 
80) 5/23/2016  Anaheim, CA  

  Lethal Weapon 
81) 4/21/2016  Rochester, NY 

  ESLETS present 
82) 4/11/2016  Mt. Pleasant, MI 

  Lethal Weapon 
83) 3/4/2016  San Antonio, TX 

  Lethal Weapon 
84) 2/8 – 2/12, 2016 NYSP 

  Courtroom Success 
85) 2/22 – 2/24, 2016 Manhattan DA Office 

  Lethal Weapon 
86) 1/27/2016  Bend, OR 

  Courtroom Success  
87) 11/4/2015  Concord, NH  

  Pedestrian Collisions 
88) 11/17,18,2015 Albany, NY 

  Lethal Weapon 
89) 10/27,28/2015 NYPD 

  Courtroom Success 
90) 10/21,22/2015 Lansing, MI   

 Courtroom Success 
91) 9/14/2015  Hutchinson, KS  

 Lethal Weapon 
92) 9/29/2015  West Chester, PA 

 Courtroom Success 
93) 12/4/2014  Salem, MA 

 Courtroom Success 
94) 2/23/2015  Bozeman, MT 

 Lethal Weapon 
95) 3/9/2015  Charlotte, NC 

 Lethal Weapon 
96) 4/9/2015  Lansing, MI 

 Lethal Weapon 
97) 4/28-5/7/2015 NYPD 

 Advanced Investigation 
98) 5/18/2015  Washington Cty, NY 

 Courtroom Success 

99) 5/21/2015  Rockland Cty, NY 
 Courtroom Success 

100) 5/27-31/2015 Nashville, TN 
 Lethal Weapon 

101) 6/2, 3/2015 Rocky Hill, CT 
 Lethal Weapon 

102) 6/4, 5/2015 Farmington, CT 
 Courtroom Success 

103) 6/9, 10/20154 Orlando, FL 
 Lethal Weapon 

104) 6/15, 16/2015 Monroe Cty, NY 
 Courtroom Success 

105) 6/17, 18/2015 Cortland Cty, NY 
 Courtroom Success 

106) 6/23, 24/2015 Bend, OR 
 Lethal Weapon 

107) 8/17-21/2015 Philadelphia, PA 
 Lethal Weapon 

108) 10/21, 22/2015 Traverse City, MI 
 Courtroom Success 

109) 10/14/2014 Concord, NH 
 Courtroom Success   

110) 10/27/2014 Phoenix, AZ 
 Lethal Weapon 

111) 9/16/2014  Kansas City, MO 
 Lethal Weapon 

112) 10/6/2014  Traverse City, MI 
 Courtroom Success 

113) 8/4/2014  Orlando, FL 
 MV Homicide 

114) 9/8/2014  Raleigh, NC 
 Reconstruction  Refresher    

115) 6/10/2014  Littleton, MA 
 Courtroom Success 

116) 6/17/2014  Sacramento, CA 
 Lethal Weapon 

117) 6  6/24/2014 Bowling Green, KY    
 Lethal Weapon    

118) 4/22/2014   Mt. Pleasant, MI 
 Lethal Weapon  

119) 1/28/2014  Albany,NY 
 Courtroom Success       

120) 10/14/2014 Concord, NH 
 MV Homicide 

121) 10/27/2014 Phoenix, AZ 
 Lethal Weapon 

122) 2/6/2014  Lexington, KY 
 MV Homicide 

123) 2/26/2014  Saratoga Springs, NY 
 Lethal Weapon 

124) 11/14/2013 Huthcinson, KS  
  Lethal Weapon 

125) 9/21/2013  Santa Fe, NM 
 Courtroom Success 

126) 9/16/2013  Binghamton, NY 
 Courtroom Success 

127) 9/26/2013  Cleveland, OH 
 MV Homicide  

128) 10/15/2012 Manhattan, NY 
 Lethal Weapon    

129) 1/23/2012  Albany, NY  NYSP  
  Courtroom Success  

130) 8/7/2012  Waco, TX 
 Lethal Weapon 

131) 5/21/2012  Meridian, ID 
 Lethal Weapon 

132) 5/7/2012  Santa Barbara, CU 
 MV Homicide     

133) 10/11/2011 Bronx, NY 
 NYPD Training 

134) 7/14/2010  Tallahassee, FL 
 MV Homicide 
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135) 8/12/2010  Montgomery, AL       
 Lethal Weapon 

136) 6/25/2010  Sandusky, OH 
 MV Homicide 

137) 9/24/2009  Suffolk County, NY 
 Lethal Weapon   

138) 7/21/2009  Bronx, NY 
 Recon Training 

139) 4/30/2009  Minneapolis, MN 
 Lethal Weapon 

140) 5/4/2009  Lexington, KY 
 Lethal Weapon 

141) 7/22/2009  Syracuse, NY 
 Lethal Weapon 

142) 5/1/2008  Indianapolis, IN 
 Lethal Weapon 

143) 4/8/2008  NYPD Training 
 Advanced Investigation 

144) 9/17/2007  Raleigh, NC 
 Courtroom Success 

145) 9/11/2007  Forsyth, GA 
 Lethal Weapon 

146) 11/13/2007 Concord, NH 
 MV Homicide 

147) 11/30/2007 Bronx, NY 
 MV Homicide 

148) 6/23/2003  National Advocacy Center,   
 Lethal Weapon 

149) 5/22/2003  Orlando, FL 
 Lethal Weapon 

150) 5/14/2003  Flint, MI   
 Lethal Weapon 

151) 5/31/2003  Ludlow, MA   
 MV Homicide 

152) 6/2/2003  Bedford, MA 
 Courtroom Success 

153) 8/5/2002  Oklahoma City, OK 
 MV Homicide 

154) 6/6/2002  Barnstable, MA 
 Courtroom Success           

155) 5/14/2002  Marina del Ray, CA 
 Lethal Weapon 

156) 3/12/2001  Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
 Lethal Weapon 

157) 6/19/2001  Denver, CO 
 Lethal Weapon 

158) 6/8/2000  Denver, CO 
 Courtroom Survival 

159) 2/22/2000  Kansas City, MO 
 Lethal Weapon 

160) 8/11/2000  Springfield, MA 
 MV Homicide 

161) 9/21/2000  Mesquite, NV 
 Courtroom Success 

162) 11/12/2000 Concord, NH 
 MV Homicide 

163) 5/28/1999  Billings, MT 
 Courtroom Success 

164) 5/19/2000  Orlando, FL 
 MV Homicide 

165) 10/13/1999 Pierre, SD 
Courtroom Survival 

166) 10/21/1999 Harrisburg, PA 
MV Homicide  

167) 7/11/1999  Memphis, TN 
Lethal Weapon 

168) 5/13/1999  Fallon, NV 
Courtroom Success 

169) 8/17/1999  Syracuse, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

170) 3/1/1999  Greeley, CO 
Courtroom Success 

171) 3/19/1999  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon     

172) 4/6/1998  Charleston, WV 
Courtroom Success 

173) 12/14/1998 Portland, ME 
Courtroom Success 

174) 11/25/1998 Springfield, MA 
Courtroom Success 

175) 4/26/1998  Billings, MT  
Courtroom Success 

176) 9/24/1998   Columbia, SC    
Lethal Weapon 

177) 9/8/1998  Sparks, NV   
Courtroom Success  

178) 3/20/1998  Ankaney, IA 
Courtroom Success 

179) 1/28/1998  Bridgeport, CT 
Courtroom Success 

180) 3/17/1997  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

181) 10/26/1996 Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

182) 11/5/1996  St Louis, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

183) 12/9/1996  Phoenix, AZ 
Lethal Weapon 

184) 6/4/1995  Park City, UT 
Lethal Weapon 

185) 3/2/1995  Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

186) 3/11/2009  Milwaukee, WI 
MV Homicide 

187) 10/1/1999  West Palm Beach, FL 
Courtroom Success 

188) 9/20/2013  Cleveland, OH 
MV Homicide 

189) 12/10/1998 Concord, MA 
Courtroom Success 

190) 1/25/1996  Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
MV Homicide 

191) 10/23/2001 Indianapolis, IN 
Leathal Weapon 

192) 10/1/2001  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

193) 11/3/1999  Albany, NY 
Courtroom Success 

194) 4/23/1998  Syracuse, NY 
Courtroom Success 

195) 9/15/2009  Boise, ID 
MV Homicide 

196) 6/16/2000  Little Rock, AR 
Lethal Weapon 

197) 9/8/1999  Hyannisport, MA 
Courtroom Success 

198) 9/7/2009  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

199) 6/16/2011  Sevierville, TN 
MV Homicide Investigation 

200) 3/16/1998  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

201) 2/18/1996  Charleston, WV 
Courtroom Success 

202) 9/11/1995  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

203) 4/9/1999  West Palm Beach, FL 
Courtroom Success 

204) 5/14/1998  Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon  

205) 1/14/1994  Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

206) 3/29/1999  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 
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207) 11/13/1996 Manchester, NH 
MV Homicide 

208) 2/26/2008  Salt Lake City, UT 
Lethal Weapon 

209) 6/11/2008  Albany, NY 
NYSTARS Conference 

210) 8/1/2000  Syracuse, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

211) 6/5/2009  Columbia, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

212) 11/12/199  Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

213) 11/16/1997 Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

214) 11/6/2001  Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

215) 3/1/1999  Jackson Hole, WY 
Courtroom Succss 

216) 3/29/2002  Honolulu, HI 
MV Homicide Investigation 

217) 4/1/2002  Yarmouth, MA  
MV Homicide Investigation 

218) 1/25/1996  Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

219) 2/25/2010  Lake Placid, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

220) 8/9/1999  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

221) 3/21/1995  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

222) 11/2/1998  Portland, OR 
Lethal Weapon 

223) 5/23/2011  Sacramento, CA 
Lethal Weapon 

224) 2/9/1997  Englewood, CO 
Courtroom Success 

225) 3/21/1995  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

226) 5/16/2000  Kalispell, MT 
Lethal Weapon 

227) 11/12/1999 Spokane, WA 
Courtroom Success 

228) 10/25/1999 Waterville, ME 
Courtroom Success 

229) 9/26/2000  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

230) 12/14/1998 Portland, ME 
Courtroom Success 

231) 9/14/1997  Leesburg, VA 
Lethal Weapon 

232) 5/21/2001  Anchorage, AK 
MV Homicide 

233) 3/2/2010  NY City (NYPD) 
MV Homicide Investigation 

234) 5/8/1998  Sparks, NV 
Courtroom Success  

235) 10/30/1997 Manchester, NH 
Courtroom Success 

236) 5/11/2001  Lincoln, NE 
Courtroom Success 

237) 9/26/2009  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

238) 9/14/1997  Leesburg, VA 
Lethal Weapon 

239) 5/17/2010  Anaheim, CA 
Lethal Weapon 

240) 12/16/2009 Manhattan, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

241) 7/20/2010  Kona, HI 
Lethal Weapon 

242) 9/14/1998  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

243) 11/5/1996  St. Louis, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

244) 5/21/2001  Anchorage, AK 
MV Homicide 

245) 7/16/2001  Miami, FL 
MV Homicide 

246) 6/21/2001  St. Paul, MN 
MV Homicide 

247) 6/5/2001  Bolton Valley, VT 
MV Homicide 

248) 3/2/2010  Bronx, NY (NYPD) 
Collision Reconstruction 

249) 7/22/1995  Tampa, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

250) 11/14/1994 Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

251) 5/11/2001  Key West, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

252) 9/10/1996  Portland, OR 
Lethal Weapon 

253) 8/23/2010  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

254) 5/21/1999  Maui, HI 
Lethal Weapon 

255) 3/10/1997  Salt Lake City, UT 
Lethal Weapon 

256) 5/29/1997  Tampa, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

257) 9/14/2010  Portland, OR 
Lethal Weapon 

258) 8/8/1999  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

259) 5/1/2002  Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

260) 10/2/1998  Toledo, OH 
Courtroom Success 

261) 4/19,1999  Charleston, WV 
Courtroom Success 

262) 10/15/1999 Boise, ID 
Courtroom Success 

263) 5/21/2002  Newport, RI 
Courtroom Success 

264) 12/8/1998  Macon, GA 
Courtroom Success 

265) 1/11/1999  Toledo, OH 
Courtroom Success 

266) 4/15/1998  Las Vegas, NV 
Courtroom Success 

267) 11/11/1998 Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

268) 2/20/1997  Lake of the Ozarks, MO 
MV Homicide 

269) 9/22/2002  Baton Rouge, LA 
Lethal Weapon 

270) 7/30/2001  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

271) 5/8/2002  Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

272) 1/12/1997  Leesburg, VA 
Lethal Weapon 

273) 9/21/1999  St. Louis, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

274) 5/2/1996  Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

275) 5/15/2001  Morristown, NJ 
MV Homicide 

276) 10/8/1998  Battle Creek, MI 
Courtroom Success 

277) 5/18/1998  Macon, GA 
Courtroom Success 

278) 8/19/2008  Sevierville, TN 
MV Homicide Investigation  
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279) 5/29/2000  Albany, NY 
Courtroom Success 

280) 7/15/2011  Sun Valley, ID 
Lethal Weapon 

281) 7/29/2009  Stillwater, OK 
Lethal Weapon 

282) 10/26/2010 Morgantown, WV 
Lethal Weapon 

283) 10/11/2000 Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

284) 10/6/1999  Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

285) 3/22/2010  Stevens Point, WI 
Lethal Weapon 

286) 11/18/1999 Calispel, WY 
Lethal Weapon 

287) 2/22/2010  Chapel Hill, NC 
Lethal Weapon 

288) 3/31/2003  Woburn, MA 
Courtroom Success 

289) 4/9/2003  Kerrville, TX 
Lethal Weapon 

290) 9/1/1998  Charles City, IA 
Courtroom Success 

291) 3/28/2002  Honolulu, HI 
Homicide Investigation 

292) 4/5/1999  Boise, ID 
Courtroom Success 

293) 7/30/2002  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

294) 9/5/2001  Green Lake, WI 
MV Homicide 

295) 5/29/2002  Stowe, MA 
Courtroom Success 

296) 9/22/1998  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

297) 4/12/1992  Houston, TX 
MV Homicide 

298) 10/29/2002 Natick, MA 
Advanced Investigation 

299) 9/18/2002  Inidianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

300) 10/20/2002 Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

301) 12/9/2002  Schenectady, NY 
Courtroom Success 

302) 10/12/2002 Des Moines, IA 
Courtroom Success 

303) 1/15/2003  Miami, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

304) 1/6/2003  Coventry, CT 
Courtroom Success 

305) 11/18/1999 Columbia, MO 
Courtroom Success 

306) 4/19/2009  Syracuse, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

307) 1/11/2011  Manhattan, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

308) 1/1/2009  Bronx, NY 
NYPD Reconstruction 

309) 5/31/2009  San Diego, CA 
Lethal Weapon 

310) 3/24/2009  Galveston, YX 
Lethal Weapon 

311) 11/13/2012 St. Louis, MO 
Homicide 

312) 4/28/2008  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

313) 3/13/2007  Lansing, MI 
Lethal Weapon 

314) 6/14/2011  Gatlinburg, TN 
Lethal Weapon 

315) 7/27/2006  Nashville, TN 
Lethal Weapon 

316) 9/13/2006  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

317) 6/13/2012  Minneapolis, MN 
Lethal Weapon 

318) 7/27/2011  Syracuse, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

319) 6/25/2006  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

320) 5/26/2005  Orlando, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

321) 4/25/2005  Albany, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

322) 3/21/2012  Riverhead, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

323) 1/11/2005  Miami, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

324) 5/4/2010  Lansing, MI 
Lethal Weapon 

325) 6/14/2004  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

326) 11/19/2003 Bronx, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

327) 8/6/2008  Syracuse, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

328) 4/22/2011  Oklahoma City, OK 
MV Homicide 

329) 7/9/2007  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

330) 9/13/2006  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

331) 5/16/2006  Garland, MI 
Lethal Weapon 

332) 9/24/2013  Lansing, MI 
Courtroom Success 

333) 5/2/2006  Bronx, NY 
NYPD Reconstruction 

334) 10/20/2008 Syracuse, NY 
MV Homicide 

335) 11/24/2008 Concord, NH 
MV Homicide 

336) 4/6/2005  Kona, HI 
Lethal Weapon 

337) 2/13/2012  Missoula, MT 
Lethal Weapon 

338) 11/4/2003  Medford, MA 
Courtroom Success 

339) 4/1/2004  Milford, MA 
Advanced Investigation 

340) 2/5/2004  Schenectady, NY 
Courtroom Success 

341) 4/1/2005  Boston, mA 
MV Homicide 

342) 6/13/2005  Columbia, SC 
Lethal Weapon 

343) 5/3/2005  Bronx, NY 
NYPD Advanced Investigation 

344) 4/4/2005  Kerrville, TX 
Lethal Weapon 

345) 3/16/2006  Canandaigua, NY 
Courtroom Success 

346) 4/27/2011  Syracuse, NY 
MV Homicide 

347) 4/11/2013  Mt. Pleasant, MI 
Lethal Weapon 

348) 1/31/2009  Santa Fe, NM 
Lethal Weapon 

349) 2/9/2007  Miami, FL 
MV Homicide 

350) 4/3/2011  Tallahassee, FL 
Lethal Weapon 
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351) 5/7/2007  Albany, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

352) 8/19/2008  Gatlinburg, TN 
Lethal Weapon 

353) 9/11/2008  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

354) 8/8/2007  Hilo, HI 
Lethal Weapon 

355) 5/15/2007  San Diego, CA 
Lethal Weapon 

356) 10/3/2011  Salina, KS 
Lethal Weapon 

357) 4/16/2007  Columbia, SC 
  Lethal Weapon 

358) 6/15/2007  Queens, NY 
MV Homicide 

359) 7/24/2007  Worcester, MA 
Lethal Weapon 

360) 7/24/2013  Springfield, IL 
Lethal Weapon 

361) 2/27/2007  Raleigh, NC 
Lethal Weapon 

362) 2/9/2007  Ocala, FL 
Lethal Weapon 

363) 7/20/2006  Worcester, MA 
Lethal Weapon 

364) 9/12/2006  Forsyth, GA 
Lethal Weapon 

365) 10/16/2006 Rochester, NY 
MV Homicide 

366) 9/19/2012  Auburn, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

367) 1/31/2009  Santa Fe, NM 
Lethal Weapon 

368) 617/2013  Providence, RI 
Courtroom Success 

369) 4/25/2006  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

370) 9/24/2012  Kitty Hawk, NC 
  Lethal Weapon 

371) 4/14/2008  Binghampton, NY 
  Courtroom Success 

372) 3/13/2006  Colonie, NY 
Courtroom Success 

373) 9/28/2008  Indianapolis, IN 
Lethal Weapon 

374) 12/6/2005  Bronx, NY 
MV Homicide 

375) 10/18/2005 Lake Placid, NY 
Lethal Weapon 

376) 9/22/2003  Kansas City, MO 
Lethal Weapon 

377) 9/26/2003  Cleveland, OH 
MV Homicide 

378) 8/14/2003  Lexington, KY 
Lethal Weapon 

379) 8/13/2003  Binghampton, NY 
Courtroom Success 

380) 10/17/2008 Sacramento, CA 
Lethal Weapon  

381) 6/5/2012  Lexington, KY 
Lethal Weapon 

382) 8/15/2007  Santa Fe, NM 
Lethal Weapon 

383) 3/27/2007  Kerrville, YX 
Lethal Weapon 

384) 4/22/2006  Binghampton, NY 
Courtroom Success 

385) 1/9/2007  Bronx, NY 
NYPD Crush Course 

386) 5/26/2006  Altamont Springs, FL 

Lethal Weapon 
387) 4/28/2006  Miami. FL 

MV Homicide 
388) 11/1/2005  Minneapolis, MN 

Lethal Weapon 
389) 12/12/2005 San Francisco, CA 

Lethal Weapon 
390) 9/4/2003  Indianapolis, IN 

  Lethal Weapon 
391) 8/14/2001  Cedar City, UT 

Lethal Weapon 
392) 6/10/2005  Oklahoma City, OK 

Lethal Weapon 
393) 6/24/2008  Chicago, IL 

MV Homicide 
394) 5/13/2008  Traverse City, MI 

  Lethal Weapon 
395) 11/20, 12/5/2013 New Britain, CT 

Lethal Weapon 
396) 5/28/2014  Galveston, TX 

MV Homicide 
397) 5/14/2014  Lake Mary, FL 

Lethal Weapon 
398) 6/10/2014  Littleton, MA 

Lethal Weapon 
399) 6/18/2014  Sacramento, CA 

MV Homicide 
400) 6/24/2014  Bowling Green, KY 

  Lethal Weapon 
401) 9/9/2004  Raleigh, NC 

Lethal Weapon 
402) 5/5/2006  Bronx, NY 

NYPD Reconstruction Course 
403) 5/21/2004  Orlando, FL 

Lethal Weapon 
404) 6/14/2010  Covington, KY 

Lethal Weapon 
405) 4/28/2004  Pittsburgh, PA 

Courtroom Success 
406) 7/23/2009  Mineola, NY 

Lethal Weapon 
407) 11/17/2004 Baton Rouge, LA 

Lethal Weapon 
408) 9/152004  Upper Penniinsula, MI 

Lethal Weapon 
409) 8/16/2004  Saco, ME 

Pedestrian Crashes 
410) 12/21/2004 Concord, NH 

MV Homicide 
411) 9/1/2004  Indianapolis, IN 

Lethal Weapon 
412) 4/1/2008  Oklahoma City, OK 

MV Homicide 
413) 7/29/2003  Syracuse, NY 

Lethal Weapon 
414) 2/27/2004  Worcester, MA 

Lethal Weapon 
415) 4/20/2004  Indianapolis, IN 

Lethal Weapon 
416) 1/14/2004  Miami, FL 

MV Homicide 
417) 10/22/2003 Memphis, TN 

Lethal Weapon 
418) 6/4/2008  Lake Tahoe, CA 

Lethal Weapon 
419) 5/6/2008  New York City, NY 

Lethal Weapon  
420) 6/17/2008  Springfield, IL 

MV Homicide 
421) 1/11/2008  Miami, FL 

Lethal Weapon 
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Multiple-day technical courses: 
 
 Advanced Crash Investigation     Medford, MA 2003 
 Special Topics in Pedestrian Reconstruction (2-day)   NYPD Brooklyn, NY 2003 
 Crash Reconstruction        Milford, MA 2004 
 Advanced Crash Investigation        NYPD  Bronx, NY 2004 
 Special Topics in Pedestrian Reconstruction (2-day)      Saco, ME 2004 
 Crash Reconstruction          NYPD Bronx, NY 2005 
 Crush Measurements and Analysis        NYPD Bronx, NY 2005 
 Advanced Crash Investigation         NYPD Bronx, NY 2007  
 Crash Reconstruction           NYPD Bronx, NY 2008 
 Crush Measurements and Analysis         NYPD Bronx, NY 2009 
 Advanced Crash Investigation          NYPD Bronx, NY 2010 
 Crash Reconstruction           NYPD Bronx, NY 2010 
 Courtroom Testimony Skills         NC State Police 2010 
 Crush Measurements and Analysis         NYPD Bronx, NY 2011 
 Collision Reconstruction for Prosecutors            Manhattan, NY  2011 
 Collision Reconstruction for Prosecutors           Suffolk Cty, NY 2012 
 Collision Reconstruction for Prosecutors           Manhattan, NY  2012 
 Field Testing and Validation Studies       NYPD, Bronx, NY 2013 
 Reconstruction Refresher          NC State Police 2014 
 Advanced Crash Investigation        NYPD Bronx, NY 2017 
 

 
 
PROSECUTOR/LAW ENFORCEMENT CONSULTING:    
  
Hampden County, MA, Office of the District Attorney Franklin County, MA, Office of the District Attorney 

Worcester County, MA, Office of the District Attorney Hampshire County, MA, Office of the D A 

Office of the Massachusetts Attorney General  Wayne County, NY, Office of the District Attorney 

Oswego County, NY, Office of the District Attorney  Monroe County, NY, Office of the District Attorney 

Columbia County, NY, Office of the District Attorney Prosecuting Attorney, McDonald County, MO  

Suffolk County, NY, Office of the District Attorney  Office of the D.A. New York County, NY 

Westchester County, NY, Office of the District Attorney Washington County (VT) State’s Attorney  

Union County, SC, Office of the Solicitor    Office of the D.A., Franklin County NY 

    (reconstructionist on the Susan Smith double   Office of the City Attorney, Los Angeles, CA 

 murder case)     Sonoma County Atty, CA 

Office of the New Hampshire Attorney General  Rockingham County (NH) Attorney 

Hillsborough County (NH) Attorney   Cheshire County (NH) Attorney 

City Attorney, Keene, NH    Broward County, FL, State Attorney 

State's Attorney, Orlando, FL    State's Attorney, Ocala, FL 

State's Attorney, Tavares, FL    State's Attorney, Inverness, FL 

State's Attorney, Pinellas, FL    District Attorney, Baton Rouge, LA 

Jefferson County (KS) Attorney   Jefferson County (MO) Attorney 

Jefferson County (IA) Attorney    Calhoun County (MI) Prosecuting Attorney 

Hamilton County (TN) District Attorney   Solicitor General Marietta, GA 

Solicitor General, Cobb County, GA   Solicitor General, Columbus, GA 

Solicitor, Gwinnett County, GA   District Attorney, Macon, GA 

District Attorney, Savannah, GA   District Attorney, Cuthbert, GA 

City Solicitor, Muscogee, GA    District Attorney, Decatur, GA  

Solicitor Gen., Jonesboro, GA    Solicitor, Carroll County, GA 
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Jackson County (MO) County Prosecutor  Circuit Attorney, St. Louis, MO 

Office of the Prosecutor, Hunterdon County, NJ  Rock Springs, WY Office of the County Attorney 

County and Prosecuting Attorney, Douglas, WY  Office of the Utah Attorney General 

Office of the D.A., Boulder, CO   County Attorney, Sidney, NE 

Office of the Missouri Attorney General   Office of the District Attorney, Providence, RI 

State’s Attorney, Richland County, ND   Office of the New Hampshire Attorney General 

Lake County (FL) State Attorney’s Office   Scott County (TN) District Attorney 

Prosecuting Attorney, County of Maui, HI  Madison County Atty, IA 

Windsor Co. State’s Atty, VT    Office of the District Atty, Bronx County, NY 

Office of the District Attorney, Calais, ME  Office of the District Attorney, Vilas County, WI 

Office of the District Attorney, Richmond County, NY Office of the District Attorney, Dutchess County, NY 

State Attorney, Sarasota County, FL   Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, St. Joseph 

County, South Bend, Indiana    Office of the County Attorney, Louisville, KY 

Office of the Commonwealth Attorney, Alexandria, VA Office of District Attorney, Sedgwick County, KS 

Carver County Attorney, Chaska, MN   Office of Corporation Council, Maui, HI 

Solicitor General, Richmond County, GA   Queens County D.A., New York City 

King’s County DA, New York City   Carver County Attorney, MN 

Circuit Attorney, St. Louis, MO    County Attorney, Jackson County, MO 

Waseca County Attorney, Waseca, MN   Salt Lake City (UT) Office of the District Attorney 

Madison County (IN) Prosecutor’s Office   Office of the State’s Attorney, Enfield, CT 

Hawaii County P.D.     Office of the Solicitor, 15th  Jud. Ct., Conway, SC 

State Attorney, 7th Judicial Circuit, FL   Office of the D.A., Stanislaus County, CA 

Office of the D.A., Cheyenne, WY   Office of the Attorney General, Des Moines, IA 

Lancaster County Atty, Lincoln, NE   Bennington County (VT) State’s Attorney 

Office of the D.A., Albuquerque, NM   Bristol County, MA, Office of the District Attorney 

Middlesex County, MA, Office of the District Attorney Orleans County (VT), Off. Of the States Attorney 

Suffolk County, MA, Office of the D A   Bristol County, MA, Office of the D A 

Office of the District Atty, Nassau County, NY  Commonwealth Attorney, Covington, KY 

Commonwealth Attorney, Burlington, KY   District Attorney, Green Lake, WI   

Office of the D.A., Oneida County NY   Office of the D.A., Weber County, UT 

Fulton County (GA) District Attorney   State Attorney’s Office, Tampa, FL 

State’s Attorney, Sonoma, CA                                                  District Attorney, 15th Jud. Circuit, Montgomery, Al 

U.S. Attorney, District of New Mexico   District Attorney, Travis County. TX 

Dist. Atty, Cleveland and Lincoln Cty, NC  District Attorney, Lake County, CA 

Office of the Dist. Atty, McMinnville, TN   Office of the Dist. Atty, Chattanooga, TN 

Off. of the D.A., Imperial County, CA   County Attorney, Nassau Cty, NY 

County Attorney, Cuyahoga County, OH                Whitley County Sheriff’s Department, Whitley, IN 

Prosecutor’s Office, Stark County, OH   District Attorney, DeSoto Parish, LA 

Williamson County (TX) District Attorney                Manhattan (NY) District Attorney’s Office 

Office of the Utah Attorney General   Porter County (IN) Prosecuting Attorney 

U.S. Army JAG, Wurzberg, Germany   Lincoln, NE Police Department 

D.A., Prince Georges County, MD   Ministry of the Atty Gen, Toronto, Canada 

Ravalli County Attorney, MT    Office of the District Attorney, Hall County, GA 

Franklin County D.A., Malone, NY  Office of the DA, Ventura County, CA 

Office of the DA, Hennepin County, MN   Montgomery County Attorney, OH 

Office of the D.A., Ulster County, NY   Office of the D.A., Montgomery Cty, NY 

Office of the D.A., Chemung County, NY   Office of the D.A., Brazos Cty, TX 

Office of the D.A., Bexar Cty TX   Office of the Attorney General, State of NY  
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PUBLICATIONS:  
 

92  Lethal Weapon curriculum update, National Traffic Law Center, 2022   

91  Anticipating Defenses in a MV Crash Case, Legal Sciences, 2021  

90  Investigating the MV Crash Case. , Legal Sciences, 2021 

89  Low BAC Driver Impairment , Legal Sciences, 2021 

88  Preparing Your MV Crash Case for Trial, Legal Sciences, 2020 

87  Large Truck Crash Reconstruction for Prosecutors, National District Attorneys Association, 2019 

86  “Junk Science” in Motor Vehicle Crash Cases, Justice Speakers Institute blog, April 10, 2018 

85  “Junk science” in MV cases – a challenge for the judge”, Ohio Judicial Newsletter, Sept, 2017 

84  “Junk science” in MV cases – a challenge for the judge”, Highway to Justice, ABA, Summer, 2017 

83  Courtroom Success, Legal Sciences, 2019 

82    Online Digital Library, legalsciences.com  (21+  hours of Lethal Weapon presentations in a video library) 

81  The Handbook of Collision Reconstruction, Legal Sciences, 2015 

80  “Results of Braking Tests over a Wide Range of Parameters”. NYPTI online resource, 2014 

79  “Discouraging the Dubious Mechanical Failure Defense”, Between the Lines, 2014, Vol 22, No 5 

78  “Crash Reconstruction: The Drag Factor”, Driven published by MS Pros Attys, Spring, 2012 

77  “Less Math is the Best Math”, MO Traffic Safety News, May 2012 

76  Kwasnoski’s Little Red Book, Legal Sciences, 2012 

75  From Crash to Courtroom, Supplement Vol. 2, Legal Sciences, 2011 

74  From Crash to Courtroom, Supplement Vol. 1, Legal Sciences, 2008 

73  Releasing the Vehicle: When, How, to Whom?, The Green Light News, Michigan Pros. Attys, October, 2007 

72  Drag Factor for Post-Impact Motion, The Green Light News, Michigan Pros. Attys, October, July, 2007 

71  Post-Impact Trajectory Investigation”, The Green Light News, Michigan Pros. Attys, October, February, 2007 

70  “Analyzing the Head-on Collision”, Green Light News, Michigan Pros. Attys, October,, November, 2006 

69  “A Collision Reconstruction Checklist for Prosecutors”, Prosecutor’s BRIEF, California DAA, Vol. XXIX, 2007 

68  “Analyzing the Head-on Collision”, Vol 3, Issue 4,  Georgia Traffic Prosecutor., 2006 

67  From Crash to Courtroom: DVD Library, Legal Sciences, 2006 

66  “Defeating the Operator ID Defense”, The Green Light News, Michigan Pros. Attys, October, July, 2006 

65   "Effect of Missing Information on the Proof of Impaired Driving" Vol 3, Issue 3,  GA Traffic Prosecutor. 2006 

64 “Effect of Missing Information on the Proof of Impaired Driving”,  The Green Light News, March, 2006 

63 “Effect of Missing Information on the Proof of Impaired Driving”, Florida DUI Network News, Spring, 2006 

62 From Crash to Courtroom: Collision Reconstruction for Lawyers and Law Enforcement, Tower,  2005 

61 “The Use of Photogrammetry in Collision Investigation”,  The Green Light News, December, 2005 
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60 “The Credibility Match-up - Potential Attacks on Defense Experts”, The Green Light News, Sept, 2005 

59 “Admissibility of Computer-Generated Animations”, The Green Light News, October, 2004   

58 “Who Cares What Brand of Beer ?”, Green Light News, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, April, 2005 

57 “Helping the Jury to Understand Reckless Behavior”, Green Light News, Michigan Pros Attys, February 2005 

56 “The Expert Witness as a Storyteller”, Green Light News, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, September, 2004 

55 Crash Reconstruction Basics for Prosecutors, APRI, 2003 

54 “The Drag Factor in Crash Reconstruction”, Green Light News, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, April, 2004 

53 “Potential Misuse of the Critical Speed (Yaw) Equation”, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, February, 2004 

52 “Curved Tire Marks - Yaw or ABS Scuff ?”, Green Light News, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, Nov, 2003 

51 “Drag Factor Tests on Grass Using ABS and Non-ABS Braking, ARC Network Newsletter”, June/July, 2003 

50 “Tests Show Drag Factor Not Velocity-Dependent”, ARC Network Newsletter, June/July, 2003   

49 “Crash Reconstruction for Prosecutors”, SOARce, Summer, 2003 

48 “Was the pedestrian impact avoidable?”, Green Light News, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, April, 2003 

47 “Building Credibility in Police Testimony”, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, January, 2003 

46 “Building Credibility in Police Testimony”, National Traffic Law Center web site, September, 2002 

45 “Reconstruction - What do I really know for certain?”, Michigan Prosecuting Attorneys, Sept.  2002 

44 “Investigating the DUI/DWI Crash”, Impaired Driving Update, Summer 2002 

43 CRASH! Supplemental Activities for Science and Math, Spring, 2002 

42 “Validity of Average Drag Factor Values from VC2000 Measurements”, NATARI, Fourth Quarter, 2000 

41 Courtroom Survival, Making the Traffic Officer a Powerful Witness, 1999, Lexis law Publishing 

40 Investigation and Prosecution of DWI and Vehicular Homicide, 1998, Lexis Law Publishing 

   39   Officer’s DUI Handbook, 1998, Lexis Law Publishers, Second Edition”, 1999, Third Edition”, 2000  

   38   "Effect of Assumptions on Speed Estimates", NATARI, 1995 

   37   “A Cross Examination of Computer Assisted Reconstruction”, The SOARce, 1998 

   36   “Accident Reconstruction - Perception - Reaction Time”. The SOARce, 1996 

   35   “Physics of Automobile Crashes", 1996 

  34   "Beyond Medicals", training manual, The Travelers Insurance Co., 1991 

  33   “Constructing Hypotheticals in MV Homicide Cases", The Champion, NACDL, November, 1992 

  32   “Effect of Simplifying Assumptions on Momentum Calculations", IMPACT (Britain), 1995 

  31   "Speed Estimates from Skip Skid Marks", The Accident Investigation Quarterly, 1996 

  30   “Drag Sled Measurements Yield Valid Minimum Speed Estimates”, NATARI, Third Quarter, 1998 

  29   "Science and Traffic Safety", Nation Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 1996 

  28   Defeating Attacks on the Police Reconstructionist - Part I , "Between the Lines", National Traffic Law Center 

  27   Defeating Attacks on the Police Reconstructionist - Part II , "Between the Lines", NTLC 

  26   Admissibility in Advance , "Between the Lines", National Traffic Law Center 

  25   Can You Find the Answers to Defeat the Defense Expert? , "Between the Lines", NTLC 

  24   Special Topics in Pedestrian Reconstruction (seminar manual) 

  23   Cross Examining the Collision Expert (seminar manual) 

  22   “Winning the DWI Crash Case”, Legal Sciences, Inc., 1998 
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  21   Low BAC Driver Impairment”, Legal Sciences, Inc., 1998 

  20   “The Credibility Match-up - Potential Attacks on Defense Experts”, Florida Pros. Newsletter, Fall, 2005 

  19   "What Every Criminal Justice Professional Should Know About CR", MADDVOCATE, Fall, 1992 

  18   "Analyzing Momentum in MV Homicide Cases", CACJ, 1992 
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  17   "The INVESTIGATOR" computer software, 1992 

  16   "2nd OPINION" computer software, 1994 

  15   "BACSim" software to simulate DWI perception-reaction, 1996 

  14   Establishing Liability in Vehicular Accidents, 1989, Legal Sciences, Inc. 

  13   "Accident Reconstruction in H.S. Physics".   S.T.S. Winter Meeting, 1996  

  12   “The Vehicle Autopsy” , Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center   

  11   “It Was the Car’s Fault - Part I” , Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  10   “It Was the Car’s Fault - Part II” , Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center  

  09   “Cross Examination of Computer Assisted Reconstruction” , Between the Lines, National Traffic  

                 Law Center 

  08   “Cross Examining the Defense Accident Reconstructionist” , Between the Lines, National Traffic  

                  Law Center 

  07   “Preparing for Cross Examination of the Defense Reconstructionist” , Between the Lines, NTLC 

  06   “No Math is the Best Math” , Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  05   “What Kind of an Expert?”, Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  04   “It’s All in the Evidence”, Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  03   “Prosecuting the Pedestrian Fatality” , Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  02   “Identifying the Operator”, Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center 

  01   “Accident Reconstruction: Perception-reaction Time”, Between the Lines, National Traffic Law Center  
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EXHIBIT 10 



 

NEW    YORK    CITY    POLICE    DEPARTMENT 

PURPOSE To safeguard prisoners in police custody. 

 

DEFINITIONS HOLDOVER PRISONER - a prisoner who has entered the court process but has not 

yet been arraigned and has been returned to police custody for overnight detention. 
 

PRISONER SECURITY GUIDELINES - all prisoners while in the custody and 

control of personnel from this Department will be searched on their entry and exit 

from any police, detention, district attorney, or court facility.  Prisoners being 

transported from any location, not included above, will be searched prior to departure 

from the location and upon arrival at the transport destination.  The searches will be 

conducted as per the guidelines set forth in P.G. 208-05, “Arrests - General Search 

Guidelines” (see ADDITIONAL DATA).  The ranking officer supervising the 

transport of a prisoner(s) and all supervising officers and borough court section 

supervisors will ensure that this procedure is strictly adhered to. 

 

PROCEDURE When prisoners must be detained in Department detention facilities or 

transported to courts or other facilities: 

 

DESK OFFICER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Request borough court section concerned to assign cell space and determine 

method of transportation to an activated detention facility giving: 

a. Name, gender, and physical condition of prisoner 

b. Precinct of arrest and arrest number 

c. Status of processing 

d. Next destination of prisoner (e.g., photo, court, etc.) 

2. Notify borough court section concerned if prisoner must be detained for a 

brief period of time in a detention facility not activated by borough court 

section concerned, giving: 

a. Reason and amount of time prisoner is to be lodged 

b. Charge against prisoner 

c. Name, gender, and age of prisoner. 

3. Comply with instructions given by borough court section concerned. 

4. Make Command Log entry of facts and instructions received. 

5. Have appropriate entries made on PRISONER ROSTER (PD244-145) 

if prisoner detained. 

6. Assign police attendant to temporary duty within cellblock. 

a. If a prisoner is placed in a cell alone because he/she threatens or 

fights with another prisoner(s), is causing disruption, or for any 

other reason, ensure that a member of the service will continue to 

monitor that prisoner closely. 

7. Record any change of custody in Command Log. 
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PRISONERS GENERAL PROCEDURE 
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NEW    YORK    CITY    POLICE    DEPARTMENT 

DESK 

OFFICER/ 

BOROUGH 

COURT 

SECTION 

SUPERVISOR 

 

8. Permit prisoner to be interviewed by the following properly identified 

persons when on official business: 

a. Supervisory officer of this Department 

b. Member of Detective Bureau or detective squad 

c. District Attorney or representative 

d. Chief Medical Examiner or representative 

e. Prisoner’s legal representative (in precinct/district/PSA, interview is 

conducted in muster room ONLY; in borough court section, interview is 

permitted in location designated by borough court section supervisor) 

f. Official of a City department, if prisoner is an employee of that department 

g. Federal law enforcement officer 

h. Member of the clergy (upon request by prisoner) 

i. New York State Department of Corrections and Community 

Supervision (DOCCS) officers to serve parole violation papers 

j. Foreign Consulate/Embassy Officers. 

9. Enter the following information under “Details” on ARREST REPORT - 

SUPPLEMENT (PD244-157) when an attorney interviews a prisoner at 

precinct, district, PSA, or borough court section: 

a. Name, address, and telephone number of attorney 

b. Name and address of person who retained attorney 

c. Whether the prisoner was interviewed 

d. Time arrived and departed from the stationhouse/borough court section. 

10. Permit parents or legal guardian to visit a prisoner between 18 and 21 

years of age, for not longer than fifteen minutes, in the muster room, 

provided that: 

a. Detective squad commander, arresting officer, or, if visit is at other 

than precinct of arrest, desk officer, precinct of arrest is consulted, 

b. Visit is in presence of desk officer/borough court section supervisor, 

c. Prisoner has been detained more than four hours, 

d. Prisoner is not eligible for a summons, and/or 

e. Visit does not interfere with police business. 

11. Enter name, address, and relationship of person visiting prisoner on 

ARREST REPORT - SUPPLEMENT. 

a. If the interview occurred at a location other than the precinct of 

arrest or borough court section, facts relating to the visit will be 

telephoned to the desk officer, precinct of arrest, who will have all 

pertinent details entered under “Details” on the ARREST 

REPORT - SUPPLEMENT. 

12. Advise prisoner of availability of clergy whenever it appears prisoner is 

despondent, confused, or likely to commit suicide. 

13. Permit prisoner to make use of telephone privileges declined during arrest process. 

14. DO NOT confine female prisoner with a nursing baby in a cell. 

a. Assign female police attendant or female uniformed member of 

the service, if available within command, as guard. 

15. Have child delivered to responsible member of family or to a hospital, if 

mother unable to provide care. 
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 PRISONERS BEING TRANSPORTED 

 

DESK 

OFFICER/ 

BOROUGH 

COURT 

SECTION 

SUPERVISOR 

16. Assign escort officer(s) to guard prisoner(s) being transported to 

detention facilities. 

a. Assign member of outgoing platoon, at change of tour, to guard 

and transport prisoner(s) if assignment of escorting officer would 

result in overtime. 

b. Assign separate escort officer(s) to prisoner(s) having different 

destinations (e.g., female cells, hospital, etc.) 

17. Assign additional escort officer(s) when: 

a. More than two prisoners being guarded and transport chains are 

not available, OR 

b. More than nine prisoners being transported by transport chains, OR 

c. Several detention stops are involved, OR 

d. More than one prisoner with different destinations. 

e. Prisoner is designated “high risk” escape threat (see 

ADDITIONAL DATA statement under heading, “HIGH RISK” 

PRISONERS). 

 

ESCORTING 

OFFICER 

18. Rear cuff all prisoners or place on transport chains if appropriate, before 

leaving cell block. 

a. Secure loose ends of chain when less than five prisoners are 

secured on chain. 

b. Double lock transport chain cuffs. 

c. For better control, physically hold prisoner OR hold chain linking 

handcuffs, as circumstances dictate. 

 
DESK OFFICER/ 

BOROUGH 

COURT 

SECTION 

SUPERVISOR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19. Closely supervise the removal of all prisoners from the precinct. 

20. Determine if prisoner is a potential escape risk after conferring with 

arresting officer. 

a. Place leg restraints on prisoner prior to transport if it is determined 

prisoner is a potential escape risk, OR prisoner refused to be 

fingerprinted, OR prisoner is being transported to a hospital for 

medical treatment.  

21. Ensure that attendant places prisoners on transport chains before leaving 

cell block. 

a. Escorting officers may use transport chains or handcuffs when 

escorting one or two prisoners; more than two prisoners, transport 

chains must be used. 

b. Make certain transport chains are in double lock mode, when utilized. 

22. Step from behind the desk and personally check that all prisoners are 

secured to transport chains or rear handcuffed, if appropriate, when 

prisoners are being removed. 

23. Utilize available command personnel to assist attendant and escorting 

officers loading prisoners onto patrolwagon. 
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DESK OFFICER/ 

BOROUGH 

COURT 

SECTION 

SUPERVISOR 

(continued) 

 

24. Ensure that members of the service are alert and properly positioned to 

prevent escape. 

25. Have attendant, or escorting officer, if attendant not available, prepare 

PRISONER TRANSPORT DISPATCH (PD171-132). 

a. If more than one prisoner, and different destinations involved, 

separate DISPATCH will be prepared for each destination. 

 

ESCORTING 

OFFICER 

 

26. Obtain both copies of PRISONER TRANSPORT DISPATCH from 

attendant and comply with instructions. 

27. Ride in transporting vehicle and keep prisoners under constant 

surveillance while transporting to court, etc. 

28. Deliver prisoner(s) to assigned detention facility. 

29. Assist attendant in searching and placing prisoner in cell. 

  

POLICE 

ATTENDANT 

 

30. Conduct complete search of prisoner (see P.G. 208-05, “Arrest - General 

Search Guidelines”). 

31. Lock prisoner in cell. 

32. Make entries on PRISONER ROSTER and file at desk when completed. 

  
DESK OFFICER/ 

BOROUGH 

COURT 

SECTION 

SUPERVISOR 

 

33. Periodically conduct personal inspection of prisoner noting their 

condition and document the inspection under the “Remarks” caption on 

the PRISONER ROSTER. 

 

ESCORTING 

OFFICER 

34. Deliver prisoner’s fingerprints to appropriate borough court section 

facility if prisoner is not printed on Livescan. 

 

DESK 

OFFICER, 

PRECINCT OF 

ARREST 

 

35. Obtain original copy of PRISONER TRANSPORT DISPATCH from 

escorting officer and file chronologically. 

 

DESK 

OFFICER, 

PRECINCT OF 

DETENTION 

 

36. Keep all cell doors and other doors leading into cellblock area locked if 

cells have not been activated. 

37. Make entry in Command Log and notify an available supervisory officer 

to inspect cellblock when informed that command’s cells are activated. 

38. Assign police attendant. 

 

SUPERVISORY 

OFFICER 

CONCERNED 

 

39. Observe opening of detention area. 

40. Inspect each cell to ascertain that cells are clean and free of unauthorized 

items. 

41. Make Command Log entry indicating time the first prisoner lodged and 

condition of cells. 

 

 

https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/208-05.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/208-05.pdf
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 HOLDOVER PRISONERS IN ADDITION TO OTHER REQUIRED ACTION 

LISTED ABOVE 
 

DESK 

OFFICER, 

PRECINCT OF 

DETENTION 

 

42. Assign member(s) to escort prisoners to court. 

43. Direct escorting officer to complete captions and sign PRISONER 

ROSTER when prisoner is removed from cell. 

44. Review PRISONER ROSTER for accuracy and completeness. 

45. Initial PRISONER ROSTER next to “Time of Admission” column for 

each prisoner removed. 

 

POLICE 

ATTENDANT 

 

46. Prepare PRISONER TRANSPORT DISPATCH listing all prisoners 

having same destination. 

a. Prepare separate DISPATCH form for each destination. 

 

ESCORTING 

OFFICER 

 

47. Verify prisoner placed on transport chains are same as listed on 

DISPATCH and take “head count.” 

48. Deliver prisoners to holding pen at destination. 

49. Return to command for assignment or proceed to original destination, as 

appropriate. 
 

ADDITIONAL 

DATA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“HIGH RISK” PRISONERS 

 

Determinations as to whether a particular prisoner presents a potential escape risk 
should be made on a case-by-case basis.  Factors that can be considered in making this 

determination include the seriousness of the offense charged, prisoner unwillingness to 

identify himself or herself, forcible resistance to arrest, threats of violence and/or escape 

threats directed at uniformed members of the service, a known history of violence, 
weapons possession, or escape/attempted escape. 

 

USE OF LEG RESTRAINTS 
 

The use of leg restraints does not replace the requirement to rear handcuff the prisoner.  

All procedures detailing the use of handcuffs remain in effect.  When using leg restraints 

on a prisoner, the escorting officer is to exercise caution to prevent the prisoner from falling. 
 

Leg restraints MUST be used when transporting a prisoner that has refused to be 

fingerprinted and for ALL prisoners being transported to a hospital for medical 
treatment.  If the desk officer determines that extenuating circumstances exist that 

preclude placing leg restraints on a prisoner that has refused to be fingerprinted or is 

being removed to a hospital for medical treatment, a Command Log entry will be made 
detailing the reason why. 

 

Leg restraints may not be placed on prisoners for “punitive” purposes.  Determinations 

as to whether a particular prisoner presents a potential escape risk should be made on a 
case by case basis.  Factors that can be considered in making this determination include 

the seriousness of the offense charged, prisoner unwillingness to identify himself or 

herself, forcible resistance to arrest, threats of violence and/or escape threats directed at 
police officers, known history of violence, weapons possession or escape/attempted 

escape. 
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ACTIVATION OF DETENTION FACILITIES 
 

Borough court section concerned activates detention facilities, assigns cell space, and 

determines method of transportation for EVERY prisoner scheduled for detention or 
change of custody (i.e., to court, hospital) even though precinct of arrest has cells. Refer 

to P.G. 210-17, “Arrest Processing of Pre-Arraignment Prisoners Designated as 

‘Special Category’ ” and/or A.G. 304-06, “Prohibited Conduct,” regarding gender, if 

necessary. 
 

CITIZEN’S POLICY AND COMPLAINT REVIEW COUNCIL 
 

Members of the Citizen’s Policy and Complaint Review Council are permitted to enter 

and inspect precinct detention cells and any books or records pertaining to these cells at 
any and all times. 

  

ARREST OF PERSONS WHO ARE LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT OR DEAF OR 
HARD OF HEARING 

 

Members of the service are reminded that if the prisoner appears to have difficulty 
understanding/communicating in English, the member of the service concerned should comply with 

P.G. 212-90, “Guidelines for Interaction with Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons.” If the 

prisoner appears to be Deaf of hard of hearing, the member of the service concerned should comply 

with P.G. 212-104, “Interaction with Persons who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing.”  The use of a 
bilingual employee or the Language Initiative Program is the preferential method for interpretation 

when interacting with a prisoner. It is recommended that certified members of the Language 

Initiative Program be used for custodial interrogations. Appropriate Command Log 
entries will be made when interpretation services are utilized.  

 

PRISONER CONFLICTS 
 

Whenever an arresting officer/investigator becomes aware that there is the need to separate 

two or more defendants from one another due to threats made by one defendant to another, 
or due to the potential for one defendant to assault another, a notation will be made at the 

bottom of each defendant’s Prisoner Movement Slip in the “Detention Alert” section under 

the caption “Other (Explain).”  The notation must contain the name and arrest number of 

the other defendant involved, as well as an indication as to why separation is deemed 
necessary (e.g., prisoner had a fight with the other prisoner, prisoner was threatened by 

other prisoner).  If separation is required for confidential or sensitive reasons, such as one 

prisoner testified against another, enter the name and telephone number of the arresting 
officer/assigned investigator so that further information can be obtained if necessary, rather 

than entering the actual reason for the separation.  (If detention personnel are unable to 

contact the arresting officer/assigned investigator for further information, they will continue 
to keep the affected prisoners separated from one another). 

 

In the event that an arrest processing officer or escorting officer becomes aware that a 

conflict exists between prisoners requiring their separation, the officer must: 
a. Inform the arresting officer/assigned investigator of the circumstances in order 

that the latter may make entries on the Prisoner Movement Slips, OR 

b. Personally make entries on the Prisoner Movement Slips which must then be 
brought to the attention of the court section personnel for entry on the 

courthouse generated movement slips. 

https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/210-17.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/210-17.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/304-06.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/212-90.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/212-104.pdf
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The information entered on the Prisoner Movement Slip prepared at the precinct must 

also be entered on the computerized movement slip generated at the courthouse when 

the prisoner is photographed.  In addition to the notation on the movement slip, the 

arresting officer/assigned investigator/escorting officer will notify the concerned 
borough court section supervisor. 
 

Members of the service assigned to prisoner detention functions at a command and at the 

courthouse must examine and be guided by the information contained in the “Detention 

Alert” caption on each Prisoner Movement Slip in regard to separating prisoners, etc. 
 

HANDCUFFING PROTOCOL 
  

The Department’s policy is to handcuff all prisoners with hands behind their back, when 
practical.  

a. If it is safer for the member of the service and the subject, the member of the 

service may front-cuff the subject initially, and then rear-cuff as soon as it is 

practical and safety allows.  
b. If members of the service are having difficulty rear-cuffing a subject (i.e., injury to 

prisoner, size of prisoner, prisoner resisting arrest, etc.), two sets of handcuffs linked 

together, may be utilized.  In addition, Department issued leg restraints or Velcro 
straps to immobilize the legs of a subject may be used as an effective tactic to gain 

control, limit the subject’s ability to flee or harm other individuals, and reduce or 

eliminate the necessity to use force. 

(1) Utilizing two sets of handcuffs should only be used as a form of 
temporary restraint and should be transitioned to one set of handcuffs 

when it is safe and practical to do so. 

 
If available, Department issued alternative restraining devices should be used to restrain, or 

further restrain, subjects whose actions may cause injury to themselves or others. 

 
When a prisoner has surrendered at a law enforcement facility and is accompanied by 

an attorney, the uniformed member of the service may request authorization from an 

immediate supervisor not to use handcuffs, after the supervisor and uniformed member 

of the service have evaluated the following criteria: 
a. Potential threat to the officer, prisoner and other persons 

b. Possibility of the prisoner escaping. 

 
In all circumstances, uniformed members of the service should conduct a search of the prisoner. 

 

RESTRAINT OF PREGNANT PRISONERS 
 

When a uniformed member of the service believes a prisoner is pregnant, the uniformed 
member of the service will initially rear cuff the prisoner, absent exceptional circumstances 

(e.g., medical emergencies, visibly pregnant prisoner who may be difficult to rear cuff and 

who poses no immediate threat, etc.), and notify their immediate supervisor. 
 

The immediate supervisor will then determine if a less restrictive method of restraint is 
appropriate and tactically sound. Less restrictive methods may include front 

handcuffing, or handcuffing one hand to a stationary post.  If less restrictive methods 

are not appropriate, the immediate supervisor may determine that a more appropriate 
method of restraint is warranted. 
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When determining whether the level of restraint is appropriate, the immediate 

supervisor should consider the totality of the circumstances, including, but not limited 

to: 

a. Safety of members of the service, prisoner and other individuals present, 
b. Likelihood of prisoner escaping, 

c. Circumstances and/or crime leading to arrest of prisoner, 

d. Demeanor and behavior of prisoner, 
e. Whether prisoner appears to be in late stages of pregnancy and may present a 

fall risk, and 

f. Whether prisoner appears to be in labor. 
 

PRISONER SECURITY SURVEY 
  

To promote safety for members of the service and improve prisoner security, a prisoner 

security survey will be conducted annually during the last week of September, in all 
Department facilities where prisoners are processed.  Commanding officers will make 

certain that prisoners being processed will not be allowed in areas containing Department 

lockers, or have access to any Department or personal property that might provide a means 
of escape or cause injury.  The prohibition against prisoners being held, even temporarily, 

in areas containing Department lockers or of prisoners having access to Department or 

personal property of members shall be strictly enforced and clearly and frequently 
communicated to all members of the command by commanding officers concerned. 

 

Commanding officers will report the results of the annual prisoner security survey, by 

September 30th, each year, on Typed Letterhead, addressed to the bureau chief 
concerned, through channels.  Included in the report will be a description of prisoner 

processing areas, hazards or deficiencies observed and corrective action taken. 

 
Investigative units located in precinct stationhouses will be surveyed by the precinct 

commander in consultation with the investigative unit commander.  Results will be 

reported on the precinct commanding officer’s report.  NO duplicate report is required 

from the investigative unit commander but responsibility for corrective actions will 
reside with the unit commander. 

 

Bureau chiefs will review the prisoner security survey reports received from subordinate 
commands.  The reports will be forwarded to the Strategic Analysis Section, Office of the 

Chief of Department, with a covering Typed Letterhead, indicating that corrective 

action has been initiated or completed, if required.  The Strategic Analysis Section is 
responsible for collating the reports received from bureau chiefs and providing 

administrative assistance to the Prisoner Security Board. 
 

PRISONERS AND VICTIMS WITH COMMUNICABLE DISEASES 
 

Information concerning a prisoner’s or a victim’s affliction with a communicable disease must 
be kept confidential.  This information generally should not be released to the public, the 

media, the person’s family and friends, or to other prisoners.  There may be unusual 

circumstances under which release of this information is warranted.  Any such release, 

however, may only be made with the written consent of the Deputy Commissioner, Legal 
Matters. 
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In some cases, prisoners may volunteer their positive status regarding a communicable 

disease indicating the need to be segregated from general prisoner population or the 

need for medical treatment.  In such cases, isolation cells should be used, if available.  

This information may be recorded on a Prisoner Movement Slip or on form MEDICAL 

TREATMENT OF PRISONER (PD244-150) in order to alert personnel assigned to 

Corrections, District Attorneys’ offices or courts. 
 

Members of the service who are exposed to a communicable disease should follow the 
provisions of A.G. 330-09, “Exposure of Members of the Service to Infectious Diseases 

or Hazardous Materials.” 
 

DISRUPTION IN CELL AVAILABILITY 
 

In those instances where there is a substantial disruption in the availability of detention 

cells, at either a command or a borough court section facility, caused by a civil or 

natural emergency, or disturbance, or any other circumstance which would deny the use 
of the cells, the commanding officer/duty captain investigating the incident will ensure 

that a telephone notification is made to the borough court section.  An UNUSUAL 

OCCURRENCE REPORT (PD370-150) describing the incident will be faxed to the 
borough court section concerned.  A copy of this REPORT will be forwarded to the 

Criminal Justice Bureau.  The Criminal Justice Bureau will make the determination as 

to whether a notification is to be made to the New York State Commission of Correction. 
 

PRISONERS DESIGNATED AS “FOR OTHER AUTHORITY (FOA)” 
 

If a federal court or detention facility is unable to lodge a FOA prisoner (i.e., court 

closed, etc.) the Criminal Justice Bureau has designated the Brooklyn Court Section to 
detain these holdover prisoners until the respective federal entity is ready for intake.  All 

appropriate paperwork will accompany the FOA prisoner. 

 

SEXUAL ASSAULT AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT OF PRISONERS 
 

The Department has a zero tolerance policy toward all forms of sexual assault and 

sexual harassment of prisoners by other prisoners or any other person. Any instance or 

allegation that a prisoner was sexually assaulted or sexually harassed while in custody 
of this Department will be immediately reported to a supervisor and P.G. 210-07, 

“Prisoners – Unusual Occurrence” will be complied with. A prisoner who reports being 

a victim will be separated from the alleged offender and medical attention will be 
provided if appropriate. 
 

RELATED 

PROCEDURES 

 

Prisoners Requiring Medical/Psychiatric Treatment (P.G. 210-04) 

Prisoner Meals (P.G. 210-06) 
Unusual Occurrences Involving Prisoners (P.G. 210-07) 

Guidelines for Prisoner Holding Pens (P.G. 210-08) 
 

FORMS AND 

REPORTS 

 

ARREST REPORT - SUPPLEMENT (PD244-157) 

MEDICAL TREATMENT OF PRISONER (PD244-150) 

PRISONER ROSTER (PD244-145) 

PRISONER TRANSPORT DISPATCH (PD171-132) 

Typed Letterhead  

UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE REPORT (PD370-150) 
 

https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/330-09.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/330-09.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/210-07.pdf
https://portal.nypd.org/sites/354/Lists/NYPDManuals/210-07.pdf
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NEW    YORK    CITY    POLICE    DEPARTMENT 

ARRESTING 
OFFICER 
 

1. Comply with the provisions of P.G. 208-02, “Arrests-Removal To 
Department Facility For Processing”, P.G. 208-03, “Arrests-General 
Processing”, P.G. 208-15, “Arrest Report Preparation At Stationhouse”, 
and the following: 

 
 TRANSPORTING PRISONERS IN DEPARTMENT VEHICLES 

 
ARRESTING/ 
ESCORTING 
OFFICER 
 

When a prisoner is transported in a Department vehicle, the prisoner will be rear 
handcuffed, placed in the rear seat and secured with a seat belt on. Seat belts will 
be used to secure prisoners, when practical, in non-emergency situations. In 
Department vehicles equipped with a fiberglass partition, both the operator and 
recorder will ride in the front seat. If the Department vehicle is not equipped with 
a fiberglass partition, the recorder will ride in the rear seat, directly behind the 
operator, with the prisoner seated on the passenger side of the vehicle. 
Transporting members will ensure that: 
a. The handcuffs are double locked. 
b. The prisoner is placed in a position in the rear seat to allow the recorder 

to visually monitor the prisoner during transport. 
c. The rear compartment of Department vehicle is examined before and 

after prisoner transport. 
d. All personal property (e.g., flashlights, batons, briefcases, etc.) is 

removed prior to placing the prisoner inside the Department vehicle. 
e. When the seat belt is being secured on the prisoner by a member, the 

other member will remain on the opposite side of the RMP with the rear 
door open to be tactically able to assist in the event of an unforeseen 
occurrence. 

 
Prisoners will be transported in an RMP equipped with a safety partition 
whenever available. In all cases, prisoner(s) will be kept under observation at all 
times and both the operator and recorder will be physically present at the 
embarkment/disembarkment point of the vehicle to supervise prisoner entry and 
exit. 
 

NOTE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Whenever it is necessary to transport/secure prisoners in a marked or unmarked RMP 
and the vehicle has child safety locks on the rear door, these locks will be engaged. Most 
passenger vehicles are equipped with child safety locks which, when engaged, will 
prevent the opening of the rear door from the inside of the vehicle. 
 
The child safety locks are engaged through the operation of a switch located in the door 
jamb area of each rear door. On Ford Crown Victoria vehicles, the switch must be slid 
to the “Lock On” position. On Chevrolet Impala vehicles, a key or similar device must 
be inserted into an opening in the door jamb to move the switch upward. For further 
clarification or for directions for other passenger vehicles, the respective owner’s 
manual should be reviewed. It is important to note that when child safety locks are 
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NOTE 
(continued) 
 

engaged, the doors are operable only from the outside; however, a passenger can reach 
outside the vehicle through an open window and operate the door. It is further 
recommended that the child safety locks be disengaged when transporting members of 
the service. 
 

 TRANSPORTING PRISONERS IN TWELVE PASSENGER VANS 
  

ARRESTING/ 
ESCORTING 
OFFICER 
 

The transportation of prisoners in a twelve passenger van or similar vehicle will 
be avoided whenever a RMP with a safety partition is available. 
 
When it is necessary to utilize a twelve passenger van to transport prisoner(s), the 
prisoner(s) will be rear handcuffed with handcuffs double locked. The prisoner(s) 
will be secured on the second bench seat utilizing the seatbelts. The recorder will 
ride on the 1st bench seat. Normally, no more than three prisoners should be 
transported at one time (see ADDITIONAL DATA graphic for Seating Plan.) 
 
Select twelve passenger vans are equipped with an electric rear door lock. This 
lock will be engaged when prisoners are secured in the vehicle. 
 
When it is necessary to utilize a twelve passenger van to transport more than 
three prisoners, e.g. transporting prisoners from a precinct to court, in addition to 
the procedures outlined above, leg restraints will be utilized, if available. When 
members of the service are utilizing leg restraints, the use of transport chains 
may not be necessary and will not be mandated as in Patrol Guide procedure 
210-01, “Prisoners General Procedure.” If transport chains are not utilized, 
prisoners will be rear handcuffed and handcuffs double locked. No more than 
seven prisoners will be transported in this manner and the prisoners will be 
secured on the 2nd and 3rd bench seats. The recorder and additional escort 
officer(s), if assigned, will ride in the 1st bench seat (see ADDITIONAL DATA 
graphic for Seating Plan.) 
 
When utilizing a twelve passenger van to transport/secure prisoners during 
SNEU operations, or any other operation where the prisoner(s) may spend 
protracted periods of time in the van, all of the above security devices will be 
utilized, i.e. handcuffs, leg restraints, door locks, seatbelts, etc., when available. 
Prisoners should not be kept in vans for excessive periods of time. 
 
In all cases, the prisoner(s) will be kept under observation at all times and both 
the operator and recorder will be physically present at the 
embarkment/disembarkment point of the vehicle to supervise prisoner entry and 
exit. Whenever prisoners wearing leg restraints are being transported in twelve 
passenger vans, members of the service will take care to ensure that the prisoners 
enter and exit the van safely. Because of the height of the vans, and the fact that 
prisoners wearing leg restraints will generally be rear handcuffed and may have 
greater difficulty in breaking their fall should they slip, officers will assist 
prisoners into and out of the vans. 
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 DELIVERING PRISONERS TO DETENTION FACILITY OR 
PRE-ARRAIGNMENT 
 

ARRESTING/ 
ESCORTING 
OFFICER  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Arresting/escorting officers shall notify attendants or Correction Department 
personnel if prisoner(s) offered resistance, exhibited other threatening or 
dangerous behavior, attempted suicide or escape. Such notification and behavior 
will be recorded in the member’s digital Activity Log and noted on the Prisoner 
Movement Slip, in the “Detention Alert” section. 
 
Leg restraints MUST be used when transporting a prisoner that has refused to be 
fingerprinted and for ALL prisoners being transported to a hospital for medical 
treatment. If the desk officer determines that extenuating circumstances exist that 
preclude placing leg restraints on a prisoner that has refused to be fingerprinted 
or is being transported to a hospital for medical treatment, a Command Log entry 
will be made detailing the reason why. The use of leg restraints does not replace 
the requirement to rear handcuff the prisoner. All procedures detailing the use of 
handcuffs remain in effect. When using leg restraints on a prisoner, the escorting 
officer is to exercise caution to prevent the prisoner from falling. 
 
Whenever an arresting officer/investigator becomes aware of the need to separate 
two or more defendants from one another due to threats made by one defendant 
to another, or due to the potential for one defendant to assault another, a notation 
will be made at the bottom of each defendant’s Prisoner Movement Slip in the 
“Detention Alert” section under the caption “Other (Explain).” The notation must 
contain the name and arrest number of the other defendant involved, as well as an 
indication as to why separation is deemed necessary (e.g., prisoner had a fight 
with the other prisoner; prisoner was threatened by other prisoner, etc.). If 
separation is required for confidential or sensitive reasons, such as one prisoner 
testified against another, enter the name and telephone number of the arresting 
officer/investigator so that further information can be obtained if necessary, 
rather than entering the actual reason for the separation. (If detention personnel 
are unable to contact the arresting officer/investigator for further information, 
they will continue to keep the affected prisoners separated from one another). 
 
In the event that an arrest processing officer or escorting officer becomes aware 
that a conflict exists between prisoners requiring their separation, the officer 
must: 
a. Inform the arresting officer/investigator of the circumstances in order that 

the latter may make entries on the Prisoner Movement Slips, OR 
b. Personally make entries on the Prisoner Movement Slips which should 

then be brought to the attention of the Court Section personnel for entry 
on the courthouse generated movement slips. 
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The information entered on the Prisoner Movement Slip prepared at the 
precinct must also be entered on the computerized movement slip generated at 
the courthouse when the prisoner is photographed. In addition to the notation on 
the movement slip, the arresting officer/investigator/escorting officer will notify 
the concerned borough court section supervisor. 
 
Members of the service assigned to prisoner detention functions at the precinct 
and at the courthouse must examine and be guided by the information contained 
in the “Detention Alert” caption on each Prisoner Movement Slip regarding 
separating prisoners, etc. 
 
Department policy prohibits the carrying of firearms within detention facilities. 
Therefore, when delivering prisoners for pre-arraignment processing, arresting/ 
transporting officers must: 
a. Respond to the appropriate borough court section intake area with 

required arrest related documents, and enter with prisoner(s) to be 
processed. 

b. Upon entering facility, immediately secure firearms in designated 
Department locker as directed by assigned Department personnel. 

c. Upon completion of police duties within the detention facility, the 
uniformed member will retrieve the firearm from the location where it 
was secured prior to leaving the facility. 

 
When delivering prisoners to the Manhattan Court Section at the rear of 100 
Centre Street, uniformed members of the service are to secure their firearms in 
the Department of Correction security booth located in the intake sally port area. 
 
The court section locations are as follows: 
 
MANHATTAN COURT SECTION - Rear of 100 Centre Street (at Baxter Street)  
 
MIDTOWN COMMUNITY COURT – 314 West 54th Street (Midtown North Pct.) 
 
BROOKLYN COURT SECTION - Rear of 120 Schermerhorn Street (State St.) 
 
QUEENS COURT SECTION - 125-01 Queens Boulevard  
 
BRONX COURT SECTION - 215 East 161st Street  
 
STATEN ISLAND COURT SECTION - 78 Richmond Terrace (120th Pct. 2nd Fl.) 
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Uniformed members of the service at the scene of an incident at which a prisoner 
is acting in a deranged, erratic manner apparently caused by a drug overdose, i.e., 
cocaine psychosis, angel dust, heroin overdose, etc., will request the response of 
the supervisor on patrol, if an ambulance is not immediately available. The 
supervisor will determine if prisoner should be removed to the appropriate 
hospital by utilizing a Department vehicle or await the arrival of an ambulance. 
The prisoner is not to be brought to a police facility. 
 
Cocaine induced psychosis or other illegal drug usage may cause violent 
behavior which may be a means of self-defense against imagined persecutors. In 
addition to paranoia, the individual may experience visual, auditory, or tactile 
(e.g., bugs crawling under the skin, etc.), hallucinations, high body temperature 
and seizures. Since sudden death may ensue, uniformed members of the service 
are reminded to have such person brought to an appropriate hospital facility and 
NOT TO A POLICE FACILITY. 
 
Absent unusual circumstances, and when an unoccupied detention cell is 
available, prisoners who are being processed and require the use of toilet 
facilities will utilize those located within precinct detention cells. Detention cell 
facilities chosen must be fully operational (e.g., toilets, alarm and cell lock in 
working condition). Prisoners will be escorted by a uniformed member of the 
service of the same sex. All Department directives relative to prisoner security 
guidelines remain in effect. 
 

ADDITIONAL 
DATA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Seating Plan 
Up to 3 Prisoners 

 

                                                    Side Door 
 
* Rear door must be locked to ensure prisoners do not escape. 
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(continued) 
 

                                   Seating Plan 
                             Up to 7 Prisoners 
 

                                                         Side Door 
 
* Maximum transport of prisoners is 7 prisoners for 12 passenger vans. 
 
* Rear door must be locked to ensure prisoners do not escape. 
 
* Assign additional escort officer as necessary.

  
RELATED 
PROCEDURES 

Arrests - Removal to Department Facility for Processing (P.G. 208-02) 
Arrests - General Processing (P.G.208-03) 
Arrest - General Search Guidelines (P.G. 208-05) 
Arrest Report Preparation at Stationhouse (P.G. 208-15) 
Performing Local, State and Federal Warrant Checks (P.G. 208-22) 
Notification to the Detective Bureau when a Specified Condition Exists/is Suspected (P.G. 208-73) 
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