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4. Said Police Officer George Mastrokostas, while assigned as indicated in Specification
#1, while on-duty, at a location within the vicinity of the 70th Precinct. on or about eight (8)
occasions between November 11, 2008, and February 4, 2009, failed to give a proper radio
disposition to the Communications Section by not informing the Communications Section that a
vehicle was towed from the scene. (4s amended)

P.G. 217-09, Page 4, Additional Data - DIRECTED ACCIDENT RESPONSE
PROGRAM

5. Said Police Officer George Mastrokostas, while assigned as indicated in Specification
#1, while on-duty, at various locations within the vicinity of the 70th Precinct, on or about eight
(8) occasions between November 11, 2008, and February 4, 2009, upon responding to the scene
of a motor vehicle accident, failed to make proper Activity Log entries in his Department-issued
Activity Log, as required.

P.G. 212-08, Page 1, Paragraph 1, Subsection 5 - ACTIVITY LOGS

6. Said Police Officer George Mastrokostas, while assigned as indicated in Specification
#1, while on-duty, at various locations within the vicinity of the 70th Precinct, on or about three
(3) occasions between February 2, 2009, and February 4, 2009, upon responding to the scene of a
motor vehicle accident, made an inaccurate entry in a Police Accident Report by documenting
that a vehicle had not been towed from the scene of an accident when, in fact, it had.

P.G. 206-03. Page ), Paragraph 9 — VIOLATIONS SUBJECT TO COMMAND
DISCIPLINES

7. Said Police Officer George Mastrokostas, while assigned as indicated in Specification
#1, while on-duly, at various locations within the vicinity of the 70th Precinct, on several
occasions between the dates of January 20, 2009, and February 4, 2009, did engage in improper
use of his personal cellular telephone. (4s amended)

P.G. 203-06, Page 1, Paragraph 17 - PERFORMANCE ON DUTY - PROHIBITED
CONDUCT

8. Said Police Officer George Mastrokostas, while assigned as indicated in Specification
#1. while on-duty, at various locations within the vicinity of the 70th Precinct, on several
occasions between January 20, 2009, and February 4, 2009. conducted personal business while
on Department time by utilizing his personal cellular telephone. (4s amended)

P.G. 203-06, Page 1, Paragraph 17 - PERFORMANCE ON DUTY - PROHIBITED
CONDUCT










































POLICE OFFICER GEORGE MASTROKOSTAS 16

Specification No. 2

The second specification charges that Respondent violated DARP by failing to issue an
LD-6 summons as the notice of violation against the “unauthorized towing company” in question
when it appeared at the scene of the accidents and towed the vehicles. All three companies on all
eight occasions were unauthorized, either because they were not on the DARP list or were not
dispatched by the Communications Section. The [AB investigator testified credibly that ofticers
were required to issue LD-6 summonses in these situations. It was undisputed that he failed to

do so. Therefore he is found Guilty.

Specification Nos. 3 & 4

Both of these specifications relate to Respondent’s alleged failure to communicate with
the Communications Section. The Court rejects Respondent’s argument that because he was the
operator and either Markov or Campbell the recorder for the incidents in question, he had no
obligation to contact the dispatcher. The Advocate persuasively argued that both oftficers were
responsible for the proper completion of the job. Respondent could not sit back and relax, and
allow Markov to do everything while disclaiming all responsibility for any violations of the
Patrol Guide. during something as quotidian as responding to a minor traftic accident. His lack
of contact with the radio dispatcher thus cannot be excused. Cf. Case Nos. 2011-6501, -6520 &
2012-7357, p. 8 (Dec. 17, 2014) (recorder in conditions auto was found guilty of failing to notify
radio dispatcher of beginning a vehicle pursuit, but supervisor and operator were not guilty of
failing to do so “during such a tense and fast-moving incident.™).

The third specification charges that Respondent violated DARP by not requesting a
DARP company and by allowing a non-DARP company to remove vehicles. As the

specification is written, the “and™ is important. On all eight occasions, Respondent failed to




















