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Department member or the member's relative. Roberts was involved in ticket fixing on five or 

six occasions for family members, friends, a..11d fellow officers. Roberts's past ticket fixing did 

not come up with her superiors at IAB nor did she volunteer the information to them. 

Sergeant John Ortiz 

Ortiz, a 20-year member of the Department, previously was assigned to IAB and also 

worked on the Bronx ticket-fixing investigation. He conducted several hundred official 

Department interviews during the course of the investigation, based on wiretapped 

conversations. Ortiz would ask subjects standard questions relating to ticket fixing, its 

terminology and jargon, and whether the subject facilitated or made a request for a sununons to 

be taken care of. 

There was a particular structure as to how a sununons would be taken care of. The 

requesting officer would approach a delegate in his command and make the request. That 

delegate would contact the delegate at the issning officer's command, where the second delegate 

would forward the request. There were different ways of taking care of a summons. First, the 

issuing officer could just not turn in the summons for processing. If, however, the sununons had 

already been turned in and was processed, the issuing officer could omit information about the 

testimony in traffic court in order that the summons would be dismissed. 
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Pursuant to his investigation, Ortiz conducted an interview of Respondent. He first asked 

Respondent to define some terminology and then asked whether Respondent ever requested that 

a summons be taken care of. Respondent admitted that he contacted his delegate regarding a 

parking summons that he received. He received the summons while parking at a bus stop within 
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PENALTY 

In order to determine an appropriate penalty, Respondent's service record was exa1nined. 

See Matter of Pell v. Board of Educ., 34 N.Y.2d 222,240 (1974). Respondent was appointed to 

the Department on July 1, 2003. Information from his personnel folder that was considered in 

making this penalty recommendation is contained in an attached confidential memorandum. 

Respondent has been found Guilty of requesting the assistance of another Department 

member to prevent the processing and adjudication of two summonses. Both were issued to 

himself and another officer at PK' s, a Bronx tavern frequented by uniformed members of the 

service. Respondent asked his delegate to "fix" them and the delegate said that he would see 

what he could do. There was no evidence, however, that the delegate took any specific action. 

Respondent claimed that he paid the ticket. There was nothing to show otherwise. 

Respondent made several arguments for a lenient penalty. The Court has addressed and 

rejected, supra, his contention that the area around PK's was "sort of a self-enforcing area" due 

to so many officers eating there. Respondent also argued that he only engaged in one act of 

asking for assistance in defeating summonses, even if there were two summonses issued to two 

drivers. Respondent made one call to one delegate, so the incident as a whole should be.treated 

as asking for assistance in preventing the adjudication of a single summons. This would merit 

the lower penalty of the forfeiture of IO vacation days. See Case No. 2011 6384, p. 17 (July I 6, 

2013). 

The Advocate answered that its policy was to look at not the number of summonses but 

the number of defendants. This was the more objective method, it argued, because any one 

defendant could be issued multiple sunrmonses depending on the issuing officer's discretion. 










