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6. Said Deputy Inspector Paul Zangrilli, while assigned to the 05 Precinct, while off-duty on
or about August 16, 2022 in the confines of New York County, intentionally made a false
and/or misleading statements and impeded an investigation, to wit said Deputy Inspector
caused inaccurate information to be entered on a Police Accident Report and Collision
Report when he misled or misinformed Captain Timothy Magliente that he was operating
a vehicle when it was involved in a collision when that was not true. (As amended)

A.G. 304-10, Page 1, Paragraphs 1, 2, 3 & 4 

N.Y. Penal Law§ 175.10 

N.Y. Penal Law§ 145.35(1) 

FALSE AND MISLEADING
STATEMENTS

FALSIFYING BUSINESS 
RECORDS IN THE FIRST 
DEGREE 

OFFERING A FALSE 
INSTRUMENT FOR 
FILING IN THE FIRST 
DEGREE 

7. Said Deputy Inspector Paul Zangrilli, while assigned to the 05 Precinct, while off-duty on
or about August 16, 2022 in the confines of New York County, engaged in conduct
prejudicial to the good order, efficiency and discipline of the Depattment, to wit: said
Deputy Inspector entered and operated a Category I Department vehicle, after consuming
numerous alcoholic beverages.

A.G. 304-06, Page I, Paragraph 1 PROHIBITED CONDUCT

8. Said Deputy Inspector Paul Zangrilli, while assigned to the 05 Precinct and while off­
duty on or about August 16, 2022, in the confines of New York County, engaged in
conduct prejudicial to the good order and efficiency of the Depa1tment, to wit: attempted
to have video footage from an establishment named, American Whiskey deleted. (As
added)

A.G. 304-06, Page I, Paragraph 1 PROHIBITED CONDUCT

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

The above-named member of the Department appeared before me on January 21 and 22, 

2025. The Department did not call any witnesses. Respondent, through his counsel, entered a 

plea of guilty to Specifications 1 through 8 and testified in mitigation of the penalty. Respondent 

called retired Deputy Chief Joseph Dowling and retired Captain Christopher Zaffiro to testify on 
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Department vehicle after consuming numerous alcoholic beverages; and (8) requesting that the 

owner of American Whiskey delete a video recording of Respondent and his girlfriend. 

Respondent, in his sworn guilty pleas, admitted that he consumed numerous alcoholic 

beverages while operating a Category I Department vehicle on personal business (T. 52, 54, 70). 

He also admitted that on the day of the charged misconduct, he had been taking the 

antidepressant Prozac, which his therapist had prescribed (T. 138-139). He visited four drinking 

establishments with his girlfriend, who rode as a passenger in his Department vehicle, violating 

Depaiiment policy (T. 51-52). This aspect of the misconduct Respondent pled guilty to was 

completely within his control, and he could have refrained from engaging in it had he exercised 

basic common sense, let alone the degree of judgment expected of a Department executive. 

While Counsel for Respondent conceded that he did not exercise the judgment that he 

demonstrated in other aspects of his professional life, he failed to do so because he was 

experiencing "the worst day of his life." 

While this Tribunal will not attempt to diminish the emotional upheaval a decision to 

divorce can have upon spouses and their children, Respondent engaged in reckless behavior that 

endangered himself, his girlfriend, and other motorists. While there is no evidence of 

Respondent's specific level of intoxication, it is highly unlikely that after the consumption of 10-

15 drinks I his ability to operate a vehicle safely was significantly diminished. It is also likely 

that the interaction between his alcohol consumption and his anti-anxiety medication enhanced 

the degree of his impairment. I take judicial notice that Prozac is an anti-depressant.2 I take 

1 Respondent admitted he had one beer at Nice; one beer at the Keg Room; one alcoholic beverage at Clinton House;
seven beers and five shots at American Whiskey (T. 110, 112). He also conceded that his girlfriend had three beers 
and seven shots at American Whiskey (T. 113). 
2 https://www.mayoclinic.org/drugs-supplements/fluoxetine-oral-route/description/drg-20063952 
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judicial notice that the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, National Institutes 

of Health, warns, "[c]ombining alcohol with certain medications, particularly those with sedative 

effects, can increase the risk of adverse events, including falls, driving accidents, and fatal 

overdoses (https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/health-professionals-communities/core-resource-on-

al coho I/ al co ho 1-m ed i cation-interactions-po tenti all y-dangcro us-mixes)." 

Respondent could have chosen to remove himself from his wife's presence by going for a 

walk in his neighborhood, visiting a trusted friend, seeking an emergency appointment with his 

therapist, or engaging with a member of the clergy. I do not credit his self-serving assertion that 

"[Respondent's ex-wife] wasn't a person that was going to let me go and just sit with friends .. 

. " (T. 69). What he should not have done was get behind the wheel of a Department vehicle, 

drive from saloon to saloon, and consume 10 to 15 drinks. Moreover, Respondent's decision to 

imbibe alcohol when he knew he had already taken an antidepressant is further evidence of his 

poor decision-making regarding the misconduct he pied guilty to, rather than evidence of 

mitigation. 

Once Respondent reached the level of impairment that he either requested that his 

girlfriend drive, or accepted his girlfriend's offer to drive, his Department vehicle, he still had 

options that did not include either of them driving while impaired (T. 71, 72, 116-117, 166-167). 

He could have gotten a hotel room; taken a taxi to his girlfriend's apartment; or gone to his 

command where he could have slept in his office. There is no evidence of the existence of a 

circumstance which compelled him to operate his Department vehicle despite the obvious danger 

to himself and the public. Had he come to his senses at that juncture, he would not likely have 

placed his career in jeopardy, although he would likely be facing serious penalties. 
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The most disturbing misconduct to which Respondent pled guilty is his actions after a 

traffic accident. Respondent testified that his girlfriend rear-ended another vehicle while driving 

his Department car, then drove away from the scene of the collision (DE 1, T. 51, 72). He 

admitted that the accident occurred eight minutes after they left American Whiskey, 

approximately six blocks from the saloon (T. 117). While Respondent eventually convinced her 

to stop the vehicle, he did not immediately report the collision and request the presence of a 

supervisor; instead, he replaced his girlfriend as the driver and continued driving away from the 

accident scene (T. 51, 72, 73). The evidence established persuasively that it was through the 

efforts of the motorist whose car was rear-ended that an RMP eventually pulled over 

Respondent; I do not credit Respondent's assertion that he was not pulled over and simply 

encountered an RMP as he was stopped on the side of the road (DE 1, T. 74-75). 

While he testified that he identified himself as a Member of Service to Police Officer 

Famila Akhtar, the responding officer, told her that he was operating a Department vehicle, then 

provided his girlfriend's driver's license, he again failed to request the presence of a supervisor 

(T. 75, 77-78). In his testimony, he acknowledged that because he was operating a Category I 

vehicle, he was "pretty certain it requires somebody, a supervisor to handle the collision report" 

(T. 78, 115). 

He further attempted to pay the motorist $1,000 for the damage to his vehicle, which he 

admitted was not part of the Patro1 Guide procedure for Department vehicles that have been 

involved in a vehicular accident (DE 1; T. 79, 80, 131-132, 141 ). It is undisputed that Police 

Officer Ahktar did not complete an accident report and left the scene; Respondent claimed that 

she asked him if he wanted to "just handle this on your own?" and then left (T. 78-79). 

Respondent admitted that he knew that a police rep01i should have been prepared and that he did 
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procedures. He also knew that he staged a scenario during the second police encounter where he 

told his girlfriend to leave the area so that he could allow Captain Magliente to assume, 

incorrectly, that Respondent had been the driver of the vehicle at the time of the accident that he 

belatedly reported to him. Respondent was also aware that he had provided false information to 

Captain Magliente, which resulted in the preparation of a false report listing him as the driver of 

the vehicle at the time of the accident. Respondent was ce1iainly aware that he had consumed 

10-15 alcoholic drinks on top of his prescription medication. Finally, he was aware that some

time before he had a conversation with Inspector DiBlasio, he had asked the proprietor of 

Manhattan Whiskey to destroy video evidence. 

Based upon the totality of the circumstances, I find that Respondent's false assertion to 

Inspector DiBlasio was more likely than not intended to buy him time before he could be 

subjected to a fitness for duty evaluation. As a police executive, Respondent was certainly aware 

of the procedures for conducting fitness for duty evaluations, either as a commanding officer, or 

when serving as a duty captain. Inspector DiBlasio's inquiry was to determine Respondent's 

physical location so that Respondent could be examined for fitness, rather than an innocuous 

telephone conversation. The evidence demonstrates that after their telephone call, Inspector 

DiBlasio dispatched police personnel to Respondent's home, in accordance with where 

Respondent told him he would be (T. 97). 

Respondent's false assertion to Inspector DiBlasio is consistent with, and, based upon the 

totality of the circumstances, paii of his deliberate attempts to curate the evidence of his 

misconduct in the manner he did. The evidence suppo1is a finding that the false narrative on the 

accident report was clearly intended to focus attention for the accident on him, rather than his 

girlfriend. Similarly, his request for the proprietor of Manhattan Whiskey to delete any video 
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recordings was more likely than not an attempt to erase his girlfriend's presence from any 

official inquiry. Finally, Respondent's assertion that he went back to Manhattan Whiskey to 

inform his friends that he was ending his night earlier than he had planned to is not credible. 

Respondent could have accomplished the same end with a telephone call. Based upon his efforts 

to manipulate the evidence of his misconduct throughout the evening, it is more likely that not 

that his intention was to engage in further attempts to limit the existing evidence of his 

misconduct. 

Finally, Counsel for Respondent argues that all of the misleading actions Respondent 

took were calculated to prevent his soon-to-be estranged wife from finding out about his 

girlfriend. He argues further that a false statement made to avoid personal embarrassment 

regarding an interpersonal relationship is itself a potential mitigating circumstance. 

First, the potential mitigating factor cited by Counsel for Respondent requires that such 

false statement be made where the misconduct itself is not a presumptive termination act. While 

the only offenses to which Respondent pied guilty which carry presumptive penalties of 

te1mination are the specifications alleging a false official statement, the totality of the 

circumstances presented in this case weight decisively against applying this potential mitigating 

factor. Respondent pied guilty to four specifications of misconduct involving a dishonest 

attempt to cover up evidence of his misconduct and the presence of his girlfriend. This was not 

an ill-advised denial during an official Department interview where a Respondent denies an 

illicit relationship after being confronted with evidence of its existence; it was a deliberate, 

persistent attempt to erase as much evidence of Respondent's misconduct and his girlfriend's 

involvement as possible. Under the circumstances presented in this case, no such mitigation is 

warranted. 
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speculative and irrelevant for this Tribunal to opine on what an eventual divorce proceeding 

might entail. Based upon all the evidence in the record, I find that Respondent's actions were 

calculated to protect himself from Departmental discipline and loss of his professional standing. 

I note that the totality of the misconduct to which Respondent pied guilty was not the 

result of a split-second decision in a fluid scenario. Before he engaged in each act of 

misconduct, he had the opportunity to reflect on his contemplated actions; that he nevertheless 

undertook them evinces his intentionality and his recklessness. Because of Respondent's 

training and experience in this Department, especially his experience in leadership positions, he 

had to have appreciated the gravity of his misconduct, yet chose to engage in it despite the 

potential consequences. 

There is also no dispute that Respondent's misconduct was publicized in the media (T. 

135, 166). I find that the facts of this case are of such character to undermine the public's trust in 

this Department's ability to enforce standards of behavior among its members. 

I further find that Respondent's actions are likely to undermine his ability to function in 

any leadership role in this Department. I note that Respondent involved at least four unwitting 

Members of Service in his pattern of deceit. It is difficult to see how he can continue to 

command the respect of police officers when the evidence establishes that he knowingly violated 

the Patrol Guide to serve his personal interests and had no compunction about duping his fellow 

police officers to do so. 

Respondent called retired Deputy Chief Joseph Dowling to testify in mitigation. Chief 

Dowling testified that he is the former Commanding Officer of the Grand Larceny Division in 

the Detective Bureau (T. 177-178). Over a 32-year career, Chief Dowling served as the 
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Chief Dowling authenticated two of Respondent's performance evaluations which he had 

endorsed as a reviewer (T. 203-204; Resp. D, E). 

On cross-examination, Chief Dowling conceded that Respondent, through his own 

actions, had harmed his reputation and that of the Department. He conceded fmther that 

Respondent placed individuals in danger as a result of his misconduct (T. 212-2 I 3). 

16 

Retired Captain Christopher Zaffiro testified that he retired from this Department after 21 

years of service. He described Respondent as his "closest friend on the planet." According to 

Zaffiro, they met in college at SUNY Albany in I 998; during their college years they were 

roommates. After graduation in 2002, they shared an apa1tment in Yonkers until 2010, when 

Zaffiro married (T. 145-147). 

Captain Zaffiro became a police officer in 2003 and Respondent became a banker. After 

a time, Respondent shared with Zaffiro that he was unfulfilled in banking, although he was 

progressing professionally. Zaffiro encouraged him to become a police officer and he did so. 

After Respondent graduated from the Police Academy in 2005, they found themselves working 

together in the 9th Precinct (T. 56, 147-149). According to Zaffiro, Respondent seemed to be 

more mature than his peers and impressed them, as well as his supervisors, with his approach to 

policing (T. 149-152). 

Captain Zaffiro testified that Respondent discussed the charges he has now pled guilty to 

with him and admitted that he "made a really stupid decision" (T. 153). Zaffiro testified further 

that Respondent had a contentious marriage in which his wife was "difficult," and often found 

fault with Respondent for innocuous behavior. According to Zaffiro, she would throw tantrums 

and threaten Respondent with divorce, limiting his ability to see his children and preventing him 

from collecting his police pension (T. 153-157). 
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Respondent submitted 28 letters of support from various individuals who know 

Respondent on a personal or professional basis (Resp. Ex. A-1 to A-28). These writers include 

former colleagues, family members, and members of communities Respondent served as part of 

his official duties, his former wife and a therapist. The letters uniformly attest to Respondent's 

character and exemplary performance of duty. Respondent also offered a statement of remorse, 

which he read into the record during his testimony (Resp. Ex. C). Respondent's Exhibit D is a 

summary of the evidence in mitigation prepared by Counsel for Respondent; I received it in 

evidence as a supplement to Counsel for Respondent's opening statement and summation. 

PENALTY 

• In order to determine an appropriate penalty, this Tribunal, guided by the Depa1tment's

Disciplinary System Penalty Guidelines, considered all relevant facts and circumstances, 

including potential aggravating and mitigating factors established in the record. Respondent's 

employment history was also examined. See 38 RCNY § 15-07. Information from his personnel 

record that was considered in making this penalty recommendation is contained in an attached 

memorandum. 

The presumptive penalty for intentionally making a false official statement is 

termination; the mitigated penalty is forced separation. 

The presumptive penalty for either intentionally making a misleading official statement 

or impeding an investigation is 30 penalty days plus dismissal probation. The aggravated 

penalty is termination, and the mitigated penalty is the loss of 20 penalty days. 

The penalty range for offenses charged as conduct prejudicial to the good order and 

efficiency of this Department (leaving the scene of an accident involving his Department vehicle 

and another motorist; utilizing a Department vehicle for purposes unrelated to official 










