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I. Said Police Officer Kenson Nelson, while on-duty and assigned to the 40th Precinct, on or
about June 9, 2014, failed to request the response of a patrol supervisor while assigned to
an assignment involving an emotionally disturbed person, as required.

P.O. 216-05, page 2, para 2(a)- MENTALLY ILL OR EMOTIONALLY 
DISTURBED PERSONS 

2. Said Police Officer Kenson Nelso� while on-duty and assigned to the 40th Precinct. on or
about June 9, 2014. failed to enter details of his Emotionally Disturbed Person assignment
in his Activity Log and failed to prepare an Aided Report worksheet for the Emotionally
Disturbed Person, as required.

P.O. 216-05. page 2, para 2(a)- MENTALLY ILL OR EMOTIONALLY 
DISTURBED PERSONS 

3. Said Police Officer Kenson Nelson, while on-duty and assigned to the 40th Precinct, on 
or about June 9, 2014, failed to generate a Complaint Report Worksheet after being
infonned that a complainant was the victim of a crime, as required.

Appearances: 

Operations Order #5. 2012, para I, para 2(a)- PROPER PRELIMINARY 
INVESTIGATIONS OF COMPLAINTS. COMPLAINT RECORDING AND 
ACCURATE CLASSIFICATION OF COMPLAINTS 

For the Department: Jennifer Kim, Esq. 
Department Advocate' s Office 
One Police Plaza 
New York, NY 10038 

For Respondents: John Tynan, Esq. 

Hearing Date: 
June 28, 2016 

Decision: 

Worth, Longworth & London, LLP 
111 John Street - Suite 640 
New York. New York 10038 

Respondents are found guilty as charged. 

Trial Commissioner: 
ADCT Robert W. Vinal 
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In order to detennine appropriate penalties, Respondents' service records were examined  

See Matter of Pell v. Board of Education, 34 N.Y.2d 222 ( 1974). Respondents Lamastra and 

Nelson were both appointed to the Department on January 9, 2006. lnfonnation from their 

personnel records that was considered in making these penalty recommendations is contained in 

attached Confidential Memoranda. Neither Respondent has a formal disciplinary record. 

The Assistant Department Advocate (the Advocate) recommended that both Respondents 

forfeit 15 vacation days each as a penalty. In support of this recommendation. the Advocate 

cited Case No. 2014-12297 (signed April I 5, 20 I 5), where a I 9-year detective who had no prior 

disciplinary record forfeited 20 vacation days as a penalty after he pleaded guilty to having failed 

to request a patrol supervisor to respond to the scene of an incident involving an EDP and having 

failed to adequately maintain his activity log regarding the incident. However. that detective also 

pleaded guilty to having failed to isolate, contain and arrest the EDP who he had observed 

menacing civilians with a knife. 

The Advocate also cited Case Nos. 20/4-12293, 2014-12294 & 2014 12295 (signed Feb. 

I 3, 2015). where a 20.year officer who had one prior disciplinary adjudication; an I 8•year 

officer who had two prior disciplinary adjudications; and a 24•year detective who had one prior 

disciplinary adjudication; each forfeited 20 vacation days after they all pleaded guilty to having 

failed to request a patrol supervisor to respond to the scene of an incident involving an EDP and 

failing to adequately maintain their activity logs regarding the incident. However. all three also 

pleaded guilty to having failed to isolate, contain and arrest the EDP who they had observed 

menacing civilians with a knife; and the detective also pleaded guilty to having made an 

inappropriate remark to the EDP. 










