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CHARGES AND SPECIFICATIONS 

I. Said Detective Patrick Craig, while assigned to the Gun Violence Suppression Division,

on or about and between March 22, 2023, and March 29, 2023, engaged in conduct

prejudicial to the good order, efficiency, or discipline of the Department, to wit: Said

Detective Craig provided false information to a fellow Member of the Service, who then

swore to that information on a Search Warrant affidavit.

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

A.G. 304-10, Additional Data 

PROHIBITED CONDUCT 

FALSE OR MISLEADING 

STATEMENTS 

2. Said Detective Patrick Craig, while assigned to the Gun Violence Suppression Division,

on or about and between March 24, 2023. and March 26, 2023, engaged in conduct

prejudicial to the good order, efficiency, or discipline of the Department, to wit: Said

Detective Craig provided false information to an Assistant District Attorney regarding an

identification procedure.

A.G. 304-06, Page I, Paragraph I 

A.G. 304-10, Additional Data 

PROHIBITED CONDUC_T 

FALSE OR MISLEADING 

STATEMENTS 

3. Said Detective Patrick Craig, while assigned to the Gun Violence Suppression Division,

on or about and between March 22, 2023. and April 4, 2023, engaged in conduct

prejudicial to the good order, efficiency, or discipline of the Department, to wit: Said

Detective Craig failed to document investigative steps and/or conferrals in an ongoing

criminal investigation as required.

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

D.G. 515-08, Page I, Paragraph I

PROHIBITED CONDUCT

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

The above-named member of the Department appeared before me on June 15, 2026. 

Respondent, through his counsel, entered a plea of Guilty to the subject charges and testified in 

mitigation of the penalty. In addition, Respondent called Inspector Craig Edelman, Lieutenant 

Christopher Siani, Sergeant James Haley and Assistant District Attorney Daniel Stern as 
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witnesses. A stenographic transcript of the trial record has been prepared and is available for the 

Police Commissioner's review. Having evaluated all of the evidence presented at the mitigation 

hearing, and in accordance with his plea, I find Respondent Guilty of all three specifications. I 

further recommend a penalty of Forced Separation from the Department. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE IN MITIGATION 

As Respondent pied Guilty, there is no factual dispute as to the misconduct set forth in 

the charges. On March 29, 2022, there was a shooting at the intersection of West 25th Street and 

Mermaid A venue in Brooklyn. There were four subjects identified, three of whom were arrested. 

One of the individuals arrested was J.D. 1 The Kings County District Attorney's Office 

("KCDA") began investigating this case in February of 2023. A search warrant affidavit was 

sworn and attested to by Respondent's partner, Detective Tomas Krohn, and ultimately signed by 

a judge on March 29, 2023. The search warrant was then executed on March 30, 2023. 

Prior to the execution of the search warrant, there were communications between 

Respondent and the assigned Assistant District Attorney ("ADA"), Daniel Stern, confirming the 

identification procedures that were conducted of the three individuals who were subsequently 

arrested. Respondent specifically informed ADA Stern that Detective Michael Murphy 

"positively identified" J.D. from having dealt with him in the past. However. that communication 

between Detective Murphy and Respondent did not take place prior to the warrant being issued. 

In fact, Detective Murphy told ADA Stern that he was first asked to identify the subject after the 

search warrant was obtained. Moreover, there was e-mail correspondence from Respondent to 

Detective Murphy dated March 31, 2023, the day after the search warrant was executed, with an 

attached photo saying "do you know this guy. can you ID this guy?" referring to J.D. 

1 The arrestee/subject's name is known to the Tribunal but intentionally omitted for anonymity. 
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However, when questioned fmther about the information Detective Schulman provided, 

Respondent acknowledged that KCDA required the personal collection of pedigree information 

from a suspect in order to obtain a search warrant. In short, Respondent knew that the 

information he had from Detective Shulman was insufficient to satisfy the legal standard 

required for an identification. At trial Respondent stated: 

[J. D.] was well-known in the neighborhood. The intelligence officer, the detective squad, 
everybody knew who he was. The unfortunate fact is when dealing with KCDA's office 
and Violent Crime Enterprises, what they consider to be an ID. The word identification is 
to have personally collected pedigree information from those individuals. So, when you 
say identification and when I say identification, we know who certain people are. 
Unfortunately, you cannot testify in comt to that unless you gathered pedigree 
information from those individuals personally. (Tr. 61) 

According to Respondent, this was the reason that either Detective Schulman or Vidal suggested 

that he contact Detective Murphy. Since neither of them had J.D.'s pedigree information, they 

could not provide the identification necessary, by KCDA's standards, to procure a warrant or 

testify in comt. Respondent believed that because Detective Murphy had previously arrested J.D. 

and obtained his pedigree information, Detective Murphy could formally identify him in court. 

At issue was not a layman's definition of identification and even though Respondent knew that, 

he ignored KCDA's standard for identification and gave his partner false information to obtain 

the warrant. Respondent eventually emailed Detective Murphy, but he acknowledged that he did 

not do so until after the search warrant had already been issued. (Tr. 60-63) 

Respondent admitted to the three specifications filed against him. He explicitly stated he 

is not challenging, disputing, or controverting them, and took responsibility for misconduct. 

Respondent maintained, however, that he did not "intentionally" make materially false 

statements to Detective Krohn or ADA Stern. Respondent claimed that he has continued to 

testify for the Kings County District Attorney's Office in gang cases as recently as March of this 
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year. He also expressed a strong desire to remain a productive member of the NYPD and 

continue combating gang violence until retirement. (Tr. 56-59) 
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Respondent presented several character witnesses to testify on his behalf in mitigation of 

the penalty. 

Inspector Craig Edelman, a 23-year veteran of the Department, testified that he has 

served in various roles and precincts throughout his career. He currently serves as the 

Commanding Officer of the GVSD. Inspector Edelman explained that this division targets the 

most violent gang members and "community disrupters" across the five boroughs. While 

acknowledging that all police work is inherently dangerous, Inspector Edelman emphasized that 

the detectives in this division play a vital role in making the city safer. (Tr. 17-18) 

Inspector Edelman testified that he has known and supervised Respondent within the unit 

for approximately six years. Despite not directly supervising Respondent on a day-to-day basis, 

Inspector Edelman attested to Respondent's high standing within the close-knit division. 

Inspector Edelman stated he has never heard anything negative regarding Respondent's 

truthfulness. He concluded that Respondent possesses a "stellar reputation" for "honesty" and 

"integrity," as evidenced by how his peers rally around him. (Tr. 18-19) 

Lieutenant Christopher Siani is a lieutenant in the GVSD, where he supervised 

Respondent professionally for approximately five and a half years. Lieutenant Siani stated that 

he has discussed Respondent's reputation with others and that Respondent is "one of the most 

respected detectives" within unit. He further added that in his opinion Respondent "doesn't have 

a dishonest bone in his body." (Tr. 24, 26-27) 

Sergeant James Haley testified that he has been with the Department for approximately 

sixteen years and currently serves as a sergeant and supervisor within the GVSD. He has known 
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Respondent for approximately three and a half years and is his direct supervisor. Sergeant Haley 

attested that within GVSD, Respondent is known as an exceptional investigator with the "utmost 

integrity" and is considered "one of the most stand-up guys in the unit.'' Sergeant Haley avowed 

that he personally considers Respondent to be a "close friend," noting that he trusts him 

.implicitly and does not believe Respondent has ever lied to him or has any such expectation of 

him. (Tr. 29-31) 

Assistant District Attorney Daniel Stern is currently employed as a senior ADA in the 

Violent Enterprises Bureau in the Kings County District Attorney's Office. In this role, he 

handles long-term investigations and frequently collaborates with the GVSD. Mr. Stern testified 

that he met Respondent during his professional duties with the GVSD. Based on his discussions 

with other law enforcement officers in the unit and within his office, Mr. Stern testified that 

Respondent has a "very good reputation." (Tr. 37 -38) 

Mr. Stern testified that he is aware that departmental charges were filed against 

Respondent regarding the identification of J.D. He explained that the underlying case involved 

J.D., who acted as a lookout for a violent street gang on Mermaid Avenue in Coney Island. A

search warrant was issued by Judge Susan Quirk, with Detective Tomas Krohn serving as the 

affiant. Mr. Stern confirmed that Respondent provided uncorroborated identification information 

for the affidavit, but he did not personally appear before the judge for this wal'l'ant application. 

He added that the warrant was executed, the subject was arrested, indicted, and ultimately pied 

guilty to a class E felony and received probation. Mr. Stern affirmed that .J.D. did not challenge 

the case in criminal or civil court. Mr. Stern concluded his testimony by asserting that despite the 

pending depaiimental charges against Respondent. he has continued to testify as a witness before 

the Grand Jury on behalf of the Kings County District Attorney's Office. (Tr. 39-42) 
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PENALTY 

In order to determine an appropriate penalty, this tribunal, guided by the Department's 

Disciplinary System Penalty Guidelines ("Disciplinary Matrix"), 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. 

Respondent, who was appointed to the Department on January 7. 2008, has pied guilty to, 

and accordingly has been found Guilty of all three Specifications. The Department Advocate 

recommends that Respondent's employment be terminated, arguing that Respondent's 

misconduct has severely tainted his credibility, thus .making his continued employment with the 

Department untenable. This is consistent with the Disciplinary Guidelines' presumptive penalty 

for intentionally making a false official statement. 

Police officers hold a vital position of public trust and must be held to the highest 

standards of honesty and integrity. The Disciplinary Guidelines state that "the justice system 

relies on members of the service to provide truthful and accurate information in a wide variety of 

contexts and circumstances." Here, Respondent violated the public's trust in that system when 

he made misrepresentations during a criminal investigation both to an ADA and to his partner, 

who then relied on that information and swore out an affidavit before a_judge. The public's trust 

in the Department is severely undermined by false statements such as these. and separation from 

the Department is therefore warranted here. 
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However, the Disciplinary Guidelines also provide for a mitigated penalty of Forced 

Separation where appropriate. Based on the totality of the circumstances in this case, the 

mitigated penalty is reasonable. 
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Respondent claimed that he did not intend to provide false information to his partner or 

the ADA, but that he was relying on the fact the J.D. was so "well-known" in the neighborhood 

and the assessment by local law enforcement officials that his identification would not be at 

issue. While Respondent's explanation regarding what the Kings County District Attorney's 

Office considers a sufficient identification for court purposes versus what he considers to be 

sufficient identification was unpersuasive, especially given his level of experience, it does not 

appear that his actions were nefarious. This Tribunal believes that Respondent was cutting 

corners in a lengthy investigation to expedite the desired result-- essentially, putting the 

proverbial cart before the horse. Although this was not a situation where the false information 

given by Respondent led to the arrest of an innocent individual, it nonetheless calls into question 

his credibility and threatens the integrity of the Department to uphold the rule of law. 

On the other hand, Respondent has been with the Department for over 18 years and 

during that span of time, he has made 312 arrests ( 111 felonies, 187 misdemeanors, 14 

violations), received roughly 30 medals for Excellent/Meritorious Police Duty, three Unit 

citations, and one Commendation. He has also been an esteemed member of the GVSD for the 

past five years. Several of Respondent's superiors in the unit appeared to testify on his behalf 

and hold him in high regard.· It is also worth noting that ADA Stern testified that despite the 

pending departmental charges against Respondent, he has continued to testify as a witness before 

the Grand Jury on behalf of KCDA. 









