





POLICE OFFICER CHRISTY HARRIS DISCIPLINARY CASE NOS. 2019-21282 & 2021-23502

In a Memorandum dated November 10, 2022, Assistant Deputy Commissioner
Paul M. Gamble found Police Officer Christy Harris guilty of Specification Nos. 1, 2, 3,
and 4 (Police Officer Harris entered a plea of guilty to Specification No. 2), and not
guilty of Specification Nos. 5 and 6, in Disciplinary Case No. 2019-21282. In
Disciplinary Case No. 2021-23502, Assistant Deputy Commissioner Paul M. Gamble
found Police Officer Christy Harris guilty of all Specifications after Police Officer Harris
entered a plea of guilty to all Specifications. Having read the Memorandum and analyzed
the facts of this matter, I approve of the findings, but disapprove the penalty.

After reviewing the facts and circumstances of this matter, I have determined that
while a severe penalty is warranted for the misconduct in this matter, separation from the
Department is not necessary. Police Officer Harris’ misconduct, while serious, has been
narrowly focused, and has not appeared to impact her performance of her job duties. As
such, Police Officer Harris will retain her position with the Department. In addition to a
substantial penalty, a period of close monitoring will ensure that further, similar
misconduct is not undertaken.

Therefore, Police Officer Christy Harris shall forfeit thirty (30) suspension days

already served, forfeit fifty-five (55) vacation days, and be placed on one (1) year
dismissal probation, as a disciplinary penalty.

Ehied A s

Edward A. Caban
Police Commissioner
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has been with Respondent for eight years, and they have a domestic partnership, with the
intention of getting married (T. 138-39; see Resp. Ex. C). He testified that he told Respondent
about his felony conviction while he was on probation®, but could not recall exactly when he told
her (T. 142-43).

Respondent testified that she knew her mother had given -tht: second set of car
keys for him to move the vehicle since Ms. Harris could not continue. She testified that her
NYPD rain jacket was secured in the trunk of her car, stating that she believed she could j;JSt put
it anywhere for it to be considered secured. She recalled fmdi'ng out about -s arrest
from her mother and then calling the precinet, where she spoke with Sergeant Ramos. She
asserted that she was unaware, until that conversation, of -s prior arrest record and that
he was on probation, but admitted being aware that he had 40 scofﬂaw violations. She further
admitted assisting -with paperwork to have the violations dismissed (T. 156-58).

Respondent conceded that she called -hcr “cousin” and her “flancé” at various
times when she was at the hospital on June 13, 2018, because she felt that asserting a blood
relationship would allow her to stay in the room, to speak with him, and to obtain his property
from the hospital (T. 186-87). She testified that she thou ght the most important thing was
identifying herself as a police officer to the other Members of Service who were present, which
she did (T. 187). Respondent explained that after she was informed of his record by Sergeant
Ramos, ‘ot his police paperwork, and they discussed certain arrests that he had. She
testified that she attempted to disentangle herself from -and his finances. Still, since

they had already been together for so long, she rationalized, “if we were going to get married,

5 -s probation began on December 1, 2015, and concluded on December 1, 2020.






































