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In the Matter of the Disciplinar}-f—Proceedings T
- against - : FINAL
Police Officer Cherish Robinson : ORDER
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Brooklyn Court Section : DISMISSAL
X

Police Officer Cherish Robinson, Tax Registry No. 964731, having been served with
written notice, has been tried on written Charges and Specifications numbered 2024-30238, as
set forth on form P.D. 468-121, dated March 15, 2024. and after a review of the entire record,
Respondent is found Guilty.

Now therefore, pursuant to the powers vested in me by Section 14-115 of the
Administrative Code of the City of New York, [ hereby DISMISS Police Officer Cherish

Robinson from the Police Service of the City of New York.

EFFECTIVE: 57 I / L
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1.

CHARGES AND SPECIFICATIONS

Said Police Officer Cherish Robinson, while assigned to the 100 Precinct, while off-duty,
on or about March 3, 2024, at about 1830 hours, in or about the Target store located at
248 Sunrise Highway, Freeport, Nassau County, New York, wrongfully stole property
from said store, to wit: tampons, hairspray, a picture frame, and a greeting card.

A.G. 304-06, Page 1, Paragraph 1 PROHIBITED CONDUCT
NY Penal Law § 155.25 PETIT LARCENY

Said Police Officer Cherish Robinson, while assigned to the 100 Precinct, while off-duty,
on or about March 3, 2024, at about 1830 hours, in or about the Target store located at

248 Sunrise Highway, Freeport, Nassau County, New York, wrongfully possessed stolen
property from said store, to wit: tampons, hairspray. a picture frame, and a greeting card.

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

NY Penal Law § 165.40 CRIMINAL POSSESSION
OF STOLEN PROPERTY
IN THE FIFTH DEGREE

Said Police Officer Cherish Robinson, while assigned to the 100 Precinct, while off-duty,
on or about March 9, 2024, engaged in conduct prejudicial to the good order, efficiency,
or discipline of the Department, in that, while being interviewed during an official
investigation by a member of the Freeport Police Department, impeded or attempted to
impede said official investigation by falsely identilying her sister as the person who had
stolen items from the Target store located at 248 Sunrise Highway, Freeport, Nassau
County, New York, on or about March 3, 2024.

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

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

The above-named member of the Department appcared before me on January 22 and

February 25, 2025. Respondent, through her counsel, entcred a plea of Not Guilty to the subject

charges. The Department called Matthew Hendel and Patrick Tristram as witnesses, and

introduced video evidence of the incident. Respondent calied Brenette Gaskin and testified on

her own behalf. A stenographic transcript of the trial record has been prepared and is available
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for the Police Commissioner’s review. Having evaluated all of the evidence in this matter, [ find
Respondent Guilty of all three Specifications and recommend that she be DISMISSED from the
Department.

ANALYSIS

This case arises from a visit Respondent made on March 3, 2024, to the Target store
located at 248 Sunrise Highway, Freeport New York, located in Nassau County (“Freeport
Target™). It is alleged that while she was there, Respondent took merchandise from the store
without paying. The specific merchandise in question is a box of Tampax, a bottle of hairspray, a
picture frame, and a box of greeting cards, altogether valucd at $52.50. In addition, it is alleged
that when questioned by members of the Freeport Police Department on March 9, 2024,
Respondent impeded their investigation by signing a sworn statement falsely identifying her
sister, Brenette Gaskin, as the person who had stolen the items.

The following is a summary of the undisputed facts. On March 3, 2024, Respondent,
while off-duty, went to the Freeport Target store with her one-year-old son, who was seated in
the shopping cart. Respondent entered the store, picked out merchandise, utilized the self-check-
out, and, at approximately 1845 hours, left the store.

Six days later, on March 9, 2024, Respondent reccived a phone call from Detective
Tristram of the Freeport Police Department regarding a larceny, associated with a credit card
bearing her name, which occurred at the Freeport Target. Later that evening Respondent went to
the Freeport Police Department. When being interviewed by Detective Tristram, Respondent was
shown a color still photo of the suspect which had been taken from the Freeport Target
surveillance footage. Respondent denied being the person in the photo. The parties disagree as to

whether Respondent definitively identified the person in the photo. However, it is undisputed
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that Respondent told Detective Tristram that her sister. Brenette Gaskin often looked after her
son and when doing so, used her car and credit card. (Tr. 134. 187, 189-90) Before Respondent
left the police station, she signed a supporting deposition which stated, “I recognize the female in
the color photo...to be my sister Brenette G. Gaskin. . . ] am going to contact my sister Brenette
Gaskin and advise her to turn herself in to the police.™ (Dept. Ex.15; Tr. 81-82, 191-192) The
document also contained a jurat statement, which set forth that Respondent had read the contents,
confirmed they were true, and was informed that false statcments are punishable as a class “A”
misdemeanor pursuant the New York State Penal Law Section 210.45.

On March 14, 2024, Respondent accompanied her sister, Ms. Gaskin, to the Freeport
Police Department. After viewing surveillance video from the Freeport Target, Ms. Gaskin told
Detective Tristram that, although she did not know who the person pictured was, she was certain
that it was not her and signed a sworn supporting deposition stating, “The person in the video is
definitely not me.” (Dept. Ex. 16) Respondent was subsequently arrested.’

Matthew Hendel took the stand and testified that hc is a security manager for Target and
has worked at various Long Island Target locations. including the Freeport store, in a security
role for six years. Mr. Hendel explained that one of his responsibilities as the security manager is
to run credit cards used at check out on earlier dates to determine if any are linked to Target’s
database of theft reports that remain unsolved. He explained that Target compiles reports of
repeat offenders, as well as those who have stolen items which in total amount to $100 or more.
Mr. Hendel recalled that on March 7, 2024, he was working at the Freeport Target. During his
routine credit card check, he was alerted that a card belonging to Respondent was used at the

store on March 3, 2024. Mr. Hendel explained that Respondent’s credit card, as well as her

1 As of the completion of this hearing, Respondent’s criminal case was still pending.



POLICE OFFICER CHERISH ROBINSON 5

vehicle’s license plate, were associated with a previous theft of $100 or more at a different
Target store in Lawrence Five Towns. Mr. Hendel reviewed the Freeport Target’s security
footage from March 3, 2024, and observed Respondent enter the store with a small child seated
in the shopping cart, at approximately 1800 hours. He revicwed footage from an additional
surveillance camera, which captured her at self-checkout. (Tr. 28-29, 50-54)

Mr. Hendel described watching the footage of Respondent checking out and noticed
unusual behavior. He immediately observed that Respondent “did not scan all the items that she
had selected.” Mr. Hendel detailed that Respondent utilized techniques he was familiar with
called “passing” and “skip scanning.” Mr. Hendel explained that “passing” involves an
individual picking up two items, purposely scanning only one, and placing both selections into
the bag. He defined “skip scanning” as taking hold of an item. failing to scan, and placing it
amongst the already scanned items; he specifically recalled her doing this with a large picture
frame. Mr. Hendel also explained that when an item is scanned at the self-checkout, there is an
audible beep, the screen flashes briefly, and a description of the item, including the price,
appears on an electronic tally. In addition, he stated that when a customer purchases more than
one of the same item, they must scan each one separately or ask an employee to scan them
simultaneously. (Tr. 31-36)

Mr. Hendel reviewed other surveillance video to verify that Respondent had not entered
the store with any of the unpaid-for merchandise. Once he confirmed that she had not, he
generated two receipts- one indicating the eight items Respondent had tendered payment for,
totaling $81.53 (three hair products, a pack of tampons, a health and beauty item coded as L, two
packages of boxed greeting cards and a picture frame) and a second indicating four items she did

not, totaling $52.50 (another hair product, a picture frame with the same stock-keeping unit
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(“SKU™) as the one she had rang up, a box of greeting cards with the same SKU as the two she

had rang up and a different brand of tampons). (Dept. Ex. 10; Tr. 36-39)

Mr. Hendel recounted that he immediately reported the matter to the Freeport Police

Department and met with Detective Tristram to file a larceny report. Mr. Hendel provided the

detective with the video footage and the receipts. He recalled that he positively identified

Respondent in a photo array and signed a supporting deposition. (Tr. 40, 42, 45, 58-60, Dept

Exs. 5,6, 7,10, 13. 14)

Video evidence, entered as Department Exhibit 7. captured Respondent at the self-

checkout. The following is a summary of Department Exhibit 7.

00:00-00:05:

00:06-00:20:

00:21-00:31:

00:32-00:38:

00:39-00:41:

Respondent enters the frame with her son seated in the
shopping cart facing her as she pushes the cart toward the
middle of three self-checkout kiosks. She comes to a halt
with her son and cart perpendicular to the kiosk. She has
two large picture frames and an unidentified object in her
left hand.

Respondent picks up the hand scanner with her right-hand
and scans one of the frames. As she does so, her son
reaches out with his right hand in the opposite direction of
the kiosk.

Respondent places an unidentified object to the left of her
son and walks around the cart to obtain a shopping bag. As
she walks, her son rotates his upper body 90 degrees
counterclockwise. She removes a box from the shopping
cart and scans it, causing the kiosk screen to briefly fade to
black.

Respondent places the scanned item in the shopping bag as
her son leans slightly out of the shopping cart before sitting
back and fully extending his right hand to point in the
direction of the kiosk.

Respondent’s son pulls his arm back, returning to a resting
position. Respondent then scans another item, causing the
kiosk screen to briefly fade to black. Respondent places the
item in her shopping bag.



00:42-00:45:

00:46-00:51:

00:52-00:54:

00:55-00:56:

00:57-01:09:

01:10-01:17:

01:18-1:32:

01:33-1:47:

Respondent’s son then reaches out with his left hand,
almost making contact with the area on the kiosk used to
weigh produce. Respondent gently taps his hand and her
son’s hand retreats to a resting position.

Respondent scans another item, causing the kiosk screen to
briefly fade to black. As she reaches for another item, her
son briefly reaches out with his left hand before pulling
back. Respondent scans the new item, the screen briefly
fades to black, and Respondent places the item in the
shopping bag.

Respondent mimics scanning a bottle of hairspray, but the
kiosk screen does not fade to black. As she does so, her son
briefly reaches out with his left hand before pulling back.
Respondent places the unscanned item in the shopping bag.

Respondent puts a box of greeting cards directly into the
shopping bag. Her son remains still and within the confines
of the shopping cart as she does so.

Her son reaches out with his left hand as Respondent
reaches for two boxcs of tampons. Respondent places one
box against the scanner, shaking the item to ensure the
screen will briefly fade to black.

Respondent rearranges the item in her shopping bag to
make space for the box. As she does so, her son continues
to lean toward the kiosk, reach out with his left arm, and
briefly touch the arca of the kiosk that weighs produce
before pulling his arm back. He does this several times, but
Respondent never turns to face him.

Respondent mimics scanning the second box of tampons.
She shakes the item against the scanner as she had done for
the previous box. but the screen does not briefly fade to
black. Respondent places the item in the shopping bag. Her
son’s hands remain within the confines of the shopping cart
until she is placing the product in the shopping bag.

As Respondent reaches for another item, her son leans his
upper body out of the shopping cart and toward the kiosk.
Respondent does not look over to him. Rather, she scans
the item, causing the screen to briefly fade to black before
she places the item in her shopping bag. As she does so, her
son leans further out of the shopping cart. Once she is done
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stowing away the item. she gently places her hands on her
son and returns him to a fully seated position.

01:48-02:48: Respondent lifts her shopping bag and places it behind her
son. She then walks around him, approaching the card
reader. She takes her debit card out of her wallet, pays,
takes the receipt and hands it to her son. Respondent then
pushes the shopping cart out of frame

Detective Patrick Tristram of the Freeport Police Department testified that, utilizing the
information Mr. Hendel provided, including the license plate number, he conducted an inquiry
into the name associated with the debit card, which yielded Respondent’s full name and date of
birth. (Tr. 66-68) In addition, he discovered the car was rcgistered to Respondent’s husband.
Detective Tristram stated that he called Respondent. He rccalled that after he told Respondent
about the larceny investigation, she paused and asked if hc was sure that he had the right person.
He remembered that after assuring her that she was the person who had been identified,
Respondent adamantly denied the allegations. Detective 1ristram contends that Respondent told
him that she was deploying to Georgia the following week as part of her military service. She
also informed him about her employment as a police officer in the 100 Precinct and abruptly
ended the call, telling him she would “get back to [him].”™ (Tr. 68-69, 73-76)

Detective Tristram recounted that he subsequently conferred with two colleagues who
previously worked with Respondent at the 100 Precinct. He described showing them a photo of
the suspected shoplifter entering the store. Both officers, upon hearing Respondent’s name,
positively identified the individual in the image as Respondent. (Tr. 75-76)

Detective Tristram spoke with Respondent via telephone a second time and she agreed to

come to the Precinct. He testified that when Respondent arrived at approximately 2100 hours,

“she came in headquarters with a hood over her head and sunglasses on.” (Tr. 100) Detective
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Tristram described showing Respondent the surveillance photo and asking if she recognized the
individual. In response, she took a few seconds to observe the image and then stated that the
individual was her sister, Brenette Gaskin. On cross-examination, he agreed that he was skeptical
of this answer and may have said something to the effect of, “I would think you know if it was
your sister.” (Tr. 101) Detective Tristram explained that hc typed the supporting deposition as
she dictated it to him, positively identifying both her sistcr and Respondent’s infant son in the
photo. She reviewed the document and signed it. He denicd coercing or threatening Respondent
and maintained that she was not forced to sign the statement. (Tr. 77-78, 81, 83)

Five days later, on March 14, 2024, Respondent returned to the precinct with her sister.
Detective Tristram had the opportunity to observe Respondent and her sister in the same room
and asserted that although they sisters both had similar complexions, there was a “substantial
difference” between the two, in terms of height and weight. Detective Tristram remembered
speaking to Ms. Gaskin in a room away from Respondent. He asked her if she knew who the
individual was in the video and she laughed, stating “That s definitely not me. But [ can’t say
who it is.” Detective Tristram then recorded her statement in a supporting deposition that Ms.
Gaskin signed. (Tr. 83-87)

Detective Tristram recounted that when he advised Respondent that he was going to
place her under arrest, Respondent became “[v]ery combative. uncooperative, [and] aggressive.”
He recalled her insisting, “you want it to be me, you want it to be me... that's what you people
do.” (Tr. 88, 90, 92, 105)

Ms. Brenette Gaskin took the stand and testified that in March 2024, Respondent called

her, explained the situation, and told her that Detective Tristram wanted to speak with her. She



POLICE OFFICER CHERISH ROBINSON 10

agreed to go to the station because she had used Respondent’s debit card in the past when
shopping on her behalf, and she wanted to help out her sister. (Tr. 133-34, 138-39)

Ms. Gaskin acknowledged that when they went to the station, she was aware that
Respondent had told the police that she had committed thc larceny. She recalled meeting with a
detective who showed her a video of a woman entering thc Target store with a baby and telling
him, “No, it’s not me.” The detective then asked, ““is this Cherish” and Ms. Gaskin did not
respond, because, although she knew the person in the video was Respondent, she “felt like [she]
didn’t have to [answer].” (Tr. 139, 142, 146, 151, 154) Alter signing a supporting deposition,
Ms. Gaskin asserted that she saw officers taking Respondent into custody and calling her a liar
for trying to implicate her sister. (Tr. 143-45)

Respondent took the stand and adamantly denied stealing items from Target. At trial,
when shown the surveillance video from the self-checkout. she identified herself and her son.
Respondent stated that she had no independent memory of the shopping trip other than from
reviewing the video. With respect to the large picture frames, she testified that she was trying to
scan them while simultaneously trying to calm her son and accidentally scanned only one. She
acknowledged seeing herself take an item out of her cart at the 00:55 mark and put it in her bag
without scanning it. She denied doing this intentionally, offering, “I was trying- I was holding
my son’s hand from trying...he was trying to get the candy. So [’m putting that in the bag at the
same time I’m trying to deal with him.” (Tr. 179)

She then was asked about holding two of the same item at the 01:05 mark, one in each
hand, and scanning only one of the two. She again denied intentionally failing to scan the
duplicate item asserting, “It's just the same of multiple items. so I was mixed up at the time when

I was trying to deal with the baby and scan all of the items together.” (Tr. 179-80) She continued,
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“Basically, I’'m scanning the items. And then I put it down and then I check to see if it was
scanned. And it wasn’t so then I scanned it again. He's still trying to get the candy...he’s crying
and screaming. So I’m just trying to rush him out of therc.™ (Tr. 182) Respondent noted that she
left Target without being stopped and got to her car with all of the items. (Tr. 182-83) When
asked why she didn’t use the regular checkout if her baby was too distracting for her to pay
attention at self-checkout, she recounted that there was only one cashier and her son was crying.
(Tr. 198)

Respondent expressed that she was extremely surprised when she was contacted by
Detective Tristram. Although she acknowledged at trial that it was she and not her sister on the
video, she denied falsely identifying her sister as the person who stole the property. Respondent
explained that she and her sister are very close, that they watch each other’s children and that her
sister has permission to use her car and her bank cards to purchase items for their kids.
Respondent asserted that she signed the supporting deposition identifying her sister as the culprit
because “I was thinking that it was not me because | don't steal from Target or anywhere else.
And the possibility that could be my sister is strong because she uses my card.” She opined, “I
was just saying that because I wasn’t sure who that person was. When I said that it's a possibility
that it's my sister, that's the statement that I agreed to sign. But -- I just wasn't paying attention to
everything.” (Tr. 188) Respondent acknowledged that. as a police officer, she knew that signing
a document that contains a jurat constitutes a sworn statement that its contents are true, but
claimed she signed it because she was being “badgered™ by Detective Tristram and other
officers. (Tr. 190, 192-94)

On cross-examination, Respondent stated the reason that she did not recognize herself in

the photo when she met with Detective Tristram was that it was “not clear.” Respondent also
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insisted she told Detective Tristram that it “might™ be her sister in the photo. She again asserted
that she did not realize that the supporting deposition unequivocally identified her sister as the

perpetrator and provided her birthdate and address.

Specification Nos. 1 & 2: Petit Larceny and Stolen Proper(y

Respondent stands charged with stealing, and possessing, tampons, hairspray, a picture
frame, and greeting cards from a Target store in Nassau C'ounty, New York. It is undisputed that
Respondent left the store with items that she did not pay for and that the items were not listed on
the store receipt. (Dept. Ex. 10) Respondent claims that she did not intend to steal any of the
items, rather, she was distracted by her son’s behavior and accidentally put items into her bag
which had not been scanned properly. (Tr. 177-79)

I carefully reviewed the video footage from the sclf-checkout. Respondent alleged her
son was “crying and screaming” and “trying to get the candy.” (Tr. 180-83) The video footage in
evidence paints a picture contrary to what Respondent described. Although her son appears to be
an active toddler, his behavior was by no means, out of control.

As explained by Mr. Hendel, these were not the type of innocent mistakes that sometimes
occur with self-checkout machines. Rather, this was intentional stealing by Respondent. Twice,
Respondent “skip scanned” items, mimicking scanning before placing the items into a shopping
bag. With the exception of once briefly reaching out his lcft hand, in both instances, her son was
quietly sitting in the cart.

In her most brazen act, at 00:55, Respondent puts an unscanned item directly into the
shopping bag without mimicking the scanning motion. (Decpt. Ex. 7) Her son remains still and

within the confines of the shopping cart as she does so. contradicting Respondent’s version of
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events, namely that her son’s behavior was so distracting that she accidentally stole multiple
items without even realizing they hadn’t been scanned.

Respondent’s fabrication of a story which placed the blame onto her sister reveals a
consciousness of guilt and an attempt to avoid responsibility for her actions. In addition, it is also
noteworthy that Respondent’s credit card and car were associated with prior, uncharged thefts at

Target. Accordingly, I find Respondent guilty of Specifications | and 2.

Specification No. 3: Impeding Investigation with False Identification

Respondent stands charged with impeding Freeport Police Department’s investigation
into these crimes by falsely identifying her sister as the individual depicted stealing items on
Target’s surveillance camera footage in a sworn statement. An investigation is impeded when “a
member of the service makes false, misleading, and/or inaccurate statements, or engages in
impeding actions.” (Matrix, p. 31)

It is undisputed that Respondent signed a sworn statement which unequivocally identified
her sister as the perpetrator of the petit larceny from Target. The question for the tribunal is
whether Respondent did so intending to impede the investigation into the crime.

Detective Trist.ram testified in a forthright and unecmbellished manner that Respondent
positively identified her sister as the person in the photo from the shoplifting incident. He
recalled that after asking if Respondent recognized the person in the photo, she paused for a few
seconds before telling him, “That’s my sister,” and agreeing to provide a statement to that effect.
Detective Tristram conceded that he expressed some doubt to Respondent, stating to her in sum
and substance, “I think you would know your own sister.” However, he denied coercing or

threatening Respondent and maintained that she was not forced to sign the statement. (Tr. 77-78,
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81, 83) In addition, despite apparently having enough evidence to charge her, he allowed
Respondent to leave and gave her the opportunity to come back with her sister.

In contrast, at trial, Respondent maintained that she told Detective Tristram it was merely
a possibility that her sister was the person in the photo rather than conceding that she definitively
identified her. Preliminarily, it is not credible that a person would not recognize themselves in a
photograph, particularly when their child was in the picturc also. Indeed, Detective Tristram
testified that Respondent hesitated before telling him it was her sister. Respondent had another
opportunity to tell the truth when Detective Tristram remarked that she should recognize her
sister. Instead of coming clean, Respondent continued with the false narrative and went forward
with the supporting deposition, signing it and swearing that the contents were true.

When asked about discrepancies between her purported statement and the resulting
written statement, Respondent claimed that she signed the statement because she was being
pestered by overly aggressive officers. I find her testimony to be a self-serving attempt to avoid
responsibility. Respondent had been a police officer for over six years at the time of this incident
and admitted that she knew that signing a document which contained a jurat constituted a sworn
statement. It is not credible that Respondent would fail to read the supporting deposition
containing allegations against her sister carefully, or if she was too flustered to do so, would not
simply refuse to sign it. A more likely scenario is that Respondent, realizing she was in serious
trouble, placed the blame on her sister, hoping to muddy the waters of the investigation and
absolve herself of any wrongdoing. (Tr. 188, 194)

I find, based on the totality of the available credible evidence that Respondent

intentionally signed the supporting deposition, which unequivocally identified her sister, in order
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to impede the Freeport Police Department’s larceny investigation. Accordingly, I find

Respondent guilty of Specification 3.

PENALTY

In order to determine an appropriate penalty, this tribunal, guided by the Department’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 also was examined. See 38 RCNY § 15-07. Information from her personnel
record that was considered in making this penalty recommendation is contained in an attached
memorandum.

Respondent, who was appointed to the Department on October 18, 2017, and has no
formal disciplinary history, has been found guilty of wrongfully stealing and possessing several
items from a Target store and of impeding an investigation by falsely identifying her sister as the
person on surveillance video who had stolen items. The Department has recommended that the
Respondent be dismissed from her employment as a police officer. I concur.

The presumptive penalty for engaging in conduct that is proscribed under New York
State law as a Petit Larceny is Termination, with a mitigated penalty of Forced Separation.
(Matrix, p. 20) The presumptive penalty for engaging in conduct that is classified as a
Misdemeanor is 30 penalty days; the aggravated penalty is Termination, there is no mitigated
penalty. (Matrix p. 20) The presumptive penalty for impeding an investigation is 30 days and
dismissal probation; the aggravated penalty is Termination. (Matrix, p. 34)

The facts in this case are quite straightforward. Respondent stole several items from

Target and then, in an attempt to avoid being arrested. licd to the Freeport Police Department.
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Respondent’s decision to take items from Target without paying for them represents an
egregious lapse in judgment and a total failure to meet the high standards of integrity that the
Department expects from its members. Respondent compounded this misconduct a week later by
telling Detective Tristram that the culprit must have been her sister.

Instead of accepting responsibility for her actions. she doubled down on the lie by signing
a sworn statement which positively identified her sister as the person in the surveillance photo.
At trial, though Respondent acknowledged that it was she and not her sister who was at the store
that day, she continued to deny responsibility for both the petit larceny and impeding the
investigation. Despite the evidence to the contrary, Respondent then blamed the petit larceny on
her son’s behavior and continued to insist that she was cocrced into signing the supporting
deposition.

Respondent’s actions reveal an alarming lack of concern for the laws she swore to
uphold, as well as a basic disregard for the truth. This conduct renders her continued employment
as a New York City Police Officer untenable. The record is devoid of mitigating factors that
would warrant a penalty short of Termination. Accordingly, [ recommend that Respondent be

DISMISSED from the New York City Police Department.

Respectfully submitted,

Annc L. Stone
Assistant Deputy Commissioner Trials




POLICE DEPARTMENT CITY OF NEW YORK

From: Assistant Deputy Commissioner — Trials
To: Police Commissioner
Subject: SUMMARY OF EMPLOYMENT RECORD

POLICE OFFICER CHERISH ROBINSON
TAX REGISTRY NO. 964731
DISCIPLINARY CASE NO). 2024-30238

Respondent was appointed to the Department on October 18, 2017, having previously
served as a Police Cadet beginning in June 2016. On her three most recent annual performance
evaluations, she was rated “Exceeds Expectations™ for 2023. and twice rated “Meets Standards”
for 2021 and 2022.

Respondent has no formal disciplinary history. In connection with the instant matter, she
was suspended without pay from March 14 to April 14. 2024. and placed on Level 2 Discipline

Monitoring in April 2024. Monitoring remains ongoing.

For your consideration.

Anne E. Stone
Assistant Deputy Commissioner Trials





