


TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS 1

INTRODUC'TION 2

MTSSION & FUNCTIONS OFTHE BOARD 2

MEETINGS 5

MISSION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE I
PROCESS FOR REVIEWING INVESTIGATORY FILES- E

MEMBERSHIP OF TIIE ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGING
COMMITTEE 9

ACC DATA AND STATISTfCS BETWEEN 2024 arrd 2o2S

DISCIPLINARY TRENDS

RECOMMENDATIONS

11

15

15

16CONCLUSION

A. CHART OF ACC CASE DISPOSIIIION SUMMARIES

B. MEETINGMINUTES

C. INVESTI GATORY KEWEWS

MEMBERSIIIP OF TIIE POLICE ACCOUN'IABILITY BOARD 

- 

3

STRUCTURE OF TIIE POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY BOARD 5

1



INTRODUCTION

By law, a Police Accountabiliry Board in Maryland must adopt, by December 3 I 't of a
given year, an annual report that: (a) identifies any trends in the disciplinary process ofpolice
officers ofthe county and (b) makes recommendations on changes to policy that would improve
police accountability in the county.l This document is the annual report adopted by the St.

Mary's Counry Police Accountability Board ("the Board") for calendar year 2025. This report

includes information the Board feels will benefit the Commissioners of St. Mary's County and

the citizens of St. Mary's County in understanding the Police Accountability Board's role,

mission, and work. The Board hopes this document will provide greater context for its
activities over the last calendar year and the recommendations it makes in its report.

MISSION & FUNCTIONS OF THE BOARD

Per the Police Accountabilitv Board's bv-laws , "the purpose of the Body is to forward

complaints of police misconduct to the appropriate law enforcement agency, to advise the

Commissioners of St. Mary's County on all matters relating to local law enforcement and

matters of policing, to appoint civilian members to charging committees and trial boards, to

review outcomes of disciplinary matters considered by charging committees, and, on a yearly

basis, to identify trends in the disciplinary process ofpolice officers in the county and to make

recommendations on changes to policy that would improve police accountability in the

county."

Additionally, an important duty of the Police Accountability Board is the appointment

of two members of the five-person Administrative Charging Committee for St. Mary's County;
additionally, the chairperson ofthe Police Accountability Board, or another member ofBoard,
must serye on the Administrative Charging Committee. The Board is also responsible for
appointing the civilian member of any trial board formed should an officer appeal any

discipline recommended as a result of a disciplinary matter.

Complaints of police misconduct may be sent to the Board by filling out a standardized

form accessible on the Board's webpage on the County website, and all inquiries ofany nature

shall be sent to the Board at pab(rirstmaryscountynrd.qov.2 The email is monitored daily by
supporting staff. Complaints directed against a member of the St. Mary's County Sherifls
Offrce, the only local law enforcement agency in St. Mary's County, are forwarded to that

organization for investigation. Complaints may also be sent directly to the Sheriffs Office.

1Md. Public safery g 3-102(aX4)

'St. Mary's Police Accountability Board Complaint Form
1



Any complaint received pertaining to a different agency will be forwarded to the

appropriate Police Accountability Board or state agency.

In addition to receiving complaints from members of the public to forward for investigation
and review, the Board must also serve as an advisory board to the Commissioners of St. Mary's
County on mafters of police discipline and police relations within St. Mary's County. Though

the Board has no direct power to implement policy changes, Maryland law tasks the Board with
making recommendations to the Commissioners that the Board believes would further police
relations in the County if implemented. To that end, the Board endeavors to be in constant

contact with members of local law enforcement and members of the public to monitor
local sentiment.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE POLICE
ACCOUNTABILITY BOARD

All members of the Police Accountability Board who served in 2024 continued in their same

capacities in 2025.

Nickolas Cromwell, Chairperson
2nd Term: July 1,2025 -June 30,2028
Mt. Clomwell is a leteran and has semed a combined thin)-nine )cars in actirc and ci|ilian militar!
setlice- Mr- Cromwell hos served as chief executive ofricer of two corporations and has served on the St.

Mary's Counry'Sherif's Ojfice's Citizen Adviso4,Board- Heis also chait'person ofthe St. Mo4"s Couan
Adminisffative Cha|gihg Comrnittee.

Leslie Everett, Vice Chairperson
2nd Term: July l. 2025 - June 30, 2028

Jenna Aubert
l't Term: July 1,2024 - June 30,202'7
I am a retired police olficer, haing sefled,,tith a mtnicipal depaflment in Prince George's Counav. I om
passiohate abokt communitv service and giving back to my communit,-- Outside ofm) job as a -[raud
investigator for a ldrge, m ti-ndtional insurance companv, I se*^e as a vohtnteer EMT rrilh bolh
Leonardtown and Leringtoh Park Rescue Squads ih mv spare time.
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Ms. Everett is a ce ifed Human Resources professional and curtenth senes os Direclor of Human
Resowces for a locall..'owned land detelopment and properO' monagemenl compan\'.
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Buren W. Kidd, Member
1't Term: July 1,2023 - June 30, 2026
Buren "Chip Kidd li|es in St. Maty's Counq'with his lovely teilb, Amando, and thet sit chiklren. He holds
BA, MS, and JD degrees, and is o nember of the Marylarul Bar and the Sl. Mury's Counav Bar Association.
He currently praclices lav; $ith the U S Deportment ofAgriculture-

John W. Lydon, III, Member
l " Term: July I , 2024 - June 30,2027
LTC (Ret) Lrdon set"ted 22 years in the US Almy as a Mililary Police Olficet. He ttecei|ed his comrnission

through the Missouri Wesler State College ROTC program uhile serving as a police olfcer on the St-

Joseph, MO police department. Upon retiing, John spent l8 )eors in puhlic education including working
with special needs children, seruing as a htgh school Se iot Armt Inslruclor, and os a Progrum Mentor $ilh
Western Governo$ Unieersilr.

Dr. Linda W. Lymas, Member
l" Term: July l, 2024 - June 30,202'7
A.forner pincipal ofcreat Mills High School, Dr. Lymas is a career educalor- Retired Irom that role since
2013, she cunently serues as the CEOfor, ond is the founder ofst Ma^* s Food Bank. Dr. Lymos is a pasl
presidena ol the Lerington Po* Rotaty Club and cuftenl Assistant Goeernorlor Rolory-'s Disnid 7620. In
2002, Dr. Lymas \r'as recognized b|' Govenor Paftis Glendening Ior her coniibutiot s to insfiltctional
leadership in Man'land schools.

Thomas Phelan. Member
l*rTerm: July 1,2023 June 30,2026

Mr Phelan serred 27 vears in the Nav.r' as a pilot ahd test pilot, and cun ently uorks lor a defehse cohtrdctor
supporting Pa tux e n t River.

Charles Shilling, Member
I't Term: July l, 2023 - June 30, 2026
Mr. Shilling is the CEO ofShilling & Associates. a counseling.firm lo plopert| manageme t having operated
ik 2l states. and he maintoins a Forensic Expert status in certain states within his field. In his voluhreet life,
he has 40 vears ol senice protided within our Maryland Crimhal Justice Svslem, has served on numerous
Governor Tosk Forces, and has been rccognized on local, stale, and inlernulional basis for his lolunteer
work for yictim Rights. In 2022, he was selected as Maryland's Citizefi of the year.
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Ylonda M. Dowleyne, Member
2nd Term: July l, 2025 - June 30, 2028

Mrs- Dowlelne is a relired releran ol the Uniled Stdles Anry wilh 22 vars ol-service.
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STRUCTURE OF THE POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY BOARD

The Sheriff of St. Mary's County is entitled to app oinl an ex officio, non-voting member

of the Police Accountability Board. This ex ofiicio member's role is to provide advice,

knowledge, and insight to the members of the Board.

Support staffing for the Board is provided through the County Attomey's Office.

MEETINGS

The Board held a total offive meetings in the course of 2025, on each ofthe following
dates: March 12, May I 5, August 21, Novenrber 20, and December I 8. The Board has a

statutory duty to meet no less than quarterly. A decision was made by the Board to hold an

extra meeting in November to discuss and complete the Police Accountability Board's Annual

Report, due December 31.2025, to the Commissioners of St. Mary's County.

In March. the Board met with St. Mary's County Sheriff. Steven Hall. who addressed

questions regarding the recent increase in submitted complaints. Lt. Krum from the Sherifls
Office followed with a presentation on the features and capabilities of the Axon Body 4 camera

system used by deputies. The Board then reviewed four (4) Administrative Charging
Committee C'ACC") written dispositions. Deputy County Attomey John Sterling Houser

briefed members on proposed legislation that, if enacted, could affect the operations of both
the PAB and the ACC. The meeting concluded with the reappointment of ACC members

Michael Deitch and Joyce Dyson to successive terms.

During their May meeting, the Board discussed ACC member stipends, reviewing
compensation data from other counties to assess whether St. Mary's County's stipends are

commensurate with workload. No action was taken, as the Chair intended to present the

comparative data to the ACC for feedback at their next meeting. John Sterling Houser provided
an update on the 2025 General Assembly session, highlighting SB 533, which sets new

deadlines requiring the ACC to issue dispositions within 395 days of the filing of a complaint
by a member of the public, and for law enforcement agencies to submit its investigation to the

ACC within 334 days. The Board discussed phase two of the Police Executive Research

-5

Per Ordinance 2022- 15, the Police Accountability Board must have a minimum
membership of five voting members: one chairperson, and one member from each

Commissioner district. Up to four additional voting members may be appointed by the

Commissioners. All members serve staggered three-year temrs. By state law, members of a
Police Accountabitity Board must be civilians; no actively serving police officer may be a
member of the Board.



Forum's study on the implertentation of the Maryland Police Accountabiliry Act of 2021

(*MPAA'), and reviewed other Maryland counties' 2024 PAB Annual Reports, agreeing to

revisit both topics as needed. The meeting concluded with the Board's review of two (2) ACC
dispositions, both issued by the ACC on March26,2O25.

ln August, the Board reviewed the impact report generated from phase two ofPERF's
study on the statewide implementation of the MPAA, which identified challenges in collecting

consistent data, citing variations of record-keeping practices and differing definitions ofpolice
misconduct and outcomes across jurisdictions. The Board also discussed potential

recommendations to include in their 2025 Annual Report. The meeting concluded with the

review of eight (8) ACC case files, during which the Chair provided board members with a

brief summary of each disposition letter.

An additional Board meeting held in November saw the review of six (6) ACC

dispositions, the adoption ofthe 2026 meeting schedule, and approval of this annual report.

Minutes ofeach meeting held in calendar year 2025 are attached to this report as

Appendix Item B.
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ADMINISTRATIVE
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COMMITTEE
ST. MARY'S COUNTY
POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY BOARD



MISSION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE

While the Police Accountability Board provides review and recommendations as an

advisory body, the Administrative Charging Committee is charged with making disciplinary
recommendations regarding alleged police misconduct. Its duties and powers areto: (l)review
the findings oflaw enforcement agency's investigation; (2) make a determination as to whether
to administratively charge a police officer who is the subject of the investigation; (3) if the

police officer is charged, recommend discipline in accordance with the law enforcement

agency's disciplinary matrix; (4) review any body camera footage that may be relevant to the

matters covered in the complaint of misconduct; (5) authorize a police officer called to appear

before an administrative charging committee to be accompanied by a representative; (6) issue

a written opinion that describes in detail its findings, determination, and recommendations; and

(7) forward the written opinion to the chiefofthe law enforcement agency, the police officer,
and the complainant.

PROCESS FOR REVIEWING INVESTIGATORY
FILES

The investigation and review process for a matter brought before the Administrative

Charging Committee is extensive. Complaints of police misconduct may be made through the

Police Accountability Board or through the St. Mary's County Sheriff s Office. Upon receipt

of a complaint the allegation is investigated by the Sheri{ls Office. Following completion of
that investigation, the Sherifls Office forwards a copy of the investigatory file - which

includes case summaries, documentary evidence, transcripts of all associated interviews, and

any associated body wom camera or other media files - to the ACC for review. The

investigation file includes recommendations by the Sheriff as to whether the accused officer
should be administratively charged and. if so, what discipline should be offered.

Once the investigatory file ofthe allegation ofpolice misconduct is in possession ofthe
ACC, the Committee reviews the entire law enforcement agency's investigatory file. In a
typical case, ACC members receive all written components of a pending investigative file one

to two weeks prior to their next monthly meeting. Media files are reviewed collectively at that

meeting. The ACC has the authority, if needed, to request further investigation from the law
enforcement agency. If the ACC is satisfied that the investigative file is complete, a
preliminary finding is made and staff are directed to prepare a written opinion consistent with
that finding. A written opinion is presented for ratification by the ACC at its next monthly
meeting. Upon adoption of a final written opinion which will include a finding as to whether

the accused officer should be administratively charged for the alleged violation and, if so, what

8



discipline the ACC recommends it is transmitted to the SherilL If discipline is recommended,

it must be categorized according to the classes established by the Statewide Disciplinary
Matrix. The Sheriff may elect to adnrinister the ACC'S recommended discipline or to impose

harsher discipline than that recommended. Once an officer has accepted an offer of discipline
or exhausted his or her rights to challenge any adverse finding, the ACC's written
determination is made publicly available.

The St. Mary's Counry Administrative Charging Committee takes a literal
interpretation of the definition of "police misconduct" provided in Maryland Public Safery

Article $ 3-l0l(g): "'Police misconduct' means a pattem, a practice, or conduct by a police
officer or law enforcement agency that includes: (l) depriving persons of rights protected by
the constitution or laws ofthe State or the United States; (2) a violation ofa criminal statute;

43! (3) a violation of law enforcement agency standards and policies." (Emphasis added).
Accordingly, the ACC does not review technical infractions that do not involve lhe public. By
agreement with the Sheriffs Office, however, the ACC does review technical infractions if
they arise from the same circumstances as an allegation that satisfies the three definitional
elements of"police misconduct." For example, an officer alleged to have delayed activation
ofa body wom camera in violation ofagency policy, would have that alleged violation subject

to ACC review if, in the same event, the officer is alleged to have engaged in other conduct
that would satisfy the definition of"police misconduct."

All findings made in 2025 are attached as an appendix to this report.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE
CHARGING COMMITTEE

Nickolas Cromwell, Chairperson
2od Term: J:uiry 1,2025 - June 30,2028
Mr. Cromwell is a leteran ond has served a combihed thirn-hihe |ears i acti|e and cit'ilian nilita\
senice- Mr- Cromu,ell has sen'ed as chief ereculi'e oticer ol han corporations, has sened on the St. Ma4 s

Counn Sherifs Ofice's Citizen Advisory Boord. He is also chairyerson of lhe St. Man's Counry*
Ad m i n i-J h a tive C h algin g Co tn m i tt ee.

Michael R. Deitch, Member
2nd Term: J:u/ry 1,2025 - June 30, 2028
As a retired police officer lrom Ne,l Jerset, I bring a vealth ol experience in law enlorcement, having
developed strong skills ih invesligalion. crisis management, and communi\ ehgagement. Transitio ing into
d'belsecurit) supportihg the Depart ent of Defense, I lewrage m1.' background to identifi and mitigate
threuls, ensuring the safery and securi6' of.ligital envitonmenls- My unique combihalioh of pructical lax
enforcement experience and technical expertise allovs me to provide raluable insights into both phvsical and
cyber sale4. making me a trusted |esource_for the Administtotive Charging Commiltee.
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Joyce I. Dyson, Member
2nd Term: lllJy 1,2025 -June 30,2028
My nane is Jo2-ce I. Dt'son. I an a relir.d gorernment emplot'ee who served as an ,4dvisory
Council Board member, I ensured government policies werefollowed based on the situalion. This
responsibiliq, helped me with decision-making on the Administative Chqrgihg Committee.

Dr. Linda W. Lymas, Member
2nd Term: luJy 1,2O25 - June 30,2028
A .fbrmer principal of Great Milk High School, Dr. Lymas is a career educator. Retired liom thqt
role since 201 3. she currently sen es as the CEO.I'or, und is the lbunder of St. Mary"s Food Bank.

Dr. Lymos is a pqst president o/ the Lexington Park Rotary Club qnd auaent Assista t Governor

./ Rotsry's Dislrict 7620. In 2002, Dr. Ll,mas v'us recognized by'Goternor Parris Glendening

.fbr her contributions to instructionul leadership in Maryland schools.

Peter F. Wild, Member
2nd Term: July 1, 2025 - June 30, 2028
Sented in the US Navyfrom 1982-1990 as an Electronics Technician / l,iuclear Reaclor Operatot oh board 2

Submarines. W'as brcught to St Mary's Counq'Matyland as a Control Technician Nuclear at Colvert CliJls
Nuclear Power plant. Joined the Maryland State Police in 1994 as a State Trooper / Masler Flight
paramedic and served until retiremenl in 20 I L llotked for Charles Co Govenment .for the Depaflrnenl o1'

Emergenq' Services in 2008 aid t etired as an EMS Operutions Captoin in 2024- Volunteercd in Sl Mary's
Co os a Fire Fighter and Paromedic from 1990 - 2018. I am a Lift Member of St Mary's Co Advanced Lilb
Support Unit.
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ACC DATA AND STATISTICS BETWEEN

2024 and 2025

Total Number Allegations Reviewed by the ACC in 2025

Violation of Constitutional Rights

Larrs Rules and Onlers

Sear.-hes and Seizurcs

Dist'rimination

Arrest Authorily

U nreasonable/U n*arranted Fbrcr

Fortable Audio/t9ideo Reconlers

Bias-Based Policing

Excecding Policr: Porers

DiscourteouVDiscriminatory Treatment

Fhlse/M isleading Statements

Use of Profane Language

Provide Medical Aide

Tra r r,.e Acriden t Repo rt in g

Conduct Unhloming

Abuse of Authority

Misrepresent Facts

Warrant Procrdures

Medical Considerations

Truthfulness

krsonnel Complaints

Bringing DiscrvJit Upon Oflice

Loss of ProJrenl'

I nrestigation Eridence Collsction

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
r
I
t
t
I
l) 30ll()5060

Data Range: January 1.2024 December 4,2025
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Administrati\.cl! Chargcd

Not Administrativr'ly Churgcd

Total Charged/Not Charged/Unfounded Findings

o l()24 lol5

t
I

II
Lj rr ftr un dcd

E xtr nc r:lt !'(t !
0 20 40 60 80 lfi) 120 ld{) 160 ll{0 200 l:0

Allegations Administratively Charged in 2025, by Subject

Loss of Property
I

Bringing Discredit Upon Oflice

I

BWC-EndingaRecording
I

Warrant Procedures
I

Data Range: January I.2024 - December 4, 2025
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Disciplinary Category of Administrative Charges

Catctory A
2

C.rtcgoD (

Total Cascs

Total Allegations

btal Ofliccrs Involvcd

Closed Cascs

Pcnding Cascs

Case File Statistics
2025 4 2024

50 l{x) I50() 200 250 300

Data Range: January l,2024 October 21,l0l5

The previous chart titled "Case File Statistics" indicates a total of 56 officers involved in
2025 Administrative Charging Committee cases. Please note that this figure includes some

officers being counted multiple times if they were involved in multiple cases.
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DISCIPLINARY TRENDS

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the information brought before the Board in the past calendar year, and

relying on the Board's understanding of local police disciplinary processes, local law
enforcement's relationship with the local community, and the local community's needs, the
Board makes the lollowing recommendation.

RE('O\I\IE\DATIO\ #I:

State law should be amended to provide clarity as to what cases are meant for the ACC's
jurisdiction and which are not. A minority of counties take a literal view that
Public Safety $ l-l0l(g)'s definition of "police misconduct" is a conjunctive list of required
elements that must each be alleged for a case to be brought before the ACC. Among the majority
ofcounties that view the definition as a disjunctive list, the PERF Report makes clear that there

is still broad disagreement among them over what types of cases should be brought before the

ACC. There is widespread disagreement over when police misconduct is considered to "involve
a member of the public"; there is widespread disagreement over whether purely technical
infractions should be brought. A clear, uniform definition that dispels doubt would bring greater

public confidence to the system, provide law enforcement agencies and personnel more
consistency and prediction over outcomes, and give Police Accountability Boards and

Administrative Charging Committees a greater clarity of purpose and jurisdiction.

l-s

The Adrninistrative Charging Committee has seen roughly the same amount of overall
cases as it did in the prior years. The number of total allegations grew considerably, though.
Allegations are arranged according to which SMCSO policy an officer is accused ofviolating.
The increase appears to be the product of SMCSO identifuing more individual policies in a

given case that are alleged to be violated, rather than an increase in the severity or degtadation
of discipline among officers. The nature and outcomes ofthe cases appear substantially the

same as in prior years.

A chart summarizing the violations and case dispositions of each disciplinary matter is

attached as appendix A.



CONCLUSION 

The foregoing, along with the enclosed appendices, comprise the St. Mary's County 

Police Accountability Board's Annual Report for Calendar Year 2025, and are presented in 

the form adopted by the Police Accountability Board on December 18, 2025. 

Cromwell 

Aubert 

Kidd 

Lydon 

Lymas 

Phelan 

Chairperson 

MEMBERS NOT PRESENT AT THE ADOPTION OF THE REPORT: 

Dowleyne 

Everett 

Shilling 

MEMBERS VOTfNG AGArNST ADOPTIO OF THE REPORT: 
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MEMBERS VOTING FOR ADOPTION OF THE REPORT: 



APPENDIX A 



OPR 

Case 

Number 
 

 

Nature of Violation 
 

 

SMCSO Determination 

 

 

ACC Determination 

Violation 

Category, if 

Administratively 

Charged 

ACC 

Voting 

Results 

OPR2024-

0722 
100.3.1(b)(3) - Arrest 

Authority; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

311.3 - Searches and 

Seizures; Searches 

300.6 - Medical 

Considerations;  

319.5.8(m) - Unwarranted 

Force; 319.5.8(n) - 

Exceeding Police Powers; 

1010.3.1 - Personnel 

Complaints; 319.5.8(d) - 

False/Misleading Statements 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 300.6 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 300.6 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.4 

Officer 4: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 1010.3.1 

Officer 5: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.8(d) 

Officer 6: 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 300.6 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 300.6 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.4 

Officer 4: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 1010.3.1 

Officer 5: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.8(d) 

Officer 6: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4-0 

Approve 
 



UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.8(d) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.8(d) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

OPR2024-

1800 
100.3.1(b)(3) - Arrest 

Authority 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

311.3 - Searches and 

Seizures; 

319.5.8(r) - Use of Profane 

Language; 421.2(a) - 

Portable Audio/Video 

Recorders 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.3.1(b)(3) 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.3.1(b)(3) 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.3.1(b)(3) 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.3.1(b)(3) 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

1700 
319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.3 – Discrimination;  

401.3 - Bias-Based Policing; 

319.5.8(a) - Misrepresent 

Facts 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(a) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None  

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

_____ 
 

3-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

5306 

319.5.1 - Laws, Rules & 

Orders; 319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1 

- 319.4 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1 

- 319.4 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

_____ 
 

 

4-0 

Approve 

OPR2024-

3743 
319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders  

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights 

311.3 - Search and Seizure 

319.5.3 - Discrimination  

401.3 - Bias-Based Policing; 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 4: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 5: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Recommended Discipline:  

None  

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 4: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Officer 5: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 319.5.3 

- 401.3 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

 

 

 

_____ 
 

 

 

 

4-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

3469 
319.5.3 – Discrimination;  

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

311.3 - Search and Seizure; 

501.5 - Traffic Accident 

Reporting; 421.4 BWC - 

Ending a Recording 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 501.5 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 501.5 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 501.5 

Officer 3: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGE 

- 421.4 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.4 

- 501.5 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

Formal Written Counseling (FWC) 

– Officer # 3 
 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 501.5 

Officer 3: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.4 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.4 

- 501.5 

Recommended Discipline:  

Formal Written Counseling 

(FWC) – Officer # 3 

 

 

Category A 

 

4-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

2844 
606.1(b)(2) - Warrant 

Procedures; 

319.5.8(k) - Act of Bringing 

Discredit Upon Office;  

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights;  

100.3.1 - Arrest Authority; 

311.3 - Search and Seizure; 

Searches 

Officer 1: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGE 

- 606.1(b)(2)  

- 319.5.8(k) 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.4 

- 100.3.1 

- 311.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

- 606.1(b)(2) 

Officer 1: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 606.1(b)(2)  

- 319.5.8(k) 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.4 

- 100.3.1 

- 311.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.4 

- 311.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category C, 

Level One 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4-0 

Approve 
 



 

Recommended Discipline:  

Three (3) Days Loss of Leave 

(LOL). 

319.5.8(k) Discipline MERGED 

with 606.1(b)(2) – Officer # 1 

- 606.1(b)(2) 

Recommended Discipline:  

Three (3) Days Loss of Leave 

(LOL). 

319.5.8(k) Discipline MERGED 

with 606.1(b)(2) – Officer # 1 
OPR2024-

3365 
319.5.3 – Discrimination; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

401.3 - Bias-Based Policing;  

319.5.8(n) - Exceeding 

Police Powers; 

319.5.8(r) - Use of Profane 

Language 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.4 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.5.8(r) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

3637 
 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



319.5.8(m) - Excessive 

Force; 

431.3 - Provide Medial 

Aide;  

421.3 - BWC – Notification; 

319.5.5(t) - Loss of Property 
 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 431.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 4: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGE 

- 319.5.5(t) 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

-  

Recommended Discipline:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 431.3 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 431.3 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 431.3 

Officer 4: 

ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.5(t) 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category A, 

Level One  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-0 

Approve 
 



Formal Written Counseling (FWC) 

– Officer #4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Recommended Discipline:  

Formal Written Counseling 

(FWC) – Officer #4 
OPR2024-

3939 

100.2 - Abuse of Authority;  

319.5.3 – Discrimination; 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.8(m) - Excessive 

Force;  

421.3 - BWC – Notification 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.2 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.2 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 421.3 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.2 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED 

- 100.2 

- 319.5.3 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

4426 
319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.8(m) - Excessive 

Force; 

319.5.8(n) - Exceeding 

Police Powers; 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(r) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



319.5.8(r) - Use of Profane 

Language; 319.5.8(x) - 

Conduct Unbecoming; 425.6 

- Body Worn Camera - 

Activation 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(x) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 425.6 

Recommended Discipline:  

Officer 3: Remedial Body Worn 

Camera Training  

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 2: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 319.5.8(x) 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 319.5.8(n) 

Officer 3: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 425.6 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

_____ 
 

3-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

4425 
319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

421.2 - Portable 

Audio/Video Recorder - 

Authorized Use;  

901.4 - Non-Custodial 

Referral Juvenile Services 

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 901.4 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 421.2 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None  

Officer 1: 

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY 

CHARGE 

- 901.4 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 421.2 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

3951 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights  

319.5.8(q) - 

Discourteous/Discriminatory 

Officer 1:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

Officer 2:  

Officer 1:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

Officer 2:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Treatment; 100.3.1 - Arrest 

Authority;  

319.5.8(a) - False or 

Misleading Statements;  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 3:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 5:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 6: 

RESIGNED 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 3:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 4:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 5:  

UNFOUNDED 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(q) 

- 100.3.1 

- 319.5.8(a) 

Officer 6: 

RESIGNED 

 

Recommended Discipline:  

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

5102 
319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

 

 

 

 



319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.8(m) - Unreasonable 

and Unwarranted Force; 

319.5.8(n) - Exceeding 

Lawful Police Powers 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 319.5.8(n) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 319.5.8(n) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 
 

OPR2024-

7025 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

311.2 - Search and Seizure;  

319.5.8(n) - Exceeding 

Police Powers;  

319.5.8(x) - Unbecoming 

Conduct 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.5.8(x) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.5.8(x) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.5.8(x) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 319.5.8(n) 

- 319.5.8(x) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 

 

OPR2024-

6054 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.5.8(m) - Unreasonable / 

Unwarranted Force; 

311.3 - Search and Seizure - 

Searches 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 



- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

OPR2024-

5478 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.8(m) - Unreasonable / 

Unwarranted Force; 

311.3 - Search and Seizure – 

Searches; 

100.3.1 - Arrest Authority;  

600.3.1 - Investigation - 

Evidence Collection; 

319.5.8(q) - Discourteous, 

Disrespectful Treatment 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

- 100.3.1 

- 600.3.1 

- 319.5.8(q) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 311.3 

- 100.3.1 

- 600.3.1 

- 319.5.8(q) 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 

OPR2024-

6635 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders;  

319.5.8(m) - Excessive 

Force;  

100.3.1 - Arrest Authority; 

425.6 - Activation of 

Portable Recorder;  

 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 



- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

- 319.5.8(m) 

- 100.3.1 

- 425.6 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

OPR2025-

0787 

100.2 - Law Enforcement 

Authority; 

311.2 - Search and Seizure;  

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights;  

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.5.8 - Exceeding Police 

Powers; 

319.5.8(x) - Conduct 

Unbecoming; 

421.4 - BWC- Ending a 

Recording 

No Responding Officers Listed: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 100.2 

- 311.2 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8 

- 319.5.8(x) 

- 421.4 

 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

No Responding Officers Listed: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 100.2 

- 311.2 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8 

- 319.5.8(x) 

- 421.4 

 

 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 

OPR2025-

0946 

311.3 - Search and Seizure; 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders; 

319.5.8(q) - Discourteous 

Treatment 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 311.3 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(q) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 311.3 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 311.3 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.5.8(q) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 311.3 

- 319.4 

- 319.5.1(c) 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 

OPR2025-

2539 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights; 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 



319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders;  

401.3 – Biased-Based 

Policing  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 401.3 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 401.3 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

_____ 

 

5-0 

Approve 

OPR2025-

2549 

319.4 - Violation of 

Constitutional Rights 

319.5.1(c) - Laws, Rules and 

Orders 

311.3 - Search and Seizure  

401.3 - Biased-Based 

Policing 

319.5.8(b) - Truthfulness 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(b) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(b) 

 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

Officer 1: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(b) 

 

Officer 2: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.5.1(c) 

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

- 401.3 

- 319.5.8(b) 

 

Officer 3: 

UNFOUNDED  

- 319.4 

- 311.2 

 

Recommended Discipline: 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-0 

Approve 

 



 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Police Accountability Board (Wednesday, March 12, 2025)
Generated by LEGAL ACCPAB on Thursday, March 20, 2025
 
Members present
Nickolas Cromwell
Leslie Everett
John Lydon
Dr Linda Lymas
Thomas Phelan
Charles Shilling
Jenna Aubert
 
John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney 
Gillian Bacon, Legal Assistant, II 
Lt. Joshua Krum, SMCSO Representative 
 
Absent 
Michelle Dowleyne
Buren Kidd
 
 
Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER
 
 
 
Call to Order: A. Call to Order
Nickolas Cromwell, Chair, called the March 12, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board to order at 6:30pm Chesapeake Building Meeting Room,
Governmental Center.
 
 
2. ROLL CALL
 
 
 
 
Action: A. Approval of Agenda
I move to approve the agenda as submitted.
 
Motion by Charles Shilling, second by Leslie Everett.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
Minutes, Action: B. Approval of Minutes
I move to approve the minutes of the December 19, 2024, Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Thomas Phelan, second by Dr Linda Lymas.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 
 
3. NEW BUSINESS
 
 
 
 
Discussion: A. SMCSO - Sheriff Hall
St. Mary's County Sheriff, Steven Hall, fielded questions from board members on reasons that the PAB may be seeing an increase in submitted complaints.
SMCSO attributes this increase to the accessibility of the complaint form, which allows the public to more easily submit complaints online through the public
portal. Lt. Krum noted that while the Board may be seeing an uptick in the number of complaints, the proportion of complaints that have been sustained has not
substantially increased. 
 
Information: B. Body-Worn Camera Demonstration - SMCSO
Lt. Krum, a representative from the SMCSO, gave a presentation to the board on the Axon Body 4, the body camera used by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Officers.
The presentation highlighted the various uses and capabilities of the body-worn camera, as well as the features of the Flex POV module.
 
Discussion, Information: C. Review of ACC Disposition 
Nickolas Cromwell, Chairman, provided a brief summary of the dispositions for the following Administrative Charging Committee investigatory files:OPR2024-
1197, OPR2024-0722, OPR2024-1800, and OPR2024-1700.
The Chairman along with St. Mary's County Sheriff's Office Representative, Lt. Joshua Krum, took questions regarding these case files from PAB members
Charles Shilling and Jenna Aubert.

5/16/25, 9:58 AM BoardDocs® Plus

https://go.boarddocs.com/md/stmarysco/Board.nsf/Private?open&login 1/2



 
Discussion, Information: D. 2025 Legislative Update
 
John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney, gave the Board an overview of proposed legislation that would have had the potential, if enacted, to affect the
operations of the Police Accountability Boards and Administrative Charging Committees. 
Bills specifically discussed by the Board were:
HB238/SB533; Public Safety - Police Accountability - Time Limit for Filing Administrative Charges
HB985; Police Discipline - Administrative Charging Committees - Additional Charging Committee
HB836; County Police Accountability Boards - Investigation of Complaints of Police Misconduct 
HB885/SB 625; Public Safety - Police Accountability - Investigation Records Relating to Unfounded and Exonerated Complaints 
 
 
4. ENTRY INTO CLOSED SESSION 
 
 
 
Action: A. Entry into Closed Session
I move to enter into closed session under Local Government Article, §9-512 (a)(1) for the purpose of discussing personnel matters
 
Motion by Charles Shilling, second by Leslie Everett
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 
 
5. 8:08 p.m. - CLOSED SESSION
 
 
 
 
Action, Discussion, Information: A. Appointments to the Administrative Charging Committee
Authority: §9-512(a)(1) of the Local Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland
Time Held: 8:08 p.m. - 8:22 p.m.
Location: Commissioners of St. Mary's County Meeting Room
Purpose: To discuss the assignment, promotion, resignation, salary, demotion, dismissal, reprimand, or appointment of a member of a public agency or employee.
 
 
5. 8:22 P.M. - ADJOURN FROM CLOSED SESSION
 
 
 
Action: A. MOTION TO ADJOURN FROM CLOSED SESSION
I move to adjourn from closed session and reconvene in open session.
Motion by Nickolas Cromwell, second by John Lydon
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 
 
6. APPOINTMENTS TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGING COMMITTEE 
 
 
 
Action, Discussion, Information: A. Appointments to the Administrative Charging Committee
I move to reappoint Michael Deitch and Joyce Dyson to the Administrative Charging Committee for a successive term.
 
Motion by Charles Shilling, second by Jenna Aubert.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 
 
7. ADJOURN
 
 
 
 
Action: A. Motion to Adjourn
I move to adjourn the March 12, 29025 meeting of the Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Nickolas Cromwell, second by Jenna Aubert.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:24PM.
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Police Accountability Board (Thursday, May 15, 2025)
Generated by LEGAL ACCPAB on Tuesday, June 10, 2025
 
 
Members present
Nickolas Cromwell
Michelle Dowleyne
Leslie Everett
John Lydon
Dr Linda Lymas
Thomas Phelan
Charles Shilling
 
John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney 
Gillian Bacon, Legal Assistant, II 
Lt. Joshua Krum, SMCSO Representative 
 
Via Zoom 
Jenna Aubert
 
Absent
Buren Kidd
 
 
Meeting called to order at 6:37 PM
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER
 
 
 
Call to Order: A. Call to Order
Nickolas Cromwell, Chair, called the May 15, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board to order at 6:37pm Chesapeake Building Meeting Room,
Governmental Center.
 
 
2. ROLL CALL
 
 
 
 
Action: A. Approval of Agenda
I move to approve the agenda as submitted.
 
Motion by Leslie Everett, second by Thomas Phelan.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Michelle Dowleyne, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 
Minutes, Action: B. Approval of Minutes
I move to approve the minutes of the March 12, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board, with the exception that under new business, we add the
discussion of case determinations for the following ACC case files: OPR2024-1197, OPR2024-0722, OPR2024-1800, and OPR2024-1700.
 
Motion by Nickolas Cromwell, second by Michelle Dowleyne.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Michelle Dowleyne, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert

 
3. OLD BUSINESS
 
 
 
Discussion: A. ACC Membership Stipend
The Board reviewed compensation data for PAB and ACC members across all Maryland counties in an effort to assess whether the stipend provided to St. Mary's
County ACC members is commensurate with their workload. The Chairman intends to present this information to the ACC at their next meeting to gather member
feedback. 
 
 
4. NEW BUSINESS
 
 
 
Discussion, Information: A. Legislative Update
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John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney, provided the Board a brief update on legislation from the 2025 General Assembly Session that would affect the
operations of the Police Accountability Boards and Administrative Charging Committees. One bill of note was Senate Bill 533, which is currently awaiting the
Governor's signature. The bill would require the ACC to issue its disposition within 395 days from the date a complaint is filed by the public, and that a law
enforcement agency must have its investigation forwarded to an ACC no later than 334 days after the complaint is filed.  
 
Discussion: B. Police Executive Research Forum Report - Implementation of the Maryland Police Accountability Act of 2021
PAB member Charles Shilling and Deputy County Attorney John Sterling Houser attended a presentation by the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF), which
offered insight into the upcoming second phase of the Maryland Police Accountability Act of 2021 ("MPAA") study. This next phase will focus on analyzing the
differences in the types of cases reported under the MPAA compared to Law Enforcement Officers' Bill of Rights ("LEOBR"), including comparison of their
respective outcomes. 
 
Discussion: C. 2024 Maryland PAB Annual Reports
The Board reviewed publicly posted 2024 Police Accountability Board (PAB) Annual Reports from various Maryland Counties. The Board agreed to revisit this
topic as necessary, and to continue collecting information on the other 2024 PAB Annual Reports from across Maryland, which may not have been posted at the
time of this meeting.
 
Discussion: D. Review of ACC Dispositions
Nickolas Cromwell, Chairman, provided a brief summary of the dispositions for Administrative Charging Committee investigatory files OPR2024-5306
and OPR2024-3743.
 
 
5. ADJOURN
 
 
 
Action: A. Motion to Adjourn
I move to adjourn the May 15, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Nickolas Cromwell, second by Charles Shilling.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Michelle Dowleyne, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Charles Shilling, Jenna Aubert
 

 
Meeting adjourned at 7:35 PM.
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Police Accountability Board (Thursday, August 21, 2025)
Generated by LEGAL ACCPAB on Tuesday, October 14, 2025
 
Members present
Nickolas Cromwell
Michelle Dowleyne
Leslie Everett
John Lydon
Dr Linda Lymas
Charles Shilling
Bruen Kidd
Jenna Aubert
 
John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney 
Gillian Bacon, Legal Assistant, II 
Sgt. William Ray, SMCSO Representative
 
Members Absent
Thomas Phelan 
 
 
Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER
 
 
Call to Order: A. Call to Order
Nickolas Cromwell, Chair, called the August 21, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board to order at 6:30pm Chesapeake Building Meeting Room,
Governmental Center.
 
 
 
2. ROLL CALL
 
 
Action: A. Approval of Agenda
I move to approve the agenda as submitted.
 
Motion by Dr Linda Lymas, second by Charles Shilling.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Charles Shilling, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert
Not Present at Vote: Michelle Dowleyne

 
 
3. NEW BUSINESS
 
 
Discussion, Information: A. Maryland Police Accountability Act - Impact Report
The Board reviewed the most recent phase of the Police Executive Research Forum (“PERF”) study on the statewide implementation of the Maryland Police
Accountability Act (“MPAA”). Among other objectives, PERF sought to determine whether officers are charged with misconduct more frequently, face more
severe disciplinary actions, or are more likely to have charges sustained under the MPAA compared to the Law Enforcement Officers' Bill of Rights (“LEOBR”).
The PERF report noted significant challenges in collecting consistent data, citing variations in record-keeping practices and differing definitions of misconduct and
outcomes across jurisdictions.

 
Discussion: B. 2025 Annual Report
The Board began discussions on the upcoming 2025 Police Accountability Board Annual Report, due to the St. Mary's County Commissioners by December 31st.
Discussions included the possibility of requiring complainants to swear to the accuracy of their statement and implementing a "cooling-off period" after a
complaint is filed, allowing time to decide whether the individual wishes to proceed with their complaint. SMCSO representative, Sgt. Ray, noted to the Board that
once an allegation of police misconduct is submitted, the SMCSO Office of Personnel Management investigation continues regardless of whether the complainant
chooses to pursue it or not. 
 
Discussion: C. Review of ACC Dispositions
Nickolas Cromwell, Chairman, provided a brief summary of the dispositions for the following Administrative Charging Committee investigatory files:
OPR2024-3469, OPR2024-2844, OPR2024-3365, OPR2024-3637, OPR2024-3939, OPR2024-4426, OPR2024-4425, and OPR2024-3951.
 
 
 
4. ADJOURN
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Action: A. Motion to Adjourn
I move to adjourn the August 21, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Nickolas Cromwell, second by Jenna Aubert.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, Michelle Dowleyne, Leslie Everett, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Charles Shilling, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert

 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:40 PM.
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Police Accountability Board (Thursday, November 20, 2025)
Generated by LEGAL ACCPAB on Monday, December 15, 2025
 
Members present
Nickolas Cromwell
John Lydon
Dr Linda Lymas
Thomas Phelan
Bruen Kidd
Jenna Aubert
 
John Sterling Houser, Deputy County Attorney 
Gillian Bacon, Legal Assistant, II 
Lt. Joshua Krum, SMCSO Representative
 
Members absent
Michelle Dowleyne
Leslie Everett
Charles Shilling
 
 
Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER
 
 
Call to Order: A. CALL TO ORDER
Nickolas Cromwell, Chair, called the November 20, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board to order at 6:30pm Chesapeake Building Meeting Room,
Governmental Center.
 
 
 
2. ROLL CALL
 
 
Action: A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
I move to approve the agenda as submitted.
 
Motion by Thomas Phelan, second by Dr Linda Lymas.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert
 
Minutes, Action: B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
I move to approve the meeting minutes of the August 21, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Thomas Phelan, second by Dr Linda Lymas.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert

 
 
3. OLD BUSINESS
 
 
Discussion: A. 2025 ANNUAL REPORT
I move to apprive the draft 2025 annual report as written with the exception already provided digitally.
Motion by Dr Linda Lymas, second by John Lydon.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert
 
 
 
4. NEW BUSINESS
 
 
Action: A. DRAFT 2026 MEETING SCHEDULE
I move to accept the 2026 tentative meeting schedule of the Police Accountability Board with the exception of attempting to move the February 19th meeting date to February
12th.  
 
Motion by John Lydon, second by Dr Linda Lymas.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert
Discussion: B. REVIEW OF ACC DISPOSITIONS
Nickolas Cromwell, Chairman, provided a brief summary of the dispositions for the following Administrative Charging Committee investigatory files:
OPR2024-5102, OPR2024-7025, OPR2024-6054, OPR2024-5478, OPR2025-0787, and OPR2025-0946.
 
 
 
5. ADJOURN



 
 
Action: A. MOTION TO ADJOURN
I move to adjourn the November 20, 2025, meeting of the Police Accountability Board.
 
Motion by Jenna Aubert, second by Dr Linda Lymas.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Nickolas Cromwell, John Lydon, Dr Linda Lymas, Thomas Phelan, Bruen Kidd, Jenna Aubert

 
Meeting adjourned at 6:55 PM.
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY 

ADMINISTRA TTVE CHARGING COMMITTEE 

Nickolas Cromwell, Chair 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Commissioners of St. Mary's County 

James R. Guy, President 

Michael R. Alderson, Jr., Commissioner 

Eric S. Colvin, Commissioner 

Michael L. Hewitt, Commissioner 

Scott R. Ostrow, Commissioner 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE§ 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

Matter Number: OPR2024-0722 
Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 12/18/2024; 1/29/2025 

Officer(s) Involved: 
- Cpl. , #
- Cpl. , #
- Dep. , #
- Dep. , #
- Lt. , #
- Sgt.  , # 1 

Incident Date: February 5, 2024 at 1709 hrs. 

Incident Location: 46400 Lexington Village Way, Lexington Park 
Complainant: 

Allegations: 

100.3.1 Arrest Authority (Cpl. , Cpl. , Dep. ) 
- 319 .4 -General Standards - Violation of Constitutional Rights (Cpl. , Cpl.

, Dep. )
- 311.3 - Search and Seizure: Searches (Cpl. , Cpl. )
- 300.6 -Medical Considerations (Cpl. , Cpl. )
- 319.5.8(m) -Unwarranted Force (Cpl. , Cpl. )
- 319.5.8(n) - Exceeding Policy Powers (Dep. )

1010.3.1 -Personnel Complaints (Dep. )
- 319.5.8(d) - False/Misleading Statements (Lt. , Sgt. )

Agency Review Conducted by: Sgt. William Ray, #131 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

Report oflnvestigation by St. Mary's County Sheriffs Office, 10/11/2024 
Copy of the following St. Mary's County Sheriffs Office Policies: 

o 100,300,311,319, 1010
Copy of Shift Briefing Summary, Lt. ; 2/6/2024 
Incident Report, Cpl. 
Statement of Charges,
Arrest Report,
CAD Call Information Report, 2/5/2024 
Photos of Mr.  Car 
Use of Force Report, Cpl. 

1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary's County Sheriffs Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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Use of Force Report, Dep. 
Use ofForce Report, Cpl. 
Transcript of Phone Call from Sgt.  to Lt. 
Maryland Criminal Procedure Code Ann. $ 2-203
Maryland Criminal Procedure Code Ann. $ 2-208
Maryland Criminal Procedure Code Ann. $ 2-102
Maryland Public Safety Code Ann. $ 6-304
Maryland Public Safety Code Ann. $ 6-305
Maryland Criminal Law Code Ann. $ 6-107
The following Case Law:

o Davis v. United States

o United States v. Leon
Notification of lnvestigation, Dep. 
Notification of Investigation, Lt. 
Notification of Investigation, Sgt. 
Notification of lnvestigation, Dep. 
Notification of Investigation, Cpl. 
Notification of Investigation, Cpl. 
Copy of Defendant Probation Summary,  
Body Wom Camera Footage of:

o Cpl.  #
o Dep.   #
o Dep.  *i
o Cpl.   #
o Sgt.  #

Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with:
o Lt.  ,711612024
o   & ,11126/2024
o Dep.   1112712024
o Charles Co. Sheriffls Officer , 1112712024

o Dep.  , 411912024

o Lt. , 4/19/2024
o Sgt.  ,4l1ll2024
o SgI.  & Lt. , 6i 1412024
o Sgt.  , 612412024

o Dep.  , 51812024
o Cpl.  ,511512024
o Cpl.  ,511412024

BACKGROUND

On February 5,2024. SMCSO personnel arrived at the Golden Chicken restaurant in
Lexington Park following reports that Complainant had threatened to bum down the house of two
other patrons and was observed spraying a bottle ofunknown liquid in the restaurant's parking lot.
Following an initial investigation, responding officers located Complainant outside a nearby
Dollar Tree. After a lengthy conversation with complainant, officers placed him under arrest for
two charges of making a threat to commit arson. Complainant was taken to the detention center,
initially refused booking there, sent to the hospital for evaluation, and ultimately retumed to the
detention center by the hospital. Complainant alleges that during this sequence ofevents SMCSO
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personnel used excessive force, deliberarely ignored a medioal condition, and otherwise dqrrived
Complainant of his constitutional rights.

Sheriff's Recommendation

"For the reasons detailed in Major Safford's 4th Endorsement there is no evidence ofintent
on the part of Corporal  or Corporal . Deputies are entrusted to make decisions based
on an extensive library of Maryland Criminal and Traffic Law. The fact that so many deputies
either misinterpreted or were unaware that Threats of Arson was not a specified crime listed in
Criminal Procedure Article $ 2-203 points to a training failure that requires correction. I do not see

any ill intent or malice with any ofthe actions ofthe deputies on the scene and iffact, attempts to
de-escalate with Mr.  were done so with a great degree ofrespect and professionalism.

I am issuing a directive to my command staff to ensure remedial training on this matter is
conducted in a timely manner with all swom members of the agency. This training will include
not only an in depth review of Criminal Procedure Article $ 2-203 bul to reinforce the need in
certain situations to slow down and take time to review the elements of the alleged crime and the
criteria for arrest or issuance of a criminal citation.

I recommend the following findings as they relate to Corporal   # :

I recommend the following findings as they relate to Corporal   #  for
allegations she violated the below Sherifls Office Policies:

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights
Policy 31 I .3 Searches and Seizure, Searches
Policy 300.6 Medical Considerations
Policy 3 I 9.5.8(m) Unwarranted Force

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights
Policy 3 I I .3 Searches and Seizure, Searches
Policy 300.6 Medical Considerations
Policy 3 19.5.8(m) Unwarranted Force

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.5.8(n) Exceeding Police Powers
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED

NOT ADMINTSTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED

I recommend the following finds as they relate to Deputy   # 
for allegations he violated the below Sheriff s Office Policies:

Policy I 010.3. I Personnel Complaints NOT AD}IINISTRATIvELY CHARGED

The conversations between Lt.  and Sgl.  was recorded on Sgt. 
BWC without her knowledge or Lt.  knowledge. The comments made on the recording
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NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
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I recommend the following findings as they relate to Deputy   #  for
allegations he violated the below Sheriffs Office Policies:



do not directly relate to the Police Misconduct allcgations in this case al)d theretilie rlo not tall
under the purview of the ACC. This matter u,ill be handled internally.

I recommend the following findings as they relate to Lieutenant    # 
and Sergeant    #  for allegations they violated the below Sheriff s Office
Policy:

3 19.5.8(d) False / Misleading Statement UNFOUNDED

Steven A. Hal[. Sheriff."

As it most always does, the Administrative Charging Committee had the opportunity to
review body wom camera C'BWC") footage from the SMCSO personnel who interacted with the
Complainant on the night of February 5; that footage has given the ACC, it feels, a clear and
objective understanding ofwhat occurred between law enforcement and the complainant.

As an initial matter, there is no evidence in the footage reviewed that suggests the
responding officers or their supervising officers acted in anyhing less than absolute good faith
towards the Complainant. The footage reviewed showed the Complainant was difficult, combative,
unreasonable, and uncooperative throughout the entirety of his interaction with SMCSO.
Complainant physically resisted being taken into custody and the force used, as seen on the BWC
footage, is well within the theshold of an amount reasonably necessary to effectuate an arrest.
Once taken into custody, Complainant began to assert that he was in medical distress or debilitating
conditions; the officers, and the ACC on review, believed these claims to be disingenuous.
Complainant evinced no signs of physical distress discemible from the body wom camera and
there is no evidence of anlthing an objective observer would believe amounted to a medical need
that needed to be seen to before transportation to the detention center -- something later verified at
the hospital when detention center staff recommended he be taken there as a precautionary
measure, and the hospital quickly discharged him.

In short, based upon the above, we conclude there is no merit to the Complainant's
allegations that SMCSO used excessive force against him, endangered him, acted
unprofessionally, or maliciously targeted him. This appears to be, in most respects, a relatively
routine engagement between law enforcement and a disorderly, disruptive member of the public.

The one matter that requires some discussion to adequately resolve lies in the charges the
Complainant was arrested for. "Threat of arson" is, per Criminal Law Article $ 6-107(b), a
misdemeanor. It is not among the enumerated misdemeanors in Criminal Procedure Article $ 2-
203(b) for which a warrantless arrest may be made upon probable cause. ln other words,
Complainant should not have been arrested that night if the charged offense was only a threat of
arson.

That fact notwithstanding, state and federal case law provides "good faith exceptions" if
offrcers had a reasonable belief an arrest was justified. There is no question in the minds that
SMCSO's personnel - at many levels of authority that night - believed the arrest was valid, and
that "threat of arson" was a misdemeanor for which a warrantless arrest could be made. Mwiad
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reasons for that confusion among law enforcement arc suggested in the case file: the close
similarity of "threat of arson" under Criminal Law S 6-107 to "malicious burning" under Criminal
Law $ 6-105, commission of which is grounds for a warrantless arrest, the state fire marshal's
authority under Criminal Procedure g 2-208 to make warrantlcss arrests, and the possibitity ofpast
trainings that conveyed faulty knowledge are among the theories advanced. We cannot be sure of
which. What the record leaves us sure of, however, is that the mistake of law was widely held,
and not limited solely to the Sheriffs Office: the District Court Commissioner determined
sufficient probable cause existed for the arrest and, during subsequent prosecution, the issue was
never raised.

We do not feel it is appropriate or warranted to administratively charge any individual
officers, who clearly acted in good faith and in an otherwise professional manner at all times, for
a failure oftraining. Accordingly, we decline to administratively charge in this matter.

For the reasons noted above, the ACC makes the following findings in this matter

With respect to Corporal  

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights
Policy 31 1.3 Searches and Seizure, Searches
Policy 300.6 Medical Considerations
Policy 3 19.5.8(m) Unwarranted Force

With respect to Corporal  :

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights
Policy 3 I I .3 Searches and Seizure, Searches
Policy 300.6 Medical Considerations
Policy 3 19.5.8(m) Unwarranted Force

With respect to Deputy  

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED

NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED

NOT ADNIINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED
NOT ADMINTSTRATIVELY CHARGED

With respect to Deputy :

Policy 1010.3.1 Personnel Complaints NOT ADMINISTRATMLY CIIARGED

With respect to Lieutenant  :

319.5.8(d) False / Misleading Statement UNFOUNDED

With respect to Sergeant   :
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Outcome

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority
Policy 3 19.5.8(n) Exceeding Police Powers
Policy 3 19.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights



'319.5.8(d) False / Misleading Statement UNFOUNDED

Discipline

As the ACC makes no finding to administratively charge any offrcer, no recommendation
of discipline is made.

As noted above, there is a prevalent misunderstanding ofthe wanantless arrest authority
for a person suspected of committing "Threat of Arson." We note the promise in the Sheriff s

recommendation that remedial training will be held, and hope that it will be.

Conclusion

This constitutes the written determination of the St. Mary's County Administrative Charging
Committee with respect to the above-captioned matter. The final written report is adopted on
this ?-,1 da, oi JnJ , 2025, a;d will be delivered to the St. Mary'i County Sieriffls
Office within five (5) days.

Nickolas well
Chairperson, Administrative Charging Committee
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Failures of Srpervision Contributine to the Incident
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-1800 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 1/29/2025; 2/26/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- Dep. , #  

- Cpl. , # 1 

Incident Date: March 22, 2024, at 0022 hrs. 

Incident Location:  N Essex Drive, Lexington Park 

Complainant:   

Allegations:  

- 100.3.1 Arrest Authority (Dep. , Cpl. ) 

- 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders (Dep. , Cpl. ) 

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights (Dep. , Cpl. ) 

- 311.3 – Search and Seizure: Searches (Dep. , Cpl. ) 

- 319.5.8(r) – Use of Profane Language (Dep. )  

- 421.2(a) – Portable Audio/Video Recorders (Cpl. ) 

 

Agency Review Conducted by: Cpl. Daniel Sidorowicz, #328 

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 10/14/2024 

- Copy of the following St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

o 100, 311, 319, 421 

- Incident Report, Dep.  

- Alcohol Influence Report,  

- Use of Force Report, Dep.   

- Use of Force Report, Cpl.  

- Order of Suspension of Driver’s License,  

- Warrants Report, 3/27/2024 

- Arrest Report, 3/27/2024 

- Personal Property Receipt,   

- SMCSO Vehicle Tow/Storage Card 

- Shift Briefing Summary, Sgt.  

- CAD Call Information Report, 9/04/2024 

- Maryland Judiciary Case Search,   

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.   

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.   

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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o Cpl.  #  

o Dep.  #  

o Dep.  #  

o DFC  #  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o  03/27/2024 

o Dep. , 9/13/2024 

o DFC , 9/19/2024 

o Cpl. , 10/10/2024 

o Dep. , 9/30/2024 

 

Appendices to this Written Determination: 

#1:  Original Complaint  

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 On March 22, 2024, shortly after midnight, personnel from the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s 

Office (“SMCSO”) responded to a complaint that a vehicle on N. Essex Drive, Lexington Park 

was operating in a manner suggestive its driver was impaired.  During the subsequent response, 

SMCSO personnel were able to identify two suspects matching descriptions provided.  One 

suspect, Complainant, alleges SMCSO unlawfully arrested her and searched her vehicle.   

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

  On the night in question, SMCSO received a report from a citizen that two females who 

were “drunk” and “high” were operating a green or blue “caravan” vehicle on N. Essex Dr., 

Lexington Park.  Dep.  responded to the caller’s residence and, in an interview recorded 

by the officer’s body worn camera, was told by the caller and the other residents of caller’s home 

that these two females had recently forced an entry into the caller’s basement, were overheard 

saying they were there to look for a cell phone, and became involved in a physical struggle with 

the caller.  The caller described the women as belligerent and “very drunk.” 

 

 While speaking with the caller and others at the residence, Dep.  overheard 

someone shout “Hey! Here they go, right here!” from the front of the residence.  Exiting to the 

front yard, the Deputy saw a white female with blonde hair – physical attributes that matched the 

description of one of the suspects – walking outside.  This individual, later learned to be  

, initially ignored the deputy’s command to stop but ultimately complied.  She had a 

cast on her left arm and an unsteady gait.  Her speech in the ensuing conversation was slurred, 

belligerent, disjointed, and difficult to follow.  Ms.  was detained with zip ties on the scene. 

 

 While detaining , Dep.  asked aloud, “Where, uh, where’s this van at?”  

One of the occupants at the caller’s home identified the car on that same street.  Dep.  

informed SMCSO the van was also present, that he assumed it would have an occupant in it, and 

approached the van.  The van was parked on the side of the street, but was running and had its 

lights on.  The Complainant – who was a white female with long dark hair, matching the 

description of the remaining suspect – was seated in the driver’s seat and was initially unresponsive 

and would not leave the vehicle.  She required the Deputy’s assistance to leave the van.  Her speech 

during this interaction was heavily slurred, disjointed, and could not engage the Deputy in 
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intelligible conversation.  She was given approximately seventeen commands to leave the vehicle.  

She was, ultimately, removed from the vehicle by force and arrested.  There were no signs on any 

of the officers’ body worn camera footage that an inappropriate amount of force was used or that 

injury was inflicted upon Complainant.  Upon being arrested she began screaming “aggressive,” 

among other things, and continued her noncooperative behavior.  She was taken to a police vehicle 

and taken to the detention center.  

 

 Following her arrest, Cpl.  searched Complainant’s car to prepare it for towing.  This 

entailed returning to the vehicle to search for registration and inventory any items of value.  A cell 

phone, apparently belonging to Complainant, and a purse were located in the car during the search; 

the purse was searched and discovered to be Ms. .  The cell phone was not accessed or 

searched.  All items were logged and released to Complainant after her release from custody. 

 

 The above summary establishes more than sufficient probable cause for the officers to 

detain and arrest Complainant.  The officer received a report that a white woman with long dark 

hair had, with an accomplice, broken into a private home, were behaving as if inebriated, and were 

driving.  A short time after that report and an extremely short distance from the private home, 

Complainant was located behind the driver’s seat of a running car.  Complainant’s appearance and 

behavior fit the description of the alleged intruder.  Her identity was confirmed in the moment by 

those still at the private home.  This is more than adequate evidence to establish probable cause 

for the arrest and detention.  As observed on body worn camera footage, no more force than that 

reasonably necessary to effectuate the arrest was used.  Complainant was physically 

noncooperative, refused commands to leave the vehicle, and was taken into custody efficiently. 

 

 The following search of the vehicle was perfectly lawful.  The vehicle, due to be towed 

because of its driver’s apparent incapacity, was lawfully impounded and under the Sheriff’s 

custody and control.   The right to inventory the vehicle’s contents for administrative reasons is a 

textbook example of a “community caretaking function” and is part of SMCSO’s standardized 

operating procedures.  State v. Paynter, 234 Md. App. 252, 252 (2017) (quoting Cady v. 

Dombrowski, 413 U.S. 433, 441 (1973)).  “Courts – and by extension, the greater public – must 

scrupulously forbear from reflexively looking upon this neutral police function with cynical 

disdain and must refrain from cavalierly dismissing such police behavior as presumptively a 

subterfuge.”  Id.  The officer’s search was clearly not investigatory in nature, and was meant only 

to secure the possessions of those taken into custody and to insulate the Sheriff’s Office from any 

later claim of misuse or misappropriation of the vehicle’s contents. 

 

 While the above disposes of the Complainant’s allegations, SMCSO’s internal review 

noted two other potential policy violations.  While detaining Ms. , Dep.  can be 

heard muttering “god damn it.”  This arises in the context of him realizing she had a cast and that 

traditional restraints would not work as a result, necessitating the use of zip ties instead.  The 

remark, heard clearly on the Dep’s BWC, was clearly not meant to antagonize or chide Ms. .  

While profane, we concur with the Sheriff that it is the product of an officer encountering a 

roadblock in what was already a tense, frustrating experience.  We do not feel it appropriate to 

administratively charge for that human slip of the tongue, particularly in light of the officer’s 

otherwise patient, respect, and professional demeanor throughout the encounter. 

 

 The second and final potential policy violation identified by SMCSO’s internal review is 

Cpl.  inadvertent failure to active his BWC as soon as he opened the door to Complainant’s 

vehicle when preparing it for towing.  Cpl.  is captured on Dep.  Mobile Vehicle 

Recorder approaching the Complainant’s vehicle, opening the front door, and seeming to realize 

his BWC needs to be activated as soon as the door is open.  He pauses briefly, activates his BWC, 
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

 The complaint in this matter was made verbally by telephone on March 27, 2024.  A 

transcript of the complaint in its entirety is included in the investigatory file and was reviewed by 

the ACC.  Also included was the draft of a complaint made by Complainant through SMCSO’s 

Public Portal.  Though never formally submitted, this draft complaint was included and repeats the 

same general themes of the prior phone call.  The draft complaint is reproduced in full below: 

 

“I was at the store I cashed in a lottery ticket the lady, so I have money she was a friend of a friend, 

so we got talking and we went down to her residence. This other girl decided to take my phone, so 

I kindly knocked on the door to recover my phone, they opened it. The girl was hiding in the closet 

And said she wasn’t there. We then said we knew she was there with my phone so she comes out 

we start fighting the police get called. They were cover my phone from the girl, but since I had 

keys in my possession, they thought I was driving. They had no grounds to search my car cause I 

was not near my car , but they illegally did they recovered the phone from my girl after searching 

my car and threw my keys in the back of car and had me off to jail and charged me with a DUI 

burglary when I was not driving just cause I’m carrying around a set of keys doesn’t give you 

grounds to search my car The officer proceeded to throw my keys in the back of my vehicle 

because when I got released, I had to go with my dead phone to get a charge from a civilian catch 

a Uber to the tow lot. He couldn’t find my keys, btu my interior light was going off when you open 

the door so I found my keys in the trunk because I have a van. The tow person wrote down no keys 

but I payed for the tow because they were about to leave for the day. He took my car out of the 

back. I then left. I called my friend that I was with down there. She needed a ride her house because 

she didn’t have her keys and had to wait for the landlady to let her back in the house. The police 

followed me over to Peg Road and pulled me back over after I just left from blowing a zero he 

asked me to do a sobriety check test I said officer, now I just came from jail. And blew a zero She 

was getting loud with him. I told her to be quiet so I was not slurring my words. There was no 

misinterpretation I asked him clearly why he was pulling me over he said because I wasn’t 

displaying my light on my tag. I said it’s old car. I didn’t even realize that you have lights on a tag 

and only reason I couldn’t display my license which i immediately got fixed because I new there 

would be another reason to pull me over was because you just taken it and I had to find it so I had 

no problem with showing my registration, but my license was paper about anything the report was 

false he asked me can I do a test I said I’ll do your ass test, but I can’t walk a straight line because 

I have a bad gate , my leg and back or bad he wanted me to do all these tests that I can’t do anytime 

but I told him I would try he clearly said my eyes were brown after he shined a light in they and 

they’re green. He checked the box off, saying he didn’t smell any alcohol but still wanted to lock 

me up because I didn’t pass the tests so I had to sit again in jail. Sit there only to pay another 580 

for to get my car out of impoundment not only did the officer relieve my phone in the car which 

hindered me from getting anywhere after I got released I was put on Pretrial After that I got back 

the jail the second time the officers laughed about it like they were setting me up and it was a joke 

of course I was going to refuse the blow. I had just been out less than 4 hrs and your punking me 

again… now I’m on Pretrial which is set up I get no good time I waste my gas riding there hours 

out of my way from PG County not only did I spend $1000 on towing now I have to pay for a 

lawyer and the gas all because the officer got my phone back ugly lady stole my thousand dollar 

phone then wants to counter suit on me. Why didn’t they lock her up when they knew she sole my 
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phone why did they illegally search my car when I wasn’t driving light in them and they’re green. 

They have been since birth so when you check the box on the test, he said no sense in alcohol, but 

he still wanted to lock me up because I could”  
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

  “After careful review of the enclosed case file and related evidence, below are my 

recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy  

#  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 100.3.1(b)(3) Arrest Authority                  UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure. Searches        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8(r) Use of Profane Language        NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

 

 Below are my recommended finds as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 # for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 

Policy 100.3.1(b)(3) Arrest Authority                     UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights     UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure. Searches           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 421.2(a) Portable Audio/Video Recorders   NOT ADMINSTRATIVELY CHARGED  

 

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-1700 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 1/29/2025; 2/26/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- DFC , #  

- Sgt.  , #  

- Cpl. , # 1 

Incident Date: June 16, 2023 

Complaint Date: March 21, 2024 

Incident Location: , Solomons 

Complainant:    

Allegations:  

- 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders (DFC , Sgt. , Cpl. ) 

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights (DFC , Sgt. ) 

- 319.5.3 – Discrimination (DFC , Cpl. )  

- 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing (Cpl. ) 

- 319.5.8(a) – Misrepresent Facts (DFC , Cpl. )  

 

Agency Review Conducted by: Cpl. Daniel Sidorowicz, #328 

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 12/18/2024 

- Copy of St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policy 319 

- Copy of St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policy 401 

- CAD Call Information Report, 10/22/24 

- Incident Report, Cpl.   

- Incident Report, DFC   

- CPS Intake Worksheet 

- Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/12/23 

- Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/28/23 

- Arrest Report,  6/7/23 

- Arrest Warrant, 6/5/23 

- Charge Sheet,  

- Indictment,  

- Request for MVA/BWC Data, 6/13/23 

- Crime Lab Report, CLT.   

- Maryland Judiciary Case Search,   

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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- Photos of Complainant’s Boat 

- Photos of Complainant’s Cell Phone  

- Calvert County Sheriff’s Office Case Report, 4/17/24 

- Notification of Investigation, DFC  

- Notification of Investigation, Sgt.  

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.   

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

o DFC  #  

o Sgt.   

o Cpl.  #  

o Sgt.  #  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o  11/5/2024 

o DFC , 11/25/24 

o Sgt. , 11/13/2024 

 

Appendices to this Written Determination: 

#1: Complaint 

 #2: Sheriff’s Office Recommendation 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

 Complainant alleges that personal property – namely, a watch – was removed from a boat 

he resided in during execution of a search warrant on June 13, 2023 by Sheriff’s Office personnel.  

Following final resolution of the associated criminal charges ultimately brought against him, 

Complainant contacted SMCSO on March 21, 2024 to make his complaint.  In following 

discussions with Complainant, SMCSO identified four allegations that Complainant made: 

 

• That an Aviator watch was removed during the search warrant and replaced with an 

Armitron watch;  

• That the Sex Offender Registry was “utilized to target” Complainant due to his status as a 

registered sex offender 

• That Cpl.  misrepresented facts in her original report and that it was written with the 

intention to mislead any ultimate finder of fact in a prosecution; 

• That the cell phone seized from Complainant’s boat was not his, and that SMCSO remotely 

deleted evidence from his Google One account. 

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

  Following review of the investigative file prepared in this matter, including all 

documentary evidence and body worn camera (“BWC”) footage, the Administrative Charging 

Committee concurs with the Sheriff’s recommended outcomes of unfounded. 

 

  Complainant was indicted by a grand jury for Sex Offense in the Third Degree and Sexual 

Abuse of a Minor on June 5, 2023, and arrested on June 7, 2023.  The arrest was made at a boat 

that Complainant appears to have used as his residence.  Following consultation with an Assistant 

State’s Attorney, SMCSO sought and received a warrant to return to the boat to seize 
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Complainant’s cell phone.  There is more than sufficient probable cause in the materials reviewed 

to justify SMCSO’s belief the cell phone would contain evidence related to the charges brought 

against Complainant.  On June 16, 2023, SMCSO personnel executed the search warrant at the 

boat.  

 

 Body worn camera of both the June 7 arrest and June 16 search and seizure exist and were 

reviewed by the ACC.  On June 7, the Complainant can be seen with a watch on his wrist.  

Complainant seemingly removes his watch and places it in his boat approximately ten minutes into 

the BWC of the arrest.  This is the last the watch is observed on any BWC.   

 

 The search and seizure was also recorded on BWC and observed in full.  The officers in 

question enter the boat and search for the cell phone, ultimately locating it under a mattress.  DFC 

, who was the officer who actually stepped foot in the boat to execute the search, denies 

taking any personal property of the Complainant’s, other than the authorized removal of the cell 

phone.  At no time is a watch mentioned by the officers present.  At no time is a watch observed 

on camera.  At no time is there any suggestion of activity other than the search and removal of a 

cell phone.  We note that the interior of the boat was highly cluttered and disorganized. 

 

   Accordingly, the allegation SMCSO removed Complainant’s watch is unfounded.  

 

 As to Complainant’s other allegations, considering the nature of underlying charges we 

decline to repeat, with exacting specificity, the entirety of the record that supports SMCSO’s 

application for a search warrant and investigation of the criminal matter.  We trust the following 

summary will suffice: (1) BWC of interviews with the victim and victim’s special education 

teacher confirm the accuracy of Cpl.  initial report, (2) DFC  discovery that 

Complainant had a prior criminal record in the state of Missouri did not violate any right of the 

Complainant nor lead SMCSO to depart from any regular investigative policy it would have 

otherwise followed, and (3) there is no evidence that the cell phone seized from Complainant’s 

boat was replaced with another cell phone, and (4) there is no evidence that Complainant’s “Google 

One” account was accessed remotely by SMCSO. 

 

 Accordingly, we find all other allegations in this matter to be unfounded as well. 

 

Outcome 

 

 For the reasons noted above, we make the following decisions in this matter:  

 

With respect to Corporal  # : 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 401.3 Biased-Based Policing           UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.5.8 (a) Misrepresent Facts        UNFOUNDED 

 

With respect to Sergeant  # :  

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

 

 With respect to Corporal  # :  
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

 On March 21, 2024, Complainant sent the following messages to SMCSO personnel by 

text message: 

 

 [03/21/2025, 08:55]: “This is  , first of all my daughter needs the spare 

phone you took from my boat that hadn’t even powered up since 2021 , and 2 my $1200.00 

citizen watch is missing I have had that watch nearly 15 years and I want it back” 

 

 “When you searched my boat someone left a Armitron watch in it place I haven’t even 

owned a Armitron watch since I was 11 years old” 

 

 “It was on my table on my boat when I was arrested a long with my wallet and other 

personal effects . Like I told you at our “talk” at boomerangs my phone was already secured in 

an offsite in a secured location .”  
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

  Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 401.3 Biased-Based Policing           UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.5.8 (a) Misrepresent Facts        UNFOUNDED 

 

 Below are my recommended finds as they relate to allegations made against Sergeant 

#  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

 

 Below are my recommended finds as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (a) Misrepresent Facts        UNFOUNDED 

 

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-5306 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 2/26/2025; 3/26/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- Cpl. , # 1 

Incident Date: Unknown date(s) in 2024 

Incident Location: New Market Turner Road, Mechanicsville 

Complainant:   

Allegations:  

- 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders  

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights  

 

Agency Review Conducted by:  

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 10/16/2024 

- Field Case Report, Dep. ; 9/6/2024 

- Field Case Report Supplement; DFC , 9/13/2024 

- Field Case Report Supplement; DFC , 10/2/2024 

- Petition for Emergency Evaluation; ; 9/6/2024 

- Endorsement and Order Regarding Petition for Emergency Evaluation 

- Certification by Peace Order  

- Return of Service by Peace Order 

- Photos of   

- Behavioral Health Unit Patient Visitor Log 

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.   

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

o Dep.  #  

o DFC  #  

o DFC  #  

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

 On September 6, 2024, Complainant   (hereinafter referred to as 

“Complainant”), while undergoing evaluation at St. Mary’s MedStar Hospital as the subject of an 

Emergency Petition, alleged that she had been the victim of sexual abuse by a SMCSO officer.  

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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SMCSO subsequently investigated the allegations and interviewed members of Complainant’s 

family.  

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

 On September 6, 2024, SMCSO interview Complainant for an allegation of sexual assault.  

Because of the highly personal and private nature of the case, the ACC will forego detailed 

discussion of the facts and provide a broad summary only. 

 

 Complainant has a long history of mental and emotional disorders.  Investigation by 

SMCSO determined she had not been taking her medications as prescribed at the time the 

allegations were made.  On their face, Complainant’s allegations were implausible, if not outright 

impossible.2 

 

 Even so, SMCSO conducted a complete and thorough investigation.  No physical evidence 

of assault was discovered.  The investigating officer confirmed that Complainant had been in in a 

hospital to undergo a court-ordered emergency petition in recent months; the hospital’s visitor logs 

contained no trace or evidence the officer in question ever physically visited her.  This was 

corroborated by interviews with Complainant’s family, who also confirmed how compromised 

Complainant’s mental health was at the time she made her allegation.  BWC footage of SMCSO’s 

interviews with Complainant also make a plain case for the severe deterioration of Complainant’s 

mental state during this time.   

 

 Of note, SMCSO’s investigation determined that the accused officer had previously 

participated in a criminal investigation of Complainant’s older sister.  Complainant’s family shared 

that she had remembered the officer from that investigation and retained a fixatedly hostile view 

of him. 

 

 In short, a thorough, complete investigation did not produce any evidence to support 

Complainant’s allegation.  Accordingly, we find the allegations in this case to be unfounded. 

 

Outcome 

 

  With respect to Cpl.  # , we make the following findings in 

this matter: 

 

 Policy 319.5.1 – Laws, Rules & Orders – UNFOUNDED 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights - UNFOUNDED 

 

Discipline 

 

 As none of the allegations are to be administratively charged, no recommendations of 

discipline are made in this matter. 

 

 

 

 
2 For example, Complainant alleged the accused officer assaulted Complainant in a hospital room with “black 

mamba” snakes, injected her with a “bottle of HIV,” and that she birthed a child during the incident.  These are by 

no means a complete list of the allegations made by Complainant that were untethered to reality. 
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Failures of Supervision Contributing to the Incident 

 

 The ACC notes no failures of supervision that contributed to this matter. 

  

 

Conclusion 

 

This constitutes the written determination of the St. Mary’s County Administrative Charging 

Committee with respect to the above-captioned matter.  The final written report is adopted on 

this _______ day of ________, 2025, and will be delivered to the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s 

Office within five (5) days. 

 

 

____________________________ 

Nickolas Cromwell 

Chairperson, Administrative Charging Committee 

 

APPENDIX: 

#1:  Original Complaint 

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation 

26 March
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

 Complainant’s allegations were made verbally to SMCSO during an interview on 

September 6th at Complainant’s dwelling.  For reasons of privacy, we decline to transcribe relevant 

portions here. 
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 “After careful review of the enclosed case file I concur with the recommended findings of 

UNFOUNDED as it relates to the following violations of Sheriff’s Office Policies for Corporal 

: 

 

 Sheriff’s Office Policy 319.5.1 Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Sheriff’s Office Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  

  

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 
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Commissioners of St. Mary’s County 

James R. Guy, President 

Michael R. Alderson, Jr., Commissioner 

Eric S. Colvin, Commissioner 

Michael L. Hewitt, Commissioner 

Scott R. Ostrow, Commissioner 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-3743 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 2/26/2025; 3/26/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- Sgt.  #  

- Cpl.  #  

- Cpl. , #  

- Cpl.  #  

- Dep. , # 1 

Incident Date: June 12, 2024 

Incident Location:  South Shangri La Drive, Lexington Park 

Complainant:    

Allegations:  

- 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders (Sgt. , Cpl. , Cpl. , 

Cpl. , Dep. ) 

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights (Sgt. , Cpl. , Cpl. 

, Cpl. , Dep. ) 

- 311.3 – Search and Seizure (Sgt. , Cpl. , Cpl. , Cpl. 

, Dep. ) 

- 319.5.3 – Discrimination (Sgt. , Cpl. , Cpl. , Cpl. 

, Dep. ) 

- 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing (Sgt. , Cpl. , Cpl. , Cpl. 

, Dep. ) 

 

Agency Review Conducted by: Cpl. Daniel Sidorowicz, #328 

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 12/16/24 

- Copy of the following St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

o 401, 311, 319 

- SMCSO Criminal Intelligence File,  

- CAD Call Information Report, 3/29/24 

- CAD Call Information Report, 4/8/24 

- CAD Call Information Report, 5/11/24 

- CAD Call Information Report, 6/12/24 

- Incident Report, Sgt.  3/29/24 

- Incident Report, Sgt.  4/5/24 

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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- Incident Report, Sgt.  5/8/24 

- Incident Report, Cpl.  5/25/24 

- Incident Report, Cpl.  5/10/24 

- Incident Report, Cpt. , 8/8/24 

- Incident Report, Dep.  4/9/24 

- Threat-Assess EST Request Report

- Request to Seal Affidavit, 4/23/24

- Request to Seal Affidavit, 5/10/24

- Application for Search and Seizure Warrant, 5/10/24

- Search Warrant Return, 5/11/24

- Application and Affidavit for Search and Seizure Warrant, 8/2/24

- Application and Affidavit for Search and Seizure Warrant, 4/30/24

- Search Warrant Return, 5/31/24

- Application for Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/5/24

- Affidavit in Support of Application for Search and Seizure Warrant

- Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/5/24

- Search Warrant Return, 6/11/24

- Affidavit in Support of Application for Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/13/24

- Search and Seizure Warrant, 6/13/24

- Search Warrant Return, 6/13/24

- Traffic Citation, , 5/11/24 

- Show of Force Report, Cpl.

- K9 Utilization Report, Cpl.

- Traffic Violation Warning for , 6/12/24 

- Adult Temporary Detention Log,

- Interview Log,  5/11/24 

- SMCSO Vehicle Tow/Storage Card

- Evidence Report, 8/8/24

- Crime Lab Request Form, 6/7/24

- Crime Scene Photos, 4/8/24

- Property Record Forms from the Following Dates:

o 4/1/24

o 4/3/24

o 5/11/24

o 8/7/24

o 4/9/24

o 7/10/24

- Notification of Investigation, Sgt.  

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.

- Body Worn Camera Footage of:

o Sgt.  # ; 4/2/2024 Assault and Reckless Endangerment 

Investigation

o DFC  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 

o Cpl.  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 

o Cpl.  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 

o DFC  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 

o Sgt.  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 

o Dep.  # ; 6/12/2024 Vehicle Stop 
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o Det.  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o DFC  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o Cpl.  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o Cpl.  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o Cpl.  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o Sgt.  # ; 5/11/2024 Search Warrant Execution   

o Det.  # ; 5/11/2024 Vehicle Stop  

o Cpl.  # ; 5/11/2024 Vehicle Stop  

o Cpl.  # ; 5/11/2024 Vehicle Stop  

o Sgt.  # ; 5/11/2024 Vehicle Stop  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o Dep.  11/6/24 

o Sgt. , 10/31/24 

o Cpl. , 11/4/24 

o Cpl. , 11/6/24 

o Cpl. , 11/12/24 

o Dep. , 11/6/24 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

  On June 15, 2024,  submitted a complaint through SMCSO’s public portal.  

She alleged that her son, , (hereinafter referred to as “Individual #1,” for 

ease of reference), had been detained and searched by SMCSO personnel on two occasions without 

probable cause. 

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

 Complainant alleges that Individual #1 was targeted by SMCSO personnel and detained on 

May 11 and June 12, 2024 without sufficient probable cause.  For the reasons noted below, we 

find these allegations to be unfounded.  We will discuss each incident in turn below. 

 

 On May 11, Individual #1 was approached by SMCSO as he sat in a parked vehicle in 

Lexington Park, MD.  SMCSO’s purpose approaching him was to execute search and seizure 

warrants on Individual #1 and his vehicle; those warrants were the product of two criminal 

investigations initiated earlier that year, for which sufficient probable cause can be found in the 

investigative file.  The approach to the vehicle, detention of Individual #1, questioning of 

Individual #1 at the nearby SMCSO district office on Great Mills Road, and search of Individual 

#1’s vehicle were recorded on BWC.  The ACC observed SMCSO personnel to be professional in 

their interactions with Individual #1 and to follow agency policy at all times.  All activity remained 

within the parameters set by the search and seizure warrants.  Copies of the warrants were provided 

to Individual #1. 

 

 Approximately a month later, Individual #1 was detained a second time by SMCSO 

personnel.  On June 12, Individual #1 was a passenger in a vehicle operated by a female companion 

when that female companion ran a red light and was subsequently pulled over.  Multiple SMCSO 

personnel in the immediate area responded.  Both the driver and Individual #1 were ordered to exit 

the vehicle, and both complied.  While exiting, Individual #1 asked if SMCSO had a warrant on 
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this occasion and was told they did not.  Individual #1 grew agitated.  An officer conducted a brief 

Terry frisk. 

 

 As one deputy completed the necessary checks and administrative paperwork to process 

the traffic stop, a K9 conducted a sniff on the exterior of the vehicle.  The K9 alerted near the 

driver’s door and, after the K9’s officer opened the driver door, fixated its attention on a black 

handbag left by Individual #1 in the vehicle.  The vehicle was subsequently searched and officers 

located a digital scale and torn plastic bags.  Individual #1 was also patted-down again.  No 

contraband was located. 

 

 Though conducted without a warrant, the detention and search on June 12 operated well 

within the parameters of established case law.  There was a valid law enforcement reason to 

conduct the traffic stop; law enforcement officers are allowed to order occupants of a vehicle out 

of the vehicle during a lawful traffic stop pending completion of the stop (Maryland v. Wilson, 519 

U.S. 408, 419 (1997)); an unrelated canine search during a lawful traffic stop, even absent probable 

cause, is constitutional as long as the traffic stop is not unnecessarily extended or lengthened to 

effectuate the canine search (Rodriguez v. United States, 575 U.S. 348 (2015)); an alert of potential 

contraband by a trained canine is sufficient to establish probable cause for a warrantless search of 

a vehicle during a lawful traffic stop (State v. Wallace, 372 Md. 137 (2002)).  We believe 

SMCSO’s detention and search of Individual #1 on June 12 – all of which were observable, in 

their entirety, on the officers’ BWC – fall squarely within the above legal canons. 

 

 Accordingly, we find the allegations that SMCSO’s personnel operated outside the scope 

of their policy or applicable law to be unfounded.  

 

Outcome 

 

  For the reasons noted above, the ACC makes findings of UNFOUNDED as to the 

following allegations: 

 

With respect to Sgt.  # : 

 

 Policy 319.5.1.(c) - Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure 

 Policy 319.5.3 – Discrimination 

 Policy 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing 

 

With respect to Cpl.  # : 

 

 Policy 319.5.1.(c) - Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure 

 Policy 319.5.3 – Discrimination 

 Policy 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing 

 

With respect to Cpl.  # : 

 

 Policy 319.5.1.(c) - Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure 
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 Policy 319.5.3 – Discrimination 

 Policy 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing 

 

With respect to Cpl.  # : 

 

 Policy 319.5.1.(c) - Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure 

 Policy 319.5.3 – Discrimination 

 Policy 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing 

 

With respect to Dep.  # : 

 

 Policy 319.5.1.(c) - Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure 

 Policy 319.5.3 – Discrimination 

 Policy 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing 

 

 

Discipline 

 

 As the ACC makes no finding that any officer should be administratively charged, there 

are no recommendations of discipline in this matter. 

 

Failures of Supervision Contributing to the Incident 

 

 The ACC notes no failures of supervision that contributed to this matter. 

 

Conclusion 

 

This constitutes the written determination of the St. Mary’s County Administrative Charging 

Committee with respect to the above-captioned matter.  The final written report is adopted on 

this _______ day of ________, 2025, and will be delivered to the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s 

Office within five (5) days. 

 

 

____________________________ 

Nickolas Cromwell 

Chairperson, Administrative Charging Committee 

 

APPENDIX: 

#1:  Original Complaint 

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation 

March26
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

 No original complaint is available for reproduction in this matter.  Complainant’s 

allegations were made in an interview between Complainant and OPR on June 28, 2024.  
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

  “Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Sergeant 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination         UNFOUNDED  

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing         UNFOUNDED  

 

 

 Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination         UNFOUNDED  

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing         UNFOUNDED  

 

Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal  

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination         UNFOUNDED  

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing         UNFOUNDED  

 

Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal  

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination         UNFOUNDED  

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing         UNFOUNDED  

 

Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy  

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

 

Policy 319.5.1(c) Laws, Rules and Orders       UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  UNFOUNDED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure        UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination         UNFOUNDED  

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing         UNFOUNDED  

 

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-2844 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 3/26/2025; 4/30/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- Dep. , #  

- Dep.  # 1 

- Station Clerk ,  

Incident Date: May 25, 2024, at 1708 hrs. 

Incident Location: Winward Circle , Lexington Park  

Complainant:   

Allegations:  

- 606.1(b)(2) – Warrant Procedures (Dep. ; Dep. ) 

- 319.5.8(k) – Act Bringing Discredit Upon Office (Dep. )  

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights (Dep. ; Dep. ) 

- 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority (Dep. ; Dep. ) 

- 311.3 – Search and Seizure: Searches (Dep. ; Dep. ) 

 

Agency Review Conducted by: Cpl. Daniel Sidorowicz, #328 

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 1/31/2025 

- Copy of the following St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policies and Procedures: 

o 100, 311, 319, 325, 606 

- Complainants Public Portal Submission, 5/25/2025 

- CAD Call Information Report, 5/15/2024 

- Arrest Report,   

- Copy of Criminal Summons,   

- Copy of Indictment,  

- SMCSO Warrants Report, 5/8/2024 

- Notification of Investigation, Station Clerk   

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.   

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.   

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

o Dep.  #  

o Dep.  #  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o , 6/12/2024 

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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o Lt. , 9/27/2024 

o Records Supervisor , 11/6/24 

o Station Clerk , 10/3/2024 

o Dep. , 10/7/2024 

o Dep. , 10/7/2024 

 

APPENDIX: 

#1:  Original Complaint 

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation 

#3:  Open Warrants List Excerpt 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

  On May 16, 2024, the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office received a report by voicemail, 

followed by an email on May 25, from Complainant alleging that he had been mistakenly arrested 

on May 15, 2024.  On that date, two SMCSO officers – Dep.  (“Officer #1”) and 

Dep.  (“Officer #2”) – arrested Complainant at his place of employment under a 

belief that a warrant for his arrest was outstanding.  Very shortly after Complainant was taken into 

custody, Officer #1 was informed by headquarters that what he mistakenly believed was an 

outstanding warrant was, in fact, only a criminal summons.  Complainant was thereupon promptly 

released from custody.  

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

 While both officers appear to have acted in good faith, Officer #1’s failure to verify the 

warrant status resulted in an improper arrest – for which discipline is warranted and shall be 

recommended.  We discuss further below.  

 

 We include some background to ease understanding of the case. At the time in question 

Complainant had a pending criminal matter in St. Mary’s County.  Initially filed in District Court 

with a preliminary inquiry in District Court set for May 14, 2024, the District Court preliminary 

inquiry was cancelled when the criminal matter was indicted to Circuit Court on May 7, with a 

summons issued by the Circuit Court on the same day for a preliminary hearing in the Circuit 

Court on June 10.  A summons is not an arrest warrant; it is a directive for a person to appear 

before the Court on a given day at a given time.  A summons must be served upon a person to be 

effective. 

 

 Officers #1 and #2 sought out Complainant on the day in question as part of SMCSO’s 

routine work of serving outstanding warrants and summonses.  Complainant’s name appeared on 

the pending week’s “Open Warrants List,” which the investigative file describes as a 

“comprehensive list of outstanding arrest warrants held by the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office.”  

The Open Warrants List also included, apparently, open summonses.  The Open Warrants List is 

accessible through the Mobile Data Browser (“MDB”) in an officer’s patrol vehicle.  When the 

Open Warrants List is initially accessed through the MDB, warrants and summonses are not 

immediately distinguishable from each other on the Open Warrants List, but “clicking through” 

an individual entry will lead to more detailed information that will state whether an individual’s 

appearance on the list is for a warrant or summons.  SMCSO personnel are trained and expected 
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to verify the warrant status of any individual on the Open Warrants List before effectuating any 

arrest, and a warrant is not considered “confirmed” until headquarters confirms the actual 

document is “in-hand.”2   

 

 Officers #1 and #2 set out to serve three open warrants the evening in question, 

Complainant’s among them.  Two of the three warrants were “confirmed;” the Complainant’s 

supposed warrant was not, although, as noted above, that individual’s name appeared on the Open 

Warrants List.  Complainant was located at his place of employment, asked to step outside, and 

was informed by the officers that a warrant was outstanding for his arrest.  Complainant appeared 

confused but remained, in that moment and nearly every moment thereafter, polite, calm, 

professional, and respectful towards the Officers while he questioned whether there was an open 

warrant for his arrest.  Officer #2 informed Complainant he had missed court; Complainant 

informed the officers that “they said it was cancelled.”  Complainant Officer #1 showed 

Complainant a copy of Maryland Judiciary’s Case Search webpage that showed the preliminary 

hearing for his District Court matter was “cancelled.”  Complainant remained adamant he had not 

missed court, that he had recently spoken to the corrections officer in charge of his pre-trial release 

and not been told of any missed court date, and that he had spoken to his lawyer that morning and 

had not been told anything was awry. 

 

 The two officers investigated further and agreed, upon review, with Complainant that the 

preliminary inquiry had been cancelled for administrative reasons and not for Complainant’s 

supposed failure to appear.  They noted the case had been indicted to circuit court and began 

opining the indictment may have been the trigger for an arrest warrant.3  At this point, Complainant 

appeared resigned to the arrest and asked if he could call his mother. Officers #1 and #2 readily 

consented.   

 

 As Complainant began to call his mother, Officer #2 turned to Officer #1 and asked Officer 

#1 to verify “that they actually have everything.”  Officer #1 said he had already confirmed it and 

would recheck the Open Warrants List to see if it said “indictment.” Officer #2 remained with 

Complainant while Officer #1 returned to his patrol vehicle, accessed the Open Warrants List 

through the MDB, and saw on the initial list that the “warrant type” was “indictment.”  In a breach 

of SMCSO policy and procedure, Officer #1 did not “click through” or take any additional steps 

to confirm the warrant status.  He exited the vehicle, returned to Officer #2, and stated, “Yeah, it’s 

an indictment.”  At that point, Complainant was arrested.  Officer #1 searched the Complainant’s 

person and escorted him to the bathroom while Officer #2 moved his patrol vehicle to a location 

at the back of Complainant’s employer’s building, such that Complainant could be taken into 

custody as discreetly as possible.  During this process Complainant stated he knew he had an 

appearance in Circuit Court on June 10 and asked, once more, if this was not a mistake.  Officer 

#1 told him it was not a mistake.  After leaving the bathroom Officer #1 escorted Complainant out 

the building through a backdoor, handcuffed him, and placed him in Officer #1’s vehicle.   

 

 Officer #1 called in the arrest to headquarters.  After making it a quarter mile down the 

road, Complainant asked if his cell phones had also been retrieved.  Officer #1 stated they had not, 

confirmed with Officer #2 they had not, and returned to Complainant’s work to retrieve the cell 

phones.  In the time it took to turn around, return, and retrieve the phones, headquarters determined 

the “warrant” was, in fact, only a summons.  Officer #1’s supervising officer promptly called him 

and told him to release Complainant.  Officer #1 explained the error to the Complainant as he did 

so.  At that point, for the first time that evening, Complainant grew understandably angry and 

 
2 For the Complainant’s, the PAB’s, and the public’s edification we include as an additional appendix a redacted 

copy of the Open Warrants List provided in the investigative file that demonstrates the initial display. 
3 An arrest warrant may be, but is not always, issued in accompaniment to an indictment. 
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agitated, and castigated Officer #1 for the mistake.  Officer #1 apologized, acknowledged his error, 

and also explained the error to Complainant’s mother, who had arrived on site.  In an attempt to 

de-escalate the situation and out of respect for Complainant, Officer #1 chose not to serve the 

criminal summons at the time.   

 

 In total, twenty-one minutes elapsed between the moment the officers first approached 

Complainant and his release from custody.  Nine minutes separate the point Complainant was 

arrested and handcuffed from the moment he was informed of the mistake and released from 

Officer #1’s vehicle. 

 

 Complainant should not have been arrested on the evening in question and needlessly 

suffered an indignity at his place of work.  For that, Officer #1 should be administratively charged, 

and appropriate discipline will be recommended.  We fall short of choosing to administratively 

charge for any of the allegations other than 606.1(b)(2) – Warrant Procedures and 319.5.8(k) – Act 

Bringing Discredit Upon Office. He did not specifically target Complainant, act with malice 

towards Complainant, or deliberately violate agency policy.  By all appearances, a quick glance at 

the information available to Officer #1 would indicate an arrest warrant was, in fact, outstanding.  

Officer #1’s failure to follow procedure and confirm the status of the “warrant” was a breach of 

policy and procedure and a failure to heed his training, but was not a product of bad faith or ill 

intention. 

 

 We do not find cause to administratively charge Officer #2.  Upon learning an indictment 

had been issued, Officer #2 asked Officer #1 to verify there was still an active warrant while 

Officer #2 stayed with Complainant.  Officer #2 acted in reliance on what Officer #1 told him; we 

do not think it reasonable to have asked Officer #2 to do more, or to have personally re-confirmed 

the “warrant” after asking Officer #1 to do so and Officer #1’s representation the pending arrest 

was lawful. 

 

Outcome 

 

  For the reasons noted above, with respect to the following allegations against Deputy 

  # , the ACC makes a finding that the following should be 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED: 

 

• Sheriff’s Office Procedure 606.1(b)(2) – Warrant Procedures 

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 319.5.8(k) – Bringing Discredit Upon Office 

 

 For the reasons noted above, with respect to the following allegations against Deputy 

 # , the ACC makes a finding that the following should NOT BE 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED:  

 

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority 

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure, Searches 

 

 For the reasons noted above, with respect to the following allegations against Deputy 

 # , the ACC makes a finding that the following should NOT BE 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED:  

 

• Procedure 606.1(b)(2) – Warrant Procedures 

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 
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• Sheriff’s Office Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority

• Sheriff’s Office Policy 311.3 – Search and Seizure, Searches

Discipline 

With respect to Deputy , we agree with the Sheriff’s classification of the violation 

as Class C violation under the Statewide Police Disciplinary Matrix.  The violation was serious, 

intentional or not.  But mitigating factors include the absence of ill-will on the Deputy’s part, his 

civil and professional demeanor with Complainant, and the genuinely confusing data display on 

the MDB.  We also highlight the Deputy’s sound choice not to immediately serve Complainant 

with his summons upon his release from custody, recognizing that leaving performance of that 

duty at a later date would be prudent given the circumstances.  While these do not excuse Deputy 

 breach of policy, they do lead us to agree with the Sheriff’s recommended discipline of 

three (3) days’ loss of leave. 

As we make no findings that Deputy  should be administratively charged for any 

allegation, no discipline against him is recommended. 

Failures of Supervision Contributing to the Incident 

This is the second case the ACC has reviewed since it began operating on July 1, 2022 that 

involves a criminal summons mistaken for an arrest warrant.  The investigative file states the 

Records Management System in use at the time of this incident is no longer in active service, and 

has been superseded by a newer and more straightforward system.  We are unaware of further 

details of the new system and whether it “solves” the common issue in these two cases.  However, 

if the new system taking the place of the old Records Management System has any flaws that 

require an officer to dig down into the individual warrant to verify the type of warrant like the old 

system, the ACC recommends emphasizing training in order to avoid future issues such as those 

encountered in this matter. 

Conclusion 

This constitutes the written determination of the St. Mary’s County Administrative 

Charging Committee with respect to the above-captioned matter.  The final written report is 

adopted on this _______ day of ________, 2025, and will be delivered to the St. Mary’s County 

Sheriff’s Office within five (5) days. 

____________________________ 

Nickolas Cromwell 

Chairperson, Administrative Charging Committee 

14 May
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

 The complaint in this matter was made through SMCSO’s Public Portal. The complaint is 

reproduced in full below:  

 

“Dear Sheriff Hall I hope this message finds you well. My name is , and 

I am writing to request an in-person meeting with you regarding a recent incident involving my 

arrest, which I believe was conducted under false pretenses. On May 15th, 2024, I was arrested by 

officers from your department, and I have since gathered substantial evidence that suggests the 

arrest was unwarranted and improper. This situation has caused me significant distress and 

inconvenience, and I believe it is crucial to address these concerns directly with you to seek clarity 

and resolution. I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss the details of this incident, present 

my evidence, and understand the steps that can be taken to rectify the situation. I am confident that 

a face-to-face conversation will be the most effective way to ensure all aspects are thoroughly 

reviewed and addressed. Please let me know your availability for a meeting at your earliest 

convenience. I am willing to” 
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 “Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 
Procedure 606.1(b)(2) Warrant Procedures                       ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 319.5.8(k) Act Bringing Discredit Upon Office       ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights                 NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority                                          NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure. Searches                        NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

 

 The recommended discipline for violation of Sheriff’s Office Procedure 606.1(b)(2) is a 

Level One Category C Violation on the Statewide Disciplinary Matrix – Three (3) Days Loss of 

Leave (LOL). Regarding Policy 319.5.8(k) Act Bringing Discredit Upon Office, I am 

recommending the discipline be MERGED with 606.1(b)(2).  

  

 I recommend the following findings as they relate to Deputy  #  for 

allegations he violated the below Sheriff’s Office Policies:  

 
Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority                                          NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights                 NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Policy 311.3 Search and Seizure. Searches                         NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Procedure 606.1(b)(2) Warrant Procedures                        NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

 

 The allegation pertaining to Station Clerk  #  does not fall 

under the purview of the ACC and will be handled internally. 

 

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

 

Matter Number: OPR2024-3365 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 4/30/2025; 5/21/2025 

 

Officer(s) Involved:  

- Sgt. , #  

- Dep. , #  

- Dep. , # 1 

Incident Date: June 10, 2024 

Complaint Date: June 12, 2024 

Incident Location: Immediately south of the intersection of Three Notch Road and Pegg Road, 

Lexington Park 

Complainant:    

Allegations:  

- 319.5.3 – Discrimination  

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights  

- 401.3 – Bias-Based Policing  

- 319.5.8 (n) – Exceeding Police Powers  

- 319.5.8 (r) – Use of Profane Language (Dep. )  

 

Agency Review Conducted by: Cpl. Daniel Sidorowicz, #328 

 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 3/7/2025 

- Copy of the following St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policies and Procedures: 

o 319 and 401 

- CAD Call Information Report, 6/10/2024 

- Motor Vehicle Crash Report, Dep.   

- Traffic Citation,   

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.   

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.    

- Notification of Investigation, Sgt.  

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

o Dep.  #  

o Dep.  #  

o Sgt.  #  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o Dep. , 1/16/2025 

 
1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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o Dep. , 1/20/2025 

 

APPENDIX: 

#1:  Original Complaint 

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

 On the morning of June 10, 2024, Deputy  (“Officer #1”), Deputy  

 (“Officer #2”), and Sergeant  (“Officer #3”) responded to a motor vehicle 

collision on Three Notch Road.  At the scene they encountered  

(“Complainant”), who the investigation determined to be the at-fault driver.  During the 

investigation, Officer #1 administered field sobriety tests and certain additional tests to assess 

whether Complainant was under the influence of any substance, tests which Complainant passed.  

Complainant, an African American who identifies as a trans person, alleges Complainant was 

targeted for the sobriety tests on account of Complainant’s race and gender-identity.  Separate 

from Complainant’s allegations, SMCSO’s internal review also uncovered evidence that Officer 

#2 uttered a profanity, in violation of agency policy, during her interactions with Complainant.   

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

 For reasons discussed further below, the ACC finds Complainant’s allegations to be 

unfounded.  There is ample evidence, based upon Complainant’s actions and behavior, to support 

a reasonable suspicion Complainant may have been under the influence of a substance on the 

morning in question. 

 

 The motor vehicle accident in question occurred at approximately 06:30 on June 10, 2024.  

Complainant merged Complainant’s vehicle into the far-right lane of Route 235 and, in so doing, 

struck a vehicle traveling in that lane.  Though Complainant’s car suffered enough damage from 

the collision to be rendered disabled, there were little to no apparent injuries.  The victim suspected 

a “minor injury” to himself and was transported to Medstar St. Mary’s Hospital and Complainant 

had no apparent injuries and refused medical attention.  Both Complainant and victim were able 

to communicate with the officers when they arrived on the scene.  A Maryland Motor Vehicle 

Crash Report was completed and, ultimately, a payable traffic citation for shifting lanes in an 

unsafe manner was issued to Complainant. 

 

 Complainant’s allegations stem from the officers’ decision to administer field sobriety tests 

during their investigation of the accident.  Under prevailing case law, the officers’ administration 

of the field sobriety tests is justifiable so long as they possessed a reasonable articulable suspicion 

Complainant may have been under the influence of alcohol or some other illicit substance.   Blasi 

v. State, 167 Md. App. 483, 511 (2004) (holding that “although the administration of field sobriety 

tests by a police officer during a valid traffic stop constitutes a search within the meaning of the 

Fourth Amendment, the conduct of those tests is constitutionally permissible when the officer has 

reasonable articulable suspicion that the driver is under the influence…”). 
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 More than adequate facts exist to support such a suspicion in this instance.  While 

Complainant had just been in an accident and at times presented well, walked steadily, and spoke 

to officers in a clear and articulate manner, there were many instances of mannerisms, 

idiosyncrasies, exaggerated behavior, and other visually observable cues that would likely give a 

reasonable person pause.  Examples of these behaviors include Complainant’s oftentimes unsteady 

gait, exaggerated movements, multiple falls or other instances Complainant could not remain 

upright and balanced, and Complainant’s frequent confusion and disorientation, including a litany 

of verbal non-sequiturs and failures to effectively respond to questions or prompts from the 

officers.  In one instance, Complainant, ordered to remain at the scene by the officers, attempted 

to leave and walk to a nearby gas station for the stated purpose of purchasing a cigarette.  During 

the investigation, Complainant stated that Complainant was prescribed medication for bipolar and 

“schitzo” conditions, but denied having the medications with Complainant.  On the whole, 

Complainant’s observable behavior is more than sufficient to justify a suspicion that Complainant 

may have been under the influence of some manner of substance.  The officers did not act in haste 

to administer the field sobriety tests, and took ample time to investigate the accident and speak to 

Complainant about the behaviors Complainant was demonstrating before administering the tests. 

 

 Upon successful completion of the field sobriety tests, Complainant was again offered 

medical attention.  After Complainant refused, Officer #1 printed Complainant’s citation, provided 

it and an accident Information Exchange to Complainant, and released Complainant.  No officer 

had further contact with Complainant after that point.  Throughout their interactions, all Sheriff’s 

Office personnel were observed on BWC footage to be polite, courteous, and professional to 

Complainant.  There is no evidence of racial bias or improper animus of any kind, and we conclude 

the allegations the officers acted in a biased, discriminatory manner or that they acted beyond their 

lawful powers to be unfounded. 

 

 The only remaining allegation is with respect to Officer #2.  During a conversation between 

Officer #2 and Complainant, Complainant exasperatedly asked aloud why Complainant’s fiancé 

was not answering his phone.  Officer #2, who previously had been able to observe Complainant 

using Complainant’s phone, asked “Is he the one you have labeled as ‘Piece of Shit’ in your 

phone?”  Officer #2 and Complainant then both laughed about how Complainant had labelled the 

fiancé.  While the label Officer #2 repeated is a profanity, we agree with the Sheriff’s 

recommendation that it was a comment deliberately made to build rapport and lessen tension, and 

uttering it was not, in context, an unprofessional or derogatory action.  Accordingly, we decline to 

administratively charge for the allegation. 

 

Outcome 

 

 For the reasons noted above, the ACC makes findings of UNFOUNDED with respect to 

the following allegations against Deputy  # : 

 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights 

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing 

Policy 319.5.8 (n) Exceeding Police Powers 

 

For the reasons noted above, the ACC makes findings of UNFOUNDED with respect to the 

following allegations against Deputy  # : 

 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination  

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights  
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 

 

“I was in a accident and I admit I was wrong because I was merging and thats how the law works 

several times but i was still treated like a criminal put through a bunch of unnecessary test after i 

explained to them i had a mental condition and the reason im down here is for work because i was 

fired from my last job because of my sexuality I know im wrong but bare with me my head is not 

right i get emotional and animated when im upset i even passed out according to officer i hit my 

head so they tried everything to prove im on drugs because they didn’t like the fact that a trans 

colored person kept saying this is racial profiling forced me to get off my phone so i didn’t have 

evidence of what they where doing and refused to let me use a legal coping mechanism to calm 

myself so i could get mad and go off on them so they could have a reason too lock me up and also 

refused to let me take pics of the other persons car when i passed everything they threw at me one 

said well i guess u not going to jail with disgust on his face as he said it after saying nobody’s to 

blame and the beginning because of the sun glaring we didn’t see each other he give me a ticket i 

want body cam footage and everything im sick of the racism and homophobic behavior of men 

especially law enforcement and also body cam need to be pulled because im not sure but the tow 

truck driver told me they saw the police two of them and a man with a dog near my car while it 

was on tow truck after i walked away the first time i hope they wasn’t checking my car cause thats 

illegal i passed there test case number is  so u can pull up the officers present at that time 

one is  location three notch rd” 
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

“Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Sergeant 

 # for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (n) Exceeding Police Powers             UNFOUNDED 

Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (n) Exceeding Police Powers             UNFOUNDED 

Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy 

 #  for violating Sheriff’s Office Policies: 

Policy 319.5.3 Discrimination            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 401.3 Bias-Based Policing            UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (n) Exceeding Police Powers             UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (r) Use of Profane Language  NOT ADMINISTRATIVELY CHARGED 

Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 
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Commissioners of St. Mary’s County 

James R. Guy, President 

Michael R. Alderson, Jr., Commissioner 

Eric S. Colvin, Commissioner 

Michael L. Hewitt, Commissioner 

Scott R. Ostrow, Commissioner 

ST. MARY’S COUNTY

ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGING COMMITTEE 

Nickolas Cromwell, Chair 

CONFIDENTIAL 

PER PUBLIC SAFETY ARTICLE § 3-104(H), ALL CONTENTS TO BE KEPT 

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL FINAL DISPOSITION 

Matter Number: OPR2024-3951 

Date(s) Reviewed by ACC: 6/25/25 

Officer(s) Involved1: 

- Lt. , #

- Cpl. , #

- Cpl. , #

- Dep.  #

- Dep. , # 

- Dep. , #  (Resigned)

Incident Date: April 15, 2023 

Complaint Date Received: July 18, 2024 

Incident Location: Area of St. Andrews Church Road and Bellwood Lane, California 

Complainant:    

Allegations:  

- 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders

- 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights

- 319.5.8 (q) – Discourteous / Discriminatory Treatment

- 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority (Cpl. , Cpl. , Dep. )

- 319.5.8 (a) – False or Misleading Statements (Cpl. , Cpl. , Dep. )

Agency Review Conducted by: Sgt. William Ray, #131 

Evidence in Administrative Investigatory File: 

- Report of Investigation by St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, 4/15/2025

- Copy of the following St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office Policies and Procedures:

o 100, 319, 500, 503, 301

- Copy of Tort Filed in the Circuit Court for St. Mary’s County, 7/24/2024

- State of Maryland Vehicle Crash Report, 4/15/2023

- SMCSO Vehicle Tow/Storage Card

- Alcohol Influence Report Form, 

- Traffic Citation; 

- Intoximeter Worksheet

- CAD Call Information Report, 4/15/2023

- Interior Photos of Complainant’s Car

- Criminal Summons on Charging Document, 

- Warrants Report, 6/26/2023

1 All law enforcement officers serve in the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office, unless otherwise noted. 
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- Pre-Arrest Screening Presentation  

- Concepts and Principles of the Standardized Field Sobriety Tests  

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.  

- Notification of Investigation, Dep.     

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.   

- Notification of Investigation, Cpl.   

- Notification of Investigation, Lt.   

- Body Worn Camera Footage of: 

o Dep.  #   

o Lt.  #  

o Cpl.  #  

o Dep.  #  

o Dep.  #  

o Cpl.  #  

- Transcripts of SMCSO Interviews with: 

o Cpl. , 9/18/2024 

o Cpl. , 9/17/2024 

o Dep. , 9/18/2024 

o Lt. , 9/17/2024 

o Dep. , 9/17/2024 

 

APPENDIX: 

#1:  Original Complaint 

#2:  Sheriff’s Recommendation 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

 

 On April 15, 2023, officers from the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office (“SMCSO”) 

responded to the area of St. Andrews Church Road and Bellwood Lane for a reported suspicious 

incident.  Arriving at the scene, officers encountered  (“Complainant”) and 

 (“Civilian”).  As a result of the following investigation, Complainant was 

arrested for Driving a Vehicle While Impaired and issued a citation for Following a Vehicle Closer 

than Reasonable and Prudent. 

 

 SMCSO received a Notice of Claim sent by Complainant’s counsel on July 18, 2024, 

alleging police misconduct on the April 15, 2023 incident.  Suit was subsequently filed by 

Complainant’s counsel on July 24, 2024, and received by the County on August 14, 2024. 

 

DETERMINATION 

 

Discussion and Findings 

 

 Complainant’s notice and suit do not specify individual officers, but seemingly direct 

their allegations against all officers involved in the matter.  Deputy  (“Officer 

#1”) was the principal case officer.2  Deputy  (“Officer #2”), Cpl.  

(“Officer #3”), Cpl.  (“Officer #4”), and Dep.  (“Officer #5) were 

 
2 Per the investigatory file, Officer #1 separated from the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office approximately six 

months before the filing of Complainant’s action. 
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all present at the scene and assisted handling this incident in some manner. Lt.  

(“Officer #6”) administered an intoximeter test to Complainant at SMCSO Headquarters. 

 

 The events of this matter seem to begin on eastbound Route 234, as Complainant and 

Civilian entered St. Mary’s County.  As she would further relate to officers that night, Complainant 

apparently began to suspect that she had been followed by several vehicles as she entered Maryland 

from Virginia. Civilian would later relate that Complainant was driving erratically, and that 

Civilian made the decision to pass her on the left.  Complainant apparently mistook this maneuver 

as an attempt to box her in and began, in Civilian’s words, a pattern of activity that included tailing 

her, exiting her vehicle while stopped at the Route 5/Route 245 intersection in Leonardtown to 

throw an unknown item at Civilian’s vehicle, and, ultimately, ramming the back of Civilian’s 

vehicle as they drove on St. Andrews Church Road. As these events unfolded, Complainant and 

Civilian placed contemporaneous calls to 911 - Complainant to report that she was being followed 

by unknown vehicles, and Civilian to report that she had been rammed twice from behind by a car.   

 

 Officers were able to locate the vehicles in question while they were traveling on St. 

Andrews Church Road, turned on lights and sirens, and both Complainant and Civilian – as well 

as a third vehicle, a silver-colored vehicle resembling a Crown Victoria – pulled over. An 

investigation recorded on the responding officers’ body worn cameras (“BWC”) followed, which 

we summarize below. 

 

 Officers #3 and #5 were the first to arrive on the scene, at approximately 10:12 p.m., while 

Officers #1, #2 and #4 appeared shortly after.  In her conversations with officers, Complainant 

spoke frantically, appeared disheveled and distraught, and related a belief that several vehicles had 

followed her for an extended period of time. Her shirt was inside out. Several times she appears to 

point to vehicles traversing southbound St. Andrew’s Road and saying that “they followed me into 

Maryland.” Complainant grew out-of-breath at times, and appeared to begin to cry at least twice.  

She alleged that the Crown Victoria pulled over in front of her had followed her from Virginia; 

when asked by officers, the driver of that vehicle denied having been in Virginia that evening, or 

of knowing either Civilian or Complainant. Officer #3 noted damage consistent with a motor 

vehicle collision on the front of Complainant’s red Toyota Camry. Complainant explained that she 

was a travel nurse coming to St. Mary’s County to begin a work assignment.  She said that if 

officers retrieved video from a Sheetz in Virginia near the crossing into Maryland that they would 

see the cars following her. 

 

 Officers noted an open Smirnoff Ice bottle containing liquid in the front cupholder of 

Complainant’s vehicle. There were no other occupants of the vehicle. Asked by officers how many 

drinks she had consumed that night Complainant said she only had one drink, and had discarded 

the others she had with her. 

 

 Civilian, meanwhile, appeared shaken and confused when first approached. The first words 

she said were, “I don’t know what that woman’s problem is, I am literally scared for my life right 

now.” Officers spoke with Civilian, who relayed the events on the road as described above.  

Damage on the rear of Civilian’s vehicle was noted that was consistent with her allegation that she 

had been rammed by Complainant. 

 

 Officer #1 was the lead officer and decided to administer field sobriety tests. The first test 

administered was the Horizontal Gaze Nystagmus (“HGN”). As shown on Officer #1’s BWC 

footage, Complainant appeared unable to complete the test because she could not or would not 

follow the officer’s instructions not to move her head.  Complainant told officers that she had eye 

surgery approximately a decade ago, and that it affected her.  In the first of several deficiencies by 
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Officer #1 in this matter, Complainant appeared to be chewing gum throughout the HGN, and was 

not stopped by Officer #1. 

 

 Officer #1 then administered the Walk and Turn Test. After being shown a demonstration 

of the test, Complainant appears to miss heel-to-toe on six steps, made an improper turn, stepped 

offline twice, raised her arms twice, and took an incorrect number of steps. 

 

 Lastly, Officer #1 administered the One-Legged Stand test. Complainant abandoned 

attempting to complete this test herself, stating she could not do it. 

 

 After failure to complete the field sobriety tests, Officer #1 informed Complainant she 

would be placed under arrest. Complainant became irate and initially refused orders to cooperate, 

although ultimately complied. She refused to undertake a preliminary breath test. 

 

 Taken into custody and transported to SMCSO headquarters, Complainant was 

administered an intoximeter test by Officer #6. Two breath samples were tested; both resulted in 

.00 Breath Alcohol Content readings.  Officer #6 did not recall any other signs of impairment on 

Complainant’s part at headquarters, and a Drug Recognition Expert was not consulted.  Officer #6 

was not informed there were allegations Complainant intentionally rammed Civilian. Once 

paperwork had been completed Complainant was released, and Officer #1 transported her in his 

vehicle, in handcuffs, to the Extended Stay Hotel where she would be staying. Once there, he 

unsecured her, then issued Complainant’s paperwork to her before leaving for the night. 

 

 During the incident, Officer #1 appears to have never investigated the incident as a 

potential assault, despite the allegations in the matter. He never filled out an assault report, nor did 

he collect evidence of the alleged assault (such as taking pictures of the damage on Complainant 

and Civilian’s vehicles, or documenting the paint transfer from the front of Complainant’s vehicle 

to the rear of Civilian’s).   

 

 As the above recitation of facts should demonstrate, we believe the officers acted properly 

with respect to Complainant. She was not targeted or harassed, and officers did not act with any 

aggression towards her, and demonstrated professionalism in their dealings with her. Probable 

cause existed for Complainant’s arrest: officers noted the presence of an open container in her 

vehicle, Complainant admitted to having consumed an alcoholic beverage, and Complainant failed 

or was unable to complete all field sobriety tests.  As reviewed on BWC footage, her behavior and 

speech appear extremely erratic, an assessment apparently shared by the officers and call center 

responders who interacted with her that evening.  All reports and statements from the officers 

appear to be accurate and truthful recitations of the events of this matter, as borne out by the ACC’s 

review of all officers’ BWC footage. 

 

 Though independent of the claims made by Complainant in her Notice of Claim and suit, 

the ACC must note Officer #1 failed in his basic duty to investigate the allegations of assault 

Civilian made against Complainant.  His failure to investigate the alleged assault is an abject lapse 

in duty.  However, Officer #1 is no longer under the St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office’s or 

Administrative Charging Committee’s jurisdictions.  Accordingly, while we find unfounded all 

charges against Officers #2, #3, #4, #5, and #6, we make no determination as to any allegation 

against Officer #1, considering the mootness of those allegations following his separation from 

SMCSO. 
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Outcome 

 

 With respect to Dep. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee 

makes no determination as to any allegations, as all are moot in light of his separation from the 

St. Mary’s County Sheriff’s Office. 

 

 With respect to Dep. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee 

finds UNFOUNDED the following alleged violations of agency policy: 

 

 Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.5.8(a) – False or Misleading Statements 

 Policy 319.5.8(q) – Discourteous/Discriminatory Treatment 

 

 With respect to Cpl. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee finds 

UNFOUNDED the following alleged violations of agency policy: 

 

 Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.5.8(a) – False or Misleading Statements 

 Policy 319.5.8(q) – Discourteous/Discriminatory Treatment 

 

 With respect to Cpl. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee finds 

UNFOUNDED the following alleged violations of agency policy: 

 

 Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.5.8(a) – False or Misleading Statements 

 Policy 319.5.8(q) – Discourteous/Discriminatory Treatment 

 

 With respect to Dep. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee 

finds UNFOUNDED the following alleged violations of agency policy: 

 

 Policy 100.3.1 – Arrest Authority 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.5.8(a) – False or Misleading Statements 

 Policy 319.5.8(q) – Discourteous/Discriminatory Treatment 

 

 With respect to Lt. , # , the Administrative Charging Committee finds 

UNFOUNDED the following alleged violations of agency policy: 

 

 Policy 319.4 – Violation of Constitutional Rights 

 Policy 319.5.1(c) – Laws, Rules and Orders 

 Policy 319.5.8(q) – Discourteous/Discriminatory Treatment 
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Discipline 

As no allegations are sustained, there is no recommendation of discipline in this matter. 

Failures of Supervision Contributing to the Incident 

We have noted above the inadequacies of Officer #1’s handling of the investigation of this 

matter. To the extent the outcome of this matter is attributable to inadequate supervision, 

inadequate review of an investigating officer’s work, inadequate training, or some combination of 

the three, we encourage SMCSO to review this matter thoroughly to find process improvements. 

We do note the modification of existing policy to require consultation with a DRE when 

subjects register .00 BrAC, but show levels of impairment inconsistent with that result. 

Conclusion 

This constitutes the written determination of the St. Mary’s County Administrative 

Charging Committee with respect to the above-captioned matter.  The final written report is 

adopted on this 17th  day of July , 2025, and will be delivered to the St. Mary’s County 

Sheriff’s Office within five (5) days. 

____________________________ 

Nickolas Cromwell 

Chairperson, Administrative Charging Committee 
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APPENDIX 1 – ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

 

 Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible.  In cases where 

complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 

the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided.  This appendix will cover an 

original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 

complaint may evolve over time. 
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APPENDIX 2 – SHERIFF’S RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 “Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against 

Lieutenant  # : 

 

Policy 319.5.1 (c) Laws, Rules and Orders               UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (q) Discourteous / Discriminatory Treatment                      

UNFOUNDED 

  

 Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 # : 

 

Policy 319.5.1 (c) Laws, Rules and Orders               UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (q) Discourteous / Discriminatory Treatment          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority      UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (a) False or Misleading Statements     UNFOUNDED 

 

 Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Corporal 

 # : 

 

Policy 319.5.1 (c) Laws, Rules and Orders               UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (q) Discourteous / Discriminatory Treatment          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority      UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (a) False or Misleading Statements     UNFOUNDED 

 

 Below are my recommended findings as they relate to allegations made against Deputy 

 # : 

 

Policy 319.5.1 (c) Laws, Rules and Orders               UNFOUNDED  

Policy 319.4 Violation of Constitutional Rights           UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (q) Discourteous / Discriminatory Treatment          UNFOUNDED 

Policy 100.3.1 Arrest Authority      UNFOUNDED 

Policy 319.5.8 (a) False or Misleading Statements     UNFOUNDED 

 

 Deputy  is no longer an employee of this Sheriff’s Office and Resigned 

prior to the Tort being filed on July 18, 2024. He was contacted and offered an opportunity to 

provide a statement and he declined to do so. I do not have any purview over Deputy  to 

compel him to provide a statement. The recommended policy violations listed in this investigation 

pertaining to Deputy  do not rise to the level of serious misconduct and are not germane 

to the allegations listed in the Tort.  

 

 As detailed in the Office of Professional Responsibilities (OPR) Report of Investigation, a 

change to Sheriff’s Office Procedure 500.7 (d) Under the Influence / Impaired Driving Procedures 

will be made.  

 

 Steven A. Hall, Sheriff.” 

 









                
      

           
     

                   

           

          
            

  

          
       



    

               

             
              

             
    

                  
                    

                  
                 

                      
             

                  

               
      

            
       













             
           

           
       

          
              

  

            

          
          

            
        

            
         

              
                

                

              
              

     

               
          

             

            
            









            
             

              
              

          

          

          
              

            
            

             
                 

             
                 

           

           
             

            
             

                  

             

              

               
              

              
              

                

              
                
             

              
               
              

             
               

           
             

             
               

           

            
             

            
         





    

               

             
              

             
    

            
       









              
            
            

  

             
             
               

             
             
                

             
             

    

            
            

        

              
           

                

            
             

               
                

               
             
            

                
         

            
               

            

              
                 

             
              
                
           

             
              

           

           
        







            
                

             
                 

                
               

                
                
             

       

   

                
                 

                
                

                  
             
                
      

                 
                  

               
             

             
                

      

                 
                
                  

              

               
                   
                  

                  
                   

      

  

                 

                 
             

            
        

            
       



                 
              

         

                
             

   

               
              

          
               

       

            
         











                   
                

                
         

             
                

            

              

              
                 

            
               

           
               

              
               

                 
              

           
              

             

      

             

           

          
           

              
             

             

              
                

             
              

               
      

            
      

           
                 

                  
               

         













             
               

          
                

                

              
   

          

           
             

                
    

  

             

       

      



APPENDIX l - ORIGINAL COMPLAJNT 

Original complaints will be appended to each opinion, in so far as possible. ln cases where 
complaints cannot be readily reproduced (because, for example, they are made verbally or over 
the span of multiple communications) a summary will be provided. This appendix will cover an 
original complaint only and will not necessarily reflect how the investigation of an original 
complaint may evolve over time. 

On January 31, 2025, one of the complainants listed in this investigation, -
 submitted a formal complaint through the Police Accountability Board. The complaint 

included the following text: 

"My friend and I were pulled over for a traffic violation We explained we were dealing with 
an aggressive driver who we try to tell multiple times to pass us and the aggressive driver 
wouldn'tThe driver called the cops and claimed we were throwing things out the car windows and 
that I had a taserWe explained we only had our hands out the windows and I have a blue vape in 
my handand yelled please just go aroundAfter we got pulled over and explained to the officers 
what happened my friend was asked to do a soberity testlt was told that she did not fail any of the 
tests given to her but she was still arrested and was handled harshlyWhen I asked what was going 
on 1 went to step out of my friends car and stepped on her purse and broke her bottle of medicine 
and her medication flew all over the side of the passenger car We both explained that my friend is 
legally prescribed l legallly can not take Xanax for I am bi polar and it throws me in a severe manic 
bi polar ragel explained that to both the females officers that I did not take any of my friend's 
medicine and that I had also broke her her medication bottle as I was stepping out the car so l 
wouldn't get in troubleThe female officers wouldn't explain anything to me and one said she would 
arrest me because I was slurring my words when I was not I was crying and scared and had no idea 
what was going on and asking the other female officers not to hurt my friend because they were 
very aggressive and put the handcuffs on way to tight In the middle of all that a male officer gave 
me a full body search He groped my breasts and I have a small bruise on one of my breasts He 
then proceeded to shove his hand in my pants and past my underwear and he put 2 fingers inside 
of my vagina and fingered me No other officer saw this or even payed attention I was pulled away 
I have bruises on my wrists from the male officer along with a bruise on my Breast and hips The 
male officer then pulled out what I know is my friends prescription Xanax and there was l O pills 
in his hand he asked me if I knew what these were and I explained I did and told him I broke the 
bottle and gave him every detail information I couldThe officer held my jaw open and forced me 
to swallow the pills. Your supposed to make me feel safe . Now I'm scared and assaulted and was 
drugged by one of your officers and can never trust the police they refused their name and badge 
# alll of them" 
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APPENDIX: 
#1: Original Complaint 
#2: Sheriff's Recommendation 

BACKGROUND 

Summary of Complaint & Agency Investigation 

On February 10, 2025, Dep. -- ("Officer# l") and Dep. 
("Officer # 2") responded to - Jenna Ct., Lexington Park, MD 20653 for a child welfare 
check. ("Complainant"), the child in question's mother, submitted a complaint 
through the Police Accountability Board's online portal that officers were rude and confrontational 
to her in the investigation that followed, and made the following specific allegations that she had 
been deprived of her rights: 

I. Unreasonable search and seizure
2. Infringement upon her right to free speech and expression
3. Denial of equal protection under the law
4. Deprivation of Complainant's right to a fair and impartial investigation

DETERMINATION 

Discussion and Findings 

For the reasons discussed below, the ACC finds the allegations made against the officers 
in this matter to be unfounded. 

On February 10, Officer# I arrived at the property at roughly 4:30 p.m. He made contact 
with a neighbor who infonned the officer that Complainant's 9-year old son had been standing at 
the front door of the Property and knocking, without being given entry, since being dropped off 
by his school bus. The temperature was approximately 41 degrees and neighbors reported that the 
son is typically dropped off by his bus at approximately 3:30 p.m. Officer# I was also informed 
that the son had an . The neighbor informed Officer # l that the car at 
the Property was Complainant's and that she believed Complainant was home. 

Officer# 1 observed the son and the neighbor knock at the front door and attempt to use a 
doorbell camera. Officer # 1 opened the Property's back gate, entered the fenced yard, and 
attempted to knock on the rear door, which was locked. ot receiving any response, Officer# I 
returned to the front. Shortly thereafter, Complainant opened the front door and her son entered 
the residence. Officer # 1 spoke to Complainant and advised her to keep the door open because 
he needed to speak to her. Complainant kept the door open approximately a foot and appeared to 
Officer# 1 to be on the verge of closing it, and Officer# 1 placed his foot in the door's threshold 
to prevent it from ever fully closing. 

Officer # 1 engaged Complainant in a conversation about why she had not responded to 
her son's knocking on the door. She claimed that she had trouble getting downstairs due to a foot 
injury and denied having fallen asleep. When asked what time it was she reported it being "almost 
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