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6, Ramirez learned that his team members had been consuming alcohol while on duty at the 

festival. He then addressed his teams, telling them that what they did was an "embarrassment." 

Ramirez testified that his "mind was blown" that this all happened. (Tr. 421, 425-26, 428-29, 

483-87)
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Respondent Ramirez faces several charges in connection with the events of the Electric 

Zoo festival on September 2, 2022. The credible evidence has established that multiple members 

of the NBMN team, who were under Ramirez's supervision, were consuming alcohol while they 

were supposed to be performing law enforcement duties at the festival: the MOS involved, 

including two who testified credibly at trial, admitted as much. It is the position of the 

Department Advocate that it was readily apparent to Ramirez that they were drinking alcohol, 

yet he allowed it to continue without taking any action, and made misleading statements about 

his awareness in his official Department interview. The defense disputes that conclusion, 

arguing that Ramirez relied upon his team to perform their enforcement duties, and there was no 

failure to supervise. Additionally, the defense contends that Ramirez was unaware that any of 

them were consuming alcohol, and his statements during his Department interview to that effect 

were not misleading. 

On the one hand, I credit Ramirez's testimony that none of the team members specifically 

informed him that they were consuming alcohol. Also, there was no indication that while in 

Ramirez's presence, any of them were drinking from cans or bottles labelled as containing 

alcohol; rather, they were drinking from clear plastic cups. Ramirez also noted that it was a hot 

day, and it made sense for his MOS to be drinking fluids. Also, in order for them to blend in 

with the crowd it was useful for them to have cups like the other festival attendees. 
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Specification 4 charges Respondent Ramirez with making incomplete entries in his 

Activity Log for September 2 and 3. Ramirez conceded that there was "a lack of information" in 

his memo book. (Tr. 449-450) In his Activity Log for September 2 (Dept. Ex 3), Ramirez noted, 

"1200 to 2045 enforcement, CI buys and Case review," but did not provide and relevant details 

of what occurred during his shift, including any information about what transpired at the Electric 

Zoo festival. Similarly, his entry for September 3 (Dept. Ex. 4) notes only, "1200 to 2045 

enforcement, CI buys and Case review," with no additional information. The credible evidence 

has established that Ramirez did not properly maintain his Activity Log, and I find him Guilty of 

Specification 4. 

Absent Without Permission case (2022-27359 & 2023-28471) 

Respondent Dume faces charges for being absent without permission from September 6 

through September 24, 2022. Respondent Ramirez also faces charges for failing to supervise 

Dume during that time. Additionally, Dume faces a second charge for failing to update his 

residential address information with the Department beginning in October 2019. 

It is the Department Advocate's position that on July 5, 2022, Dume submitted six 

"Leave of Absence" requests ("28's") for the six-week period from July 26 through September 3. 

(Dept. Ex. 5) The 28's indicated that Dume would be on vacation in Europe, and each had what 

appeared to be the signature of his supervisor, Ramirez, approving the requests. However, Dume 

did not return to work on September 6 as required. Instead, he did not report to work until 

September 27, which means he was absent without permission for the period between September 

6 through September 24. The Department Advocate also maintains that Ramirez failed to 
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Dume testified that while in Europe, he had filed an IAB log on September 6 regarding 

some of the MOS involved in the Electric Zoo incident, based on information he had seen in a 

group chat about inappropriate behavior involving several of his team members. When he 

returned to the United States, he reported to work a day early, on September 26, and went to 

Headquarters to speak with higher ranking officials because he was concerned he would face 

retaliation for filing the log. Dume subsequently filed a lawsuit against the Department as well. 

(Tr. 310-12, 327-30, 352-53) 

With respect to the allegation that he failed to update his address with the Department, 

Dume acknowledged that his address changed in 2017. He testified that he did notify his 

undercover coordinator at the time that his address changed, and also filled out a form with the 

updated address when a new undercover coordinator was assigned in 2022. (Resp. Ex. C) As for 

the ten card (Resp. Ex. D), Dume testified that he did submit a form with his updated address, 

but someone from the administrative office neglected to fill out the ten card with the correct 

address. However, when asked at his official Department interview on October 5, 2022 (Dept. 

Ex. 7 at 11 :24) whether it could have been an oversight that he did not change the address, Dume 

responded, "Yeah, I mean, I had no reason to hide that." (Tr. 330-42, 344-49) 

Respondent Ramirez testified that as a lieutenant, it was his responsibility to oversee and 

manage roll call, including verifying that all personnel were present. According to Ramirez, 

there often were errors with the roll call printouts: there were, for example, personnel who were 

on vacation or in court on a particular day, but that was not reflected in the printout. He offered 

into evidence copies of other roll call sheets from August-September 2022 showing multiple 

MOS unaccounted for. (Resp. Ex. B) Ramirez also noted there were times where another 
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supervisor would authorize vacation for an MOS, and the 28's might be submitted later on. In 

his experience, it was not unheard of for 28's to go missing. (Tr. 368, 372-74, 378-79, 435,488) 

As for the matter involving Dume, Ramirez recounted how he was in a meeting with an 

inspector in July when Dume came in and requested leave to deal with his family's situation. 

Ramirez had suggested getting EAU involved to help with the family members, but the inspector 

said no, and that Dume should just take as much time as he needed. Ramirez testified that he 

recalled signing only five 28's for Dume, which he handed back to him.4 He also stated that 

there may have been more 28's, though it was Ramirez's expectation that Dume would be back 

at work on August 30. When Ramirez saw that Dume had not returned on August 30 and was 

still listed by Roll Call as on vacation, he assumed that Dume was, in fact, still on vacation, and 

that it had been authorized by another supervisor. Ramirez did not believe it was because he was 

AWOL, nor did anyone suggest that was the case. He asked his two sergeants whether they had 

signed additional 28's for Dume; they said no, and Ramirez did not follow up with anyone else. 

The following week, Ramirez was called into multiple meetings regarding the Electric Zoo 

situation, and he was too busy to check on the roll call, which he relied on his sergeant to do. (Tr. 

382-84, 435-36, 443-49)

Specification I against Respondent Dume charges him with being absent without 

permission from September 6 thrnugh September 24, 2022. It is undisputed that Dume did not 

appear for work on those days. At issue is whether he had permission to be on vacation during 

the time period beyond September 3. 

4 Although there is a sixth 28, for the period spanning August 30 through September 3, that appears to have his 
approval signature as well, Ramirez testified that he did not actually sign that one. He noted that the signature 
resembled his, but he did not sign it, and did not know who did. (Tr. 436-43; Dept. Ex. 5F) 
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must have filled out the card incorrectly. Dume also noted that he had properly updated his 

residence information with his undercover coordinator. 
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Although I credit that Dume did provide his correct address to the undercover 

coordinator, that does not absolve him of the responsibility for updating the address with his 

command on his official ten card as well. I am not persuaded by Dume' s self-serving testimony 

that the inaccurate ten card was the result of someone else's error. At his Department interview 

on October 5, 2022, Dume acknowledged that the failure to update his ten card may have been 

an oversight on his part. He did not, at that time, state that he had completed the paperwork, nor 

did he suggest that the error rested with someone in the administrative office. The credible 

evidence has established that Dume neglected to update his residence information with the 

Department, which complicated the command's efforts to locate him when he did not appear at 

work. Accordingly, I find him Guilty of Specification 2. 

Respondent Ramirez also faces two charges in connection with Dume's absence. 

Specification I charges him with failure to supervise, while Specification 2 alleges that he failed 

to notify his supervisors when Dume was AWOL. The Department Advocate argues that as 

Dume's supervisor, it was Ramirez's responsibility to know Dume's whereabouts, and he should 

have done more to investigate and clarify Dume' s status when he did not appear for work 

between September 6 and September 20. 

On the one hand, Ramirez did acknowledge that as a lieutenant, it was his responsibility 

to oversee and manage roll call, including verifying that all personnel were present. He testified 

that it was his expectation that Dume would return to work on August 30. However, Ramirez 

also credibly explained that there were times when another supervisor would authorize vacation 

for an MOS in the command. Although the two sergeants he checked with stated they did not 
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authorize the additional vacation, Ramirez concluded that someone else must have done so. He 

reasonably relied upon the roll call, which still had Dume listed as on vacation on August 30, and 

continued to believe that Dume was on vacation the following weeks. Ramirez also noted that 

during the week of September 6, he was busy attending meetings related to the Electric Zoo 

matter, and did not do any follow up with respect to Dume. 

Under the specific circumstances presented here, I am not persuaded that Ramirez 

committed misconduct with respect to Dume' s absence. The record has failed to establish, by a 

preponderance of the credible evidence, that Ramirez failed to supervise. Additionally, since he 

was unaware that Dume was AWOL, he did not wrongfully fail to notify his supervisors of 

Dume's absence. Accordingly, I find Ramirez Not Guilty of both specifications. 

PENALTY 

In order to determine appropriate penalties, this Tribunal, guided by the Department's 

Disciplinary System Penalty Guidelines, considered all relevant facts and circumstances, 

including potential aggravating and mitigating factors established in the record. Respondents' 

employment histories also were examined. See 38 RCNY § 15-07. Information from their 

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

attached memoranda. 

Respondent Ramirez, who was appointed to the Department on July 10, 2006, has been 

found Guilty of all four charges in connection with the Electric Zoo matter. The most serious 

charges are for failing to supervise his team, and then making misleading statements about what 

occurred during his official Department interview. For this case, the Department Advocate 
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Respondent Dume, who was appointed to the Department on January 9, 2012, has been 

found Guilty of being absent without permission, and failing to properly update his residential 

address with the Department. The Department Advocate recommends a total of 20 days to cover 

the two counts. Counsel for Dume notes that he has no formal disciplinary record, has been 

awarded several medals for Excellent Police Duty, and has received consistently strong work 

evaluations. 

On the one hand, this Tribunal is mindful that Dume, who has a strong record with the 

Department, was in Europe under stressful circumstances at the time he extended his vacation 

without permission. The mother of his child was from Ukraine, and Dume was helping out as 

her family was trying to relocate in Europe in the middle of the war crisis. Nevertheless, his 

conduct here, particularly extending his vacation without obtaining permission, is of great 

concern, and there needs to be appropriate accountability. Additionally, Dume's failure to 

update his address on his ten card compromised the command's efforts to locate him when his 

whereabouts were unknown. On balance, the forfeiture of IO vacation days is appropriate to 

address his misconduct in this case, with the hope that this significant loss of days acts as a 

deterrent to future misconduct. Taking into account the totality of the facts and circumstances in 

this matter, I recommend that Respondent Dume forfeit ten (I 0) vacation days. 

APPROVED 

�� 
THOMAS G. DONLON 

POLICE COMMISSIONER

Respectfully submitted, 

Pf!s.!l)k mtJeffS. Adler 
Assistant Deputy Commissioner Trials 








