
 

 

 

 

P.O. Box 775088, Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477-5088 
970.879.2060  970.879.8851 (fax)  steamboatsprings.net 

 
February 3, 2023 
 
Dylan Anderson 
danderson@steamboatpilot.com 
E-mail delivery 
 
RE:   Records request re:  Sherry Burlingame and Christina Stewart 
 
Dear Mr. Anderson: 
 
The City has received your request for records of investigations relating to former 
Steamboat Springs Chief of Police Sherry Burlingame.  The City is in possession of the 
following responsive documents: 
 

1) a report prepared in connection with an administrative investigation, including 
records of witness interviews and bodycam video of a traffic stop 
("Administrative Investigation Report”); 

2) a response provided by former Chief Burlingame; 
3) a response provided by Support Systems Division Manager Christina Stewart; 
4) a printed statement provided at a December meeting and an e-mail dated 

December 1, 2022 and a second e-mail dated January 4, 2023 from a SSPD 
employee addressing the issues that were the subject of the investigation; and 

5) various notices from the City Manager relating to the investigation (“Notices”).   
 
As described below, the investigation commenced on December 12, 2022 and was 
conducted in accordance with the procedures and for the purposes set forth in Section 
1006 of the Steamboat Springs Police Department (“SSPD”) Policy Manual, to the extent 
appropriate and feasible under the circumstances.   
 
The Administrative Investigation Report was made for use in the exercise of functions 
required by law and authorized by administrative rule and is being maintained/kept by 
the Police Department.  Accordingly, the City considers the Administrative Investigation 
Report to be a criminal justice record.  Therefore, the Colorado Criminal Justice Records 
Act (“CCJRA”) governs its inspection and release. 
 
The SSPD Policy Manual contemplates that administrative investigations will be 
conducted by the supervisor(s) of the subject(s) of the investigation with the Chief 
acting as the final decisionmaker.  In this case, because the Chief of Police was a 
subject of the investigation, the investigation was conducted on behalf of SSPD by the 
City’s Human Resource Director, Wendy Ecklund, with the assistance of the City 
Attorney’s office. 



 

 

 

 

 
The Steamboat Springs Chief of Police is typically the custodian of City of Steamboat 
Springs criminal justice records. However, due to the nature of the investigation, I, Gary 
Suiter, City Manager, have assumed the Chief of Police’s responsibilities as custodian of 
records for purposes of this request. 
 
The Administrative Investigation Report does not relate to misconduct involving a 
member of the public.  Consequently, C.R.S. 24-72-303(4)(a) does not apply. 
 
The CCJRA tasks the custodian of criminal justice records with conducting a balancing 
test to determine whether those records may be inspected or released in response to a 
records request.  In reviewing your request, I have considered the following: 
 

1) The privacy interests of individuals who may be impacted by a decision to allow 
inspection;  

2) The SSPD’s interest in keeping confidential information confidential; 
3) The SSPD’s interest in preserving the integrity of ongoing investigations; 
4) The public purpose to be served by inspection; and 
5) Any other information relevant to the request. 

 
After reviewing the responsive document and the request, I find the following: 
 

1) A) Former Chief Burlingame and Ms. Stewart are the subjects of the report and 
would be impacted by the report’s release.  These individuals have a privacy 
interest in the report and related documents as it relates primarily to their 
conduct, including both on- and off-duty.   
 
I conclude that this privacy interest is minimal due to the fact that the report 
sustained serious violations of the SSPD Policy Manual policies and general City 
employment policies.  In addition, Chief Burlingame and Ms. Stewart were 
appointed to the first and third most senior positions at SSPD.  They were 
department leaders and their conduct was an example for the rest of the 
Department.  As such, they have a diminished expectation of privacy in the 
reporting and evaluation of conduct that related to their leadership roles. 
 
I acknowledge the report addresses personal relationships and off-duty conduct.  
However, to the extent off-duty conduct and personal relationships relate to the 
sustained policy violations, I find that the privacy interests of the involved 
individuals are relatively weak. 
 
B) The investigation included interviews with numerous SSPD officers and 
employees and the letter and e-mails from one employee described above.  
These witnesses have a strong privacy interest in the report and in their 
participation in the investigation.  These witnesses gave information as to various 



 

 

 

 

personal interactions in and out of the workplace and have a reasonable 
expectation of privacy in these personal interactions. 
 
In addition, SSPD employees are required to cooperate with SSPD administrative 
investigations.  Each witness was advised of their obligation to cooperate and 
were also advised that the investigation would be kept confidential to the extent 
possible. 
 
C) The investigation includes an evaluation of an incident involving a minor.  The 
minor has a strong privacy interest due to their age, the fact that they are not 
employed with SSPD, and their conduct was not at issue in the investigation. 
 
D)  The response provided by Ms. Stewart notes instances of discipline of SSPD 
employees.  These employees have a legitimate privacy interest in maintaining 
the confidentiality of their disciplinary records.   
 
Consequently, the latter three items weigh in favor of protecting individuals 
referenced or involved in the investigation who were not the subjects of the 
investigation by redacting identifying information. 

 
2) The SSPD Policy Manual provides that administrative investigations should be 

kept confidential.  Confidentiality is essential to the effective conduct of fair and 
impartial internal investigations within the SSPD.  Confidentiality encourages 
reporting and investigation of SSPD Policy Manual violations and also encourages 
frank and candid cooperation by witnesses, which is essential to SSPD’s ability to 
conduct effective internal investigations. 

 
Each witness in the investigation is a current or former SSPD officer or employee.  
These individuals gave evidence with respect to senior officers and co-workers at 
SSPD.  Cooperation in these circumstances can give rise to reasonable concern 
on the part of the witness as to whether the witness would suffer adverse 
employment consequences or impacts to their working relationships with other 
officers and employees.  SSPD and the City have a strong interest in encouraging 
cooperation with administrative investigations in these circumstances.  This 
interest weighs heavily in favor of protecting the confidentiality of witnesses 
either through denying inspection of records or by redacting records. 
 

3) The administrative investigation has concluded, and Chief Burlingame and Ms. 
Stewart are no longer employed by the City.  There will be no further discipline 
or employment action relating to this matter and no known criminal proceeding.  
Thus, this factor is not relevant. 
 

4) There has been substantial public interest expressed in this matter in the form of 
social media comments and communications with the City Council. I therefore 



 

 

 

 

find that the public in general has expressed an interest in knowing the 
circumstances surrounding the separation at issue from this investigation.     

 
In this case, I also find the public interest in disclosure is stronger given the 
seniority of the individuals who were the subject of the report, the seriousness of 
the violations that were sustained, and the fact that the investigation led to the 
resignation of senior Department leadership, including the Chief of Police. 
 
However, I find that the public interest in the records of witness interviews, the 
printed statement, and the December 1, 2022 and January 4, 2023 e-mails to be 
weak.  The strength of the public interest in disclosure relates to the 
investigation’s ultimate findings and not on who specifically may have said what.  
There is a minimal public interest, if any, in disclosure of the specific statements 
of witnesses, as what was pertinent to the findings was already identified in the 
Administrative Investigation Report.  I reach the same conclusion as to the 
references in Ms. Stewart’s response to discipline of other SSPD employees. 
 

5) I also note that the departure of the former Chief of Police and Ms. Stewart has 
caused much speculation in the community and within the Department as to the 
reasons for this departure.  Much of this speculation is inaccurate and has 
created uncertainty within the Department as to how the City and SSPD’s 
employment policies are applied.   
 

For the foregoing reasons I conclude that the balance of interests described above 
weighs in favor of permitting the inspection and release of the Administrative 
Investigation Report, the responses to the report, and the Notices, with redactions to 
protect witness privacy and confidentiality and to protect the privacy interest of a 
minor.  I conclude that the balance of interests described above weighs against 
releasing the witness interview recordings and the letter and e-mails from the SSPD 
employee.  Finally, the balance of interests described above weighs in favor of releasing 
the traffic stop bodycam video with edits to protect the identity of a minor.  The 
Administrative Investigation report, the responses to the report, and the Notices, with 
redactions, are attached as is the SSPD Policy Manual and edited bodycam video. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
       
      Gary Suiter, City Manager 
 
cc: Dan Foote, City Attorney 
 Wendy Ecklund, Human Resources Director 
 Jennifer Bock, Asst. City Attorney 
 Mark Beckett, Interim Police Chief 
 

Gary Suiter
Digitally signed by Gary 

Suiter 

Date: 2023.02.03 
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