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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

BRISTOL, SS . SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT
o ' CIVIL ACTION NO.: '
‘ 4 2573CV00914 A
KAREN READ,
Plaintiff, .
v . . “ BRISTOL SUPERIOR COURT
_ | ~ FILED

MICHAEL PROCTOR, in his personal ‘ NOV 17 2025
capacity; SGT. YURIY BUKHENIK, in his JENNIFER A SULLIVAN, ESQ

personal capacity; LT. BRIAN TULLY, in his " CLERKX/MAGISTRATE
personal capacity; BRIAN ALBERT; B .
NICOLE ALBERT; JENNIFER McCABE;
- MATTHEW McCABE; and BRIAN
HIGGINS, -

Defendants!.

COMPLAINT?

I.  Introduction

1. For ;chree. and a half years, Plaintiff Karen Read was wfongly accused of homicide
and subjected to éuspicion, arrest, two prosecuﬁbns, and public coﬁdemnation, all resulfing from
the gross rhiéconduct of the Massachusetts State Police (“MSP”) - and those working in tandem "
with the MSP - to sh_ielci from -liability the party or parties reSponsibie for the déath of Boston
Police Officer John O’Keefe III. Now, after being acquitted of all charges relating to Mr.

O’Keefe’s death, Ms. Read brings this action to recover for and address the actions of those |

! The Massachusetts State Police and Town of Canton will be added as Defendants after presentment is made
_ pursuant to G.L. c. 258 § 4. :

2 Plaintiff intends to move to consolidate this action with the related-action Estate of John O’Keefe et al. v. Read et
al., Civil Action No. 2483-CV-00692 (“Related Action”) for discovery and trial efficiencies.
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actually involved in Mr. O’Keefe’s death and the law enforpement officers who abjectly failed t§
ensure that justice was sought and served in the aftermath of J ahuary 29, 2022.

2. Karen Read ciid not kill her then—boyﬁ’iend, Mr. O’Keefe.' Rather, in the early
morning hours of January 29™, Mr. O’Keefe was killed in DefendantslBrian and Nicole Albert’s
home at 34 Fairview Road in Canton (“House”) in an altercation during a late-night house party
With other Defendants (céllectively, the “House Defendants™) aftér a night of heavy drinking.
The House Defendants responsible for Mr. O’Keefe’s death — some of whom had professional
experience with police investigations — concocted a plan immediately after the altércation to
ayoid culpability and to frame Karen Read. Rather than call first responders for help, among
other actions, the House Defendants coﬁducted a Google-search for information about “hos long i
to die in the cold,” moved Mr. O’Keefe’s bo;ly outside, and placed him on the Alberts’ front
lawn near the road to make it look like Mr. O’Keefe was hit by a vehicle and that he died in the
snow without ever coming into the }iouse théf night. Mr. O’Keefe’s body remained on the
Alberts’ lawn until Karen Read found him later in the morning.

3.  From the beginhing, investigators from the MSP allowed the House Defendants to.
direct the investigation away from thgmselves, and towards Ms. Read. The House Defendants
were a well-éonnected and close social grdup with strong ties to'law enforcement. The Alberts
are-a prominent fémily in Canton, and the investigating'polic_:e ofﬁcefs knew them well. The lead
in_\}estigator for MSP,. Mi(;hael Proctor, grew up in Canton and resides there to this day. He has
been, and remains, close pérsonal friends with thé Albert family. House Defendﬁnt Bﬁan Albert
was a long-time Boston Police Department officer, and Hou;e. Defendant Brian Higgins was an

agent with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, F irearms and Explosives (“ATF”).
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4.  Adhering to the unwritten rule of “protecting their own,” Proctor and his MSP
colleagues intentionally disregarded the obvious and compelling evidence tying the House
De.fendants>to Mr. O’Keefe’s murder. Specifically, Mr. .O’Keeff.:"s injuries wére consistent with
a physical altercatiop. He had bruises and laéerations on his face, and a deep gash to the back of
the head — suggesting that he was punched and fell backwards hitting his head on a ridged ”
surface. He also had dog bite wounds and scratches on his right afm and foreaﬁn. Equally -
evident, Mr. O’Keefe"did not have a single injufy consistent with being struck by a vehicle. He
did not hav’e any broken bon.es, or even a Brﬁise on his legs, feét, arms, shoulders, torso, back,
ribs, or anyWhere below his neck that a medical examiner \-uvould otherwise expect to find on a

" person struck and killéd by an impact from a thrée .ton vehicle. And, to erase any doubt, the
Commonwealth’s own medical examiner - the pathologist who coﬁducfed the autopsy for the‘
Commonwealth - concluded that Mr. O’Keéfe’s body showed no signs of a vehiculgr strike.

5. Despite that, Proctor and others éhiélded the House Defendants by intentionally -
sidestepping fundémental investigatory pro‘cedurés. Prdpélled by the Héuse Defendants’ false
sfatemenfs, including that Mr. O’Keefe “never went into the house,” Proctor reported in text -
messages just hours into the investigation that the House Defendants weren’t going to get any

““shit for this,” because "‘he’s [Brian Albeﬁ] a Boston cop,” and that Proctor was determined “to
make [the investigation] cut and dry” by bringing “charge;s against the_ girl.” Indeed, Proctor
made his intentions cl_ear_in writing: Karen Read had “zero chance [of] skating...she’s fucked.”
This pronouncement was a mere 16 hpurs after Mr. O’Keefe’s body was discovered on the
Alberts’ lawn - and Proctor had no-t even walked into the Hbuse. _

6.  True to his promise, Proctof and his colleagues did'not_ searchﬂthe Hous_e for blood

evidence resulting from the gash to the back of Mr. O’Keefe’s head, or for fingerprints, or fqr
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DNA evidence. Proctor did not search the House despite the fact that Mr. O’Keefe we;s
discovered without a winter coat, without the hat that séveral witnesses said he had been wearing
that night, and without his left shoe. At Proctor’s direction, the. House was never processed by a
criminalist or ’eveﬁ photographed. No member of the MSP, includ»ing Proctor, set foot inside 34
Fairview for nearly a week. The police did not examine or take evidence from the Alberts’
German Shepherd that was in the House on J anuary 29™ — a dog that had a history of attéckiﬁg
other dogs and people. | |

7. Neither Proctor nor any of the MSP trdopers conducted physical éxaminations of
the House Defendants for evidence 6f involvement in the alfercation, such as marks on their
hands, knuckles, or face, or bruises on their bodies. Théy_ did not seize or search the Houée’
Defendants’ phones. They conducted only perfunctory .unrecorded conversations with Proctor’s
friends and acquain;canceé without any attempt to corroborate their stories. They permitted
would-be witnesses to communiéate with eachlother and coordiﬁate their stories before any
formal interviews. They allowed critical evidence to be manipulafed in some instances, and
outright destroyed in othefs. In short, by focusing the investigation solely on Ms. Read as
implicitly directed by the House Defendants through the misrepresentations they made to police,
Proctor and his colleagues disregarded and failed to obtain pertinent interviews and other cgritical
cvi_dence from the House Defendants that cannot now be recovered or recreated.

8.  Proctor also secretly communicated with the Alberts oﬁ his personal phone,
delibérately ba_ck—channeling those communic;afcioris to circumvent his state-issued device, and
used his sister as a conduit. For instance, on multiple occasions Proctor disclosed critical and |
confidential information about the investigation to his sister, who passed that information to her

close friend, Julie Albert, Brian Albert’s sister-in-law. Julie Albert then passed that'same

4
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information on.to the rest of her family and the House Defendants. Part of these
communications included‘Julie Albert’s promise to buy Proctor a “thank you gift” for handling
this investigation in a manner that inteﬁtio’nally avoided implicating the House Defendants and. |
singularly focused on Ms. Read.

9.  Proctor then went so far as to manufacture evidence to ensure that Ms. Read, not his
friends and fellow law enforcement officers, was blamed for Mr. O’Keefe’s death. This included ’

planting evidence at the scene, on Mr. O’Keefe’s clothes, and on Ms. Read’s vehicle to supporf

the false narrative that Ms. Read hit Mr. O’Keefe with her car, even though he knew Mr.

O’Keefe’s injuries were inconsistent with .a motor vehicle strike, and consistent with a phsrsical
altercation and dog attack.

10. | F_ar from conducting an objective investigation with integrity, Proctor personally
sexualized and dehumanized Ms. Read throughéut the investigation. Specifically, Proctor’s
private communications fo his-high school bucidies, sistgr, and MSP colleagues — thét he believed
vs‘lould never be discovered — expose the cprruption and bias at the core of MSP’s entire
investigation.‘ Speciﬁcally, only hoﬁrs into the investigation, in a text chain with eight of his
high school buddies, Proctor state(i that Ms. Read is a “whack job c—t,” “ret'arded,”. a “nut bvag,”
and “a babe [with] no ass.” Proctor further ridiculed and derided Ms. Read for her sen'oﬁs
medical condition, stating that her “balloon knotf’ “léaked poo.” In other pri\‘/ate text messages
to his MSP supervisors and colleégues, Proctor bragged that while cohducting a search of Ms.
Read’s phone he was looking for nakedApictures of Ms. Read. Disappointed, he reported that

there were “no nudes so far.” In an unfiltered utterance, Proctor revealed his true mindset:

. “Hopefully she kills herself.”
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11. Indeed, Proctor’s supefvisors and the MSP knew about and condoned Proctor’s
unlawful conduct — and in some instances, expressly encouraged this flagrant abuse of power.

For example, on one occasion Proctor’s immediate supervisor, Yuriy Bukhenik, responded with

“ b ” (a thumbs-up emoji) to a text calling Ms. Read “retarded.” Proctor’s supervisors and the

MSP knew Proctor had a élose reiationship with the Alberts and that he made no secret of his
bias against Ms. Read, demonstrating a clear preju&ice against hgf from tﬁé outset. |

12. Relying on m‘aﬁufactured evidence, actively ignoring exculpatéry evidence, and |
without investigating obvious signs pointihg toward the House Defendants, the Commonwealth
secured two separate arrest warrants for Ms. Read and a knowingly-baseless indictment against
her, and then.wrongfully pfésecuted her for murder - twice. As alleged’bélow; these unlawful
acts not only underly Plaintiffs’ meritless wrongful death claim agéinst Ms Read, but tﬁey also
form the foundation for Ms. Read’s claims against the Defendants. These acts violated Ms.
Read’s st‘at'f; and federal constitutional rights, th;: Massachusetts Civil Rights Act, and‘ well-
established Massachusetts to.‘rtpr.inciples.

13. On June 18, 2025, after a two-month trial, a jury rejected the Commonwealth’s

Ath‘eory, in pért, because the overwhelming physical, scientific, and medical evidence established

that Ms. Read’s'v,ehiqle did not strike Mr. O’Keefe, and that Mr. O’Keefe’ injuries did not come
from a vehicle strike. Al_though Ms. Read was ulfimately and finally acquitted of all charges

related to the death of Mr. O’Keefe, Proctor was fired, and nearly every MSP ofﬁcér in"Proctor’s

chain of command _Was disciplinéd for their egregious abuses and misdeeds, the Commdnwealth

still has not sought or provided justice - not to the O’Keefe family, not to the community at large,

-and certainly not to Ms. Read.
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14.  In response, the Commonwealth has offered only empty platitudes instead of
solutions. The head of MSP, Col. Geoffrey Noble stated: “The events of the last three yedrs
have challenged our Department to thoroughly review our actions and take concrete steps to

deliver advanced investigative training, ensure appropriate oversight, and enhance -

- accountability. Under my direction as Colonel, the State Police has, and will continue to,

improve in these regards.” In an interview, with The Boston Heréld, Noble acknowledged the

- systemic nature of MSP’s conduct in Ms. Read’s case: “I’m eyes wide open to a culture issue

that I have concerns with as it relates to Trooper Proctor.” Thgse hollow words do nothing to
right the devastating Wrongs that have been yisited on Ms. Read. Col. Nobel’s words confess a
sickness deep in the marrow of the MSP, but offer no remedy, no medicine, no relief to someone
so brutally v}ctimized by it; | 4
15. On Wednesday March 19, 2025 , following the public disclosure of Proctor’s illegal

and unethical conduct related to the Read investigation, the MSP’s Trial Board found Michael
i’roctor “GUILTY” of a Class A violation, whicﬁ included “tﬁat he was biased in his dealings
with a ho;ﬁicide suspect aﬁd/or brought otherwise himself and the Massachusetts State Police
into disrepute.” | |

| 16. ‘ Ms Read’s life was not mel;ely turned upside down by the MSP’s and the House
Defendants’ misconduct, it was forever changed by the Defendants’,traﬁsg;essions and
wrongdoing. The years of unceftainty and unimaginable emotional distressr have left lasting
scars that will never heal. At the same time, neither Mr. O’Keefe nor his family has received
justice. His killer, orkillers, still walk free. By asserting her claims against MSP, Proétor, his
supervisors,. the Town of Canton, and the House Defendants', Ms. Read seeks, at‘nﬁﬁhnum, to

confront and redress-these wrongs and others. ‘More importantly; she seeks to force the
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Commonwealth to fulfill its duty to stop law. enfo\rcér»nent from trampling the inﬁocent to protéct
their own. |
17. Plaintiff Karen Re;ad is an individual residing in Nortﬁ Dighton, MasSéchusetts.
18. Defendant Miphael Proctor (‘fProctér’f) is‘a\former' Massachusetts State Police
trooper, residiﬁg in Canton, Massachﬁsetts. He is being sued in his personal capaéity.
19. Deféndaﬁt Sgt. Yuriy Bukhenik (“Bul;henik”).is a-Massachusetts Staté Police
trooper, residmg in Stoughton, Massachusetts. He is being sued in his personal capacity.
20. Defendant Lt. Brian Tully is a Massachusetts State Police tfooper? residing in
Hingham, MA. He is being sued in his personal capacity.
21. Defendant Brian Albeﬁ is an individual residing inv.Norwood, Massachuse_ttsf
22. ‘Defendant Nicole Albert is an individual residing in Norwood, Massachusetté.
23.. Defendant Jennifer McCaBe is an individual residingin Canton, Massachusetts. :
24. Defen.dant Matthéw McCabe is an individual residing iﬁ Canton, Massaéhusetts.
25. Defendant Brian Higgins.is an individuai residing in Sandwich, Massachusetts.

III. _ Jurisdiction and Venue

26.  This Court has jurisdiction over all claims in this case pursuant to G.L. c. 12, §111,

and, with regard to the federal claims, pursuant to Rzeznik V. Chief of Police, 374 Mass. 475,

© 4841n.8 (1978).

27.- Venue is appropriate in this Court pursuant to M.G.L. c. 223, § 1 because at least

one party to this case, Plaintiff Karen Read, resides in Bristol County.'

3 As stated above, MSP will be added as a new party by amendment, once the applicable presentment period expires.

8
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Iv. F'actS Common to All Counts

. Mr. O’Keefe’s Death

28. Before his death, Mr. O’Keefe and Ms. Read were dating.

29. On the evening of January 28, 2022, Mr. O’Keefe and Ms. Read._went out for the
night. They first went to C.F. McCarthy’s in Canton, where they ilad several drinks. They then |
went to the Waterfall Bar in Canton.

30. There, they met up with a group of acquaintances iricluding Brian Albert, his §vife
Nicole Albért, Brian’s brother, Chris Albert, and hié wife Julie, Jennifer McCabe (Nicole’s sister
and Brian’s sister-in-law), her husband Matthew MéCabe, and Brian Higgins. The group of -

acquaintances had several drinks and planned to continue the party back at the Alberts’ home in

Canton at 34 Fairview Road (the “House”). House Defendant Jennifer McCabe told John

O’Keefe that he should come to the House. -
31. The group had overlépping social relationships. At the time, Brian Albert was a
Boston police officer, as was Mr. O’Keefe, though they did not know each other well. Brian

Albert and Brian Higgins were close friends. Higgins was an officer with the ATF. He also was

permitted to keep an office at the Canton Police Department (“CPD”) alongside Brian Albert’s’

brother, Canton Police Detective Kevin Albert. Kevin Albert had a professional and social
relationship with Michael Proctor.

32. " Brian and Nicole Albert’s son, Brian Aibert Jr., and his friends were already at the

" House for Brian Jr.’s birthday. In addition, Colin Albert (Brian Albert’s nephew) was present.

33. Ms. Read and Mr. O’Keefe had never been to the House before Janﬁary 29,2022.
They arrived in front of the Alberts’ home around 12:20 am. Ms. Read was reluctant to attend

the party for several reasons, including that she was unsure whether they were at the correct

9
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location, and whether they were even welco@e to the. late-mght party. Mr. O’ Keefe got out of -
Ms. Read’s SUV and 1nd1cated that he would check out the party, and report back to her. Mr.
O’Keefe walked_toward_ the front door / garage door area of the House and entered one of the
two doors. A period of time passed without any word from Mr. O’Keefe. Ms. Read, who was
still hesitant to join, presumed that Mr. O’Keefe intended to stay, and therefore, sl;e left to éo ‘
home without him. )

34, Af some point aﬁer entering the House/gerege, Mr. O’Keefe was involved in a
physical altercation either inside the House or garage. During that altercation, the Alberts’
German Shepherd attacked him and Mr. O’Keefe sustained multiple dog bites end scratches en
his-right arm. He also suffered an incapacitating contrecoups wound on the back of his heed.
Mr. O’Keefe’s head wound was caused by falling backward and striking a ridged surface. The
Alberts’ garage cqntains such surfaces. By contrast, the head wound could not have been caused '
by a vehicle strike or falling backward onto a ﬂat, cold lawn, like the Alberts’. |

35. Because of their knowledge of criminal investigations, the Alberts, the McCabes,
and Higgins (House Defendants) knew that calling fer medical care to help save Mr. G’Keefe’s
life would trigger immediate and irreversible risk of their own criminal e-xposure. Therefore, at -
least the five of them agreed on a simple plan to exonerate fhemselves and implicate Ms. Read: ﬁr
they would tell anyone who inquired: Mr. O’Keefe “never entered the hbuse,” and hide evidence
that _he was there, including his body.

36. Sometime duﬁng t-he night, they re-positioned a Ford Edge vehicle at a spot
adjacent to the 'fronttlawn, which obscured the view of that area of the lawn from potential

passersby. At some point further in the night, they carried or dragged Mr. O’Keefe’s body to

“that same area in the yard, close to where one or more of them later claimed Ms. Read‘dr‘opped

10
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off Mr. O’Keefe earlier that night. The plaﬁ was devised to make it appear that Mr. O’Keefe had

-been struck by Ms. Read’s vehicle and then died as a result of exposure to the cold.

37. Mr. O’Keefe was either dead when the'Hoﬁse Defendants left hith on the Alberts’
lawn, or he died shortly thereafter.

38. After the physical altercation, Higgins left the House and drove to the Canton

. Police Department in the middle of the night. He later told investigators he had to do some

“administrative work,” but then changed his story subsequently stating that he drove to the

station because he had to move cars in the parking lot due to the snowstorm. However, video

from inside the station shows Higgins walking down the hallway and surreptitiously entering
offices While wearing a hoodie to obscure his face. Surveillance video outside reveals Higgins
transporting a large bag from one vehicle to another before driving away.

39. After leaving the police station, Higgins and Brian Albert continued to coordinate

their stories by calling each other multiple times in the early morning hours, and ultimately sf)oke

with each other on their cell phones at 2:22 am. Later, both Brian Albert and Higgins denied the
existence of these i)hone calls, and then .when confronted with their existénc’e bya “separgte law
enforcement agent” (a noﬁ-MSP and _norf—CPD law enforcement agency) at a “separate
proceeding,” they coordinated the same eiact lie, falsely claiming the mulﬁple calls and answers
were just “butt dials.” Howe‘ﬁer, five minutes after the Higgins{Albert call; Ms. McCabe |
performed a Google search on her phone at 2:27 a.m.: “Hos long to die in cold,” misspelling the

first word.
Ms. Read Searches for Mr. O’Keefe
40. Ms. Read began the search for Mr. O’Keefe on January 29" just before 5 a.m. when

she awoke and realized he had not returned. home. She phoned House Defendant Jennifer

11.
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McCabe, th already knew‘exacﬂ}‘/ what had happened to Mr. O’Keefe. Ms. McCabe iﬁsisted
that Ms. Read drive to McCabe’_s»house‘rather than driving to 34 Fairview Road, which Read
did. The tho of them were then jo'iﬁéd by Kerry Roberts, and the fchree of them let;_t the McCabe
residence. However, rather than go to 34 Fairview, bddly, Ms.-McCébe directed them to go back
to Mr. O’Keefe’s home — where Ms. Read had just come from. After, the three of them .ﬁnally
drove to 34 Fairview. The illogical, McCabe-directed route to 34 Fairview was intentional. .If o
allowed the House Defendants more time to finish creating the scene and hiding evidence before
Mr.. O’Keefe’s body was discovered on the Alberts’ lawn, and first-responders arrived.

41. As they approached the House, with Ms. Roberts driving, Ms. Read saw Mr.
O’Keefe almost immediately. She screamed for Ms. Roberts to stop the véhicle, and jump‘ed
from the mbving car to run to Mr. O’Keefe. She began rendering aid, including CPR. As the

House Defendants had planned, Mr. O’Keefe’s body was “discovered” in front of the Alberts’

~ house near a flagpole and fire hydrant on the left side of the Alberts’ property as seen from the

roadside. The Ford Edge, which had been parked in a position to obscure Mr. O’Keefe’s body in

. the middle of the night, had been moved.

42j While Ms. Roberts joined Ms. Read with administeriné CPR, Ms. McCabe did not
help or even approach Mr. O’Keefe. Rather, she sét in the cab of the vehicle, called 9-1-1 and
reported that “there’s a'man_passed out in the snow.” Despite knowing that her brother-in-law
Brian Albert - a police officer and first-responder - was just feet away inside the House, Ms.
McCabe never went into the House or requested that Albert come down to help Mr. O’Keefe. ‘
Rather, as Mr. O’Keefe lay dying in the snow, Ms. McCabe stood and watched with no fear,

urgency, or even concern for her family members residing mere feet away.

12
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Investigation Begins
43. The CPD were the first on the scene shortly after 6am. Atthe time, there was no
evidence that Mr. O’Keefe had been hit by a vehicle. In fact, the evidence suggested just the

opposite. His body did not show signs of trauma commonly associated with being struck by a

car. There were no bone fractures or trauma to his lower body, his torso, or any other part of his

body as investigators would expect from a vehicle strike. Rather, Mr. O’Keefe’s injuries were

consistent with being physically assaulted to the face and head, and attacked by a dog. For good

reason, the ranking CPD officer on the scene, Sgt. Michael Lank, opined on a telepho.ne call

captured on a dashcam that Mr. O’Keefe looked like hé had been in a fight.

44, | Moreover, the initial sea-rchl conducted by Canton police officers re'vealéd that there -
was no vehicle debris on the lawn at 34 Fairview, let alone any debris at or near Mr. O’Keefe’s
body. Not a single piece of taillight material was discbvered on the lawn that morning or in the
roadway, notwithstanding multiplé searches and the use of a leaf blower to rémove SNOW.

45. Tellingly, despite the corhmotidn outside, including more than a dozen first
responders, three police crui_sefs, two ambulanées, a ladder fire engine - all with their emergency
lights flashing - and at least two civilian Vehic-les, plus Ms. Read’s screams upon finding Mr.
O’Keefe’s body, no one from the Alberts’ house, includilll.g police officer lBriar‘1 Albert, ever went
outside to sée what was happening, let alone help. They wanted to avoid scrutinf from the
police investigators.

46. Sgt. Lank was a long-time friend of the Alberts and the first law enforcement
officer to enter the House. He spoke to the Alberts aﬁd the McCabes. Pursuant to their plan, the
Alberts and the MeCabes told Sgt. Lank tﬁat Mr. O’Keefe had never entered the Alberts’ house

the night before. The Alberts’ and McCabes’ statements were false. Mr. O’Keefe arrived at and

13
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entered the House or garage, where he was assaulted, attacked by the Alberts’ dog, and suffered
a fatal injury to the back of this head. |

47. Despite Mr. O’Keefe’s injuries being wholly inconsistent with the stéry the House
Defendants were now telling him, neither Sgt. Lank nor any other member of the CPD searc};ed
the Housé to deterrﬁinevwhether-the occupants — or anyone else - were involved in Mr. O’Keefe’s
death. Nor did they request to search the occupants’ cell phones-; observe their bodies for
evidence of a fight, or even secure the scene where Mr. O’Keéfe’s body was féund. They failed -
to do so because bf bias bpme of friendship and loyalty in favor of the Alberts and McCabes.

48. After Sgt. Lank returned to the CPD, three hours after the aiscovery of Mr.
O’Keefe’s body, and more than two'hours after being interviewed at the Alberts’ homg that
momiﬂg, Ms. McCabe called Sgt. Lank to report that she “recalled” additional information. As
part of the plan to implicate Ms. Read and remove suspicion from the House Defendants, she
falsely tola Sgt. Lank that Ms‘. Read tolci her twice that morning, “I hope I didn’t hit him.” More
than a year iater, ata séparate procéeding, Ms. McCabe changed her story on this topic yet again.
In furtherance of the House Defendants’ plan, McCabe then falsely reported that Ms. ReadA
outright confessed to hitting Mr. O’Keefe right after she first found him in the snow.

| Proctor Leads MSP Investigation Despite Conflicts

49. Michael Proctor was assigned as the case officer and had primary responsibility for
the MSP investigation of Mr. O’Kéefe’s death. Sgt. Yuriy Bukhepik was Proctor’s dirgét
supvervisor. Lt. Brian Tully was the supervisory officer at the Norfolk County State Policé
Detective Unit, and thus supervised both Bukhenik and Proctor. In their roies, Bukhenik and
Tully both knew at all times exéctly the extent of Proctor’s miscbnduét in investigating Mr.

O’Keefe’s death, as described below.

14
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50. From the beginning, Proctor should never have been assigned as an inves;cigéting
officer - let alone the leéd investigator. ‘He grew up and resides in Canton, ié a good friend of the
Alberts, aﬁd had known the family for years. Prc;ctor and Julie Albert, Brian Albert’s sisfg'r—in-
law, had eéch other’s personé.l cell phone numbérs. Ip fact, jus‘-t da)l/s before Mr. O’Keefe’s
death, Proctor communicated with Julie Albert about babysitting Proctor’s miﬁ'or child.

Proctor’s sister, Courtney, was also a close friend of Julie. In fact, Proctor’s -o@ mother referred
to the Alberts as the Proctors’ “second family.” The existence of these relationships was
intentionally suppressed by Proctor and othér members of the MSP, including Bukhenik and

Tully, in an effort to ensure that the House Defendants were protected, and that Ms. Read’s right

'to a fair investigation and trial were undermined.

Proctor, Bukhénik, and Tully Engage in a Corrupt and Biased Invéstigation By Not
Investigating Inside the House, and Interviewing House Defendants as Friends Rather than
' Suspects
51. Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and the MSP never searched for DNA evidence inside the

House, never looked for ridged surfaces that could have caused the gésh on the back of Mr.

- O’Keefe’s head, never inspected the House Defendants® bodies for indication of bruises or cuts

that resulted from an altercation, and did not search the House Defendants’ cell phones. This

allowed potential evidence to be destroyed, disposed of, removed, or simply become-

unrecoverable.

52. Proctor’s, Bukhenik’s, and Tully’s interviews of the Hoﬁse Defendants were also

outside of normal protocol. They were all interviewed either at their home, their family

member’s home, their lawyer’s home (in the case of Brian Higgins), their lawyer’s office (in the

case of Brian Jr. aﬁd Caitlin Albert), their place of employment, or over the phone. These
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interviews were each untimély, unrecorded, and fundamentally designed to protect the House
Defendants. And, the House Defendants took full advéhtage of it.

53. Specifically, Jennifer McCabe became the pointl person for the Houée D;:fendants in
providing their false narrative to investigators. She managed aﬁd communicated details about
the House Defendants’ meséaging and the investigation itself, including visiting Proctor’s and
other investi.gators’ privafé residences, mépping out timelines to coordinate statements with other
witnesses, leading group text-message chains that were later pértially deleted, and planning
private meetings at all hours of the day and night. Indeed, these were never the acts of innocent
witnesses seeking td help an investigation concerning the death of an alleged friend. - Rather,
they were prediéate acts of a conspiracy among a group of people with a shared goal of
deflecting their criminal exposure onto someone else. |

54. The remaining group texts that were not deleted, or that were recovered later, reyéal
some of their planning. For instance, on the evening of January 29, Jennifer McCabe texted '
with her sister, Nicole Albert, that Kerry Roberts, who was present when Mr. O’Keefe’s body
wés found: “talked ’to cops and kept it simple.” Of coufse, theré would be no reason to report

back to other House Defendants about Roberts “keep[ing] it simple,” unless what really

'happened was more complicated. Proctor, Bukhenik, and the MSP never sought these

communications, rather, they were obtained by Karen Read’s defense attorneys’ repeated

motions to compel access to data on Ms. McCabe’s iPhone.

55. Later, in group texts with Jennifer McCabe and Brian and Nicole Albert, Matthew
McCabe suggested having Chris Albert publicize their crafted story to a reporter, saying “Ask

Chris to ask some questions. Tell them the guy never went in the housé.” As an endorsemént of

the plan, Brian Albert responded: “Exactly.”
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56. Importantly, the text messages from the House Defendants’ phones that were

ultimately recovered and that provide a window into their conspiracy and miscondﬁct, as well as

MSP’s unlawful investigation, were not the product of CPD or MSP’s investigative work.
Rather, based on media feports raising serious questions about MSP’s investigation and the
House Defendants’ role in Mr. O;Kee_fe’s death, another “separate law enforcement agency”
began its own subsequent in\}estigation. That investi}gation — z;nd not MSP’s — resulted 1n
obtaining the; House Defendants’ phoﬁes, taking statements from the House Defendants, and

conducting “a separate proceedihg,” all of which MSP refused to do itself. Indeed, the evidence

- procured by the “separate law enforcement agency’s” investigation demonstrates the House

Defendants’ conspiracy and unlawful conduct, as well as MSP’s bias and Corfuption.

57. Proctor and Bukhenik initially intervieWed the McCabes and Brian Albert on A |
January 29 at the McCabes’ home at 12 Country Lane in Canton, at which ﬁmé they again
falsély stated that Mr. O’Keefe never entered the Alberts’ home. Bukhenik and Proctor did not
interview Nicoié Albert and Brian Higgins until Febmary 3, 2022, and did not iﬁterview Chris.
and Julie Albertuntil February 10", nearly two weeks after Mr. O’Keefe’s death and more than a
week after Ms. Read was ~arrested.and cﬁarged. Before both interviews, the McCabes and
Alb.erts continued té coordinate their stories, as evidenced in group texts.

58. Proctor, Bukh_ehik, and Tully likewise failed t§ coﬁdﬁct a meaningful ihvestigation
into Higgins’s involvement. When Proctor and Bukhenik interviewed Higgins-on February 3%,
Higgins presented the troopers with a select set of self-curated texts between himself and Ms.

Read. They learned that Higgins and Ms. Read had been exchanging flirtatious texts and that

. Higgins reported at least one instance in which Ms. Read and Higgins had kissed while-at Mr.

O’Keefe’s house mere weeks before his death.
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59. Rather than pursuing Higgins .as a possible suspect, Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully
neglected to inyestigate the matter furfher. They never interviewed Higgins again, even after
surveillance video révealed Higgins was suspiciously hiding his face in the halls and the parking
lot of CPD at 1:30 a.m. on January 29™. The video contradicts Higgins’s statements ab;>ut his
éctions that night. However, not only did frqctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and MSP not investigate
what Higgins was doing or what was in the bag, but they went so far as to hide this video from
Karen Read and her criminal defense attorneys for yeérs; Read’s defense did not receive these
videos until after Read stood trial for the ﬁrst time. And, even after the “separate law .
enforcement agency’s” investigatiqh fevealed late night phone calls between Brian Albert and
Bnan Higgins, MSP failed to pursue either witness further or seek a full forénsic extraction of
Higgins’s phone or evena simple call log from his cellular provider.

60. When it was revealed that Ms. Read’s defense team requested the preservation of
Brian Albert’s and Higéins’s phones in o;der to forensically image them (this request was
allowed by the court), both men got rid of their phones within days of one another. Higgins went
so far as to drive to a military base on Cape Cod, remove the SIM card from the phone, cut the;
SIM card with scissors he brought with him, and destroy and dispose of the phone and card
separately in two dumpsters, and then drive back home. Their destruction of their phones
eliminated potentially incriminating communications between them and was a direct result of
Proctor’s, Bukhenik’s, and Tully’s inten}tional refusal to collect important investigative evidence
that would be exculpatory to Ms. Read. Even after learning about thé destruction of both
witnesses’ cell phones, MSP investigators had othef avenues fhey could have used to pursue

evidence, such as cellular toll records or simply interviewing Brian Higgins and Brian Albert to
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inquire about the nature of the late-night communications. They intentionally ignored these

‘avenues as well.

61. Not only did Proctor fail to probe his friends’ stories, he coordinated with them
through his sister. Proctor spoke to Courtney multiple times a day and knew she was in close

contact with, and providing information to, Julie Albert. Julie and Courtney called each other

‘many times between February 1 and 2", and at least 67 times between February 1% and

September 6, 2022.
62. For example, as he prepared to question Chris and Julie Albert on February 101,
Proctor told his sister Courtney that the interview was “not a big deal.” Courtney told Proctor -

that Julie Albert had been nervous and wanted to give him a “thank'you gift” after the interview. -

To avoid scrutiny, Proctor instructed Courtney to tell Julie to give the gift to his wife, Elizabeth

Proctor.

63. Proctor shared investigatory details with Courtney before the-y were pﬁblicl In the
same instance referenced above, when his sister informed him that Julie Albert had been “so
nervous” before the interview, instead of investigatiné further, he shrugged it off, laughed, and

asked “Why?”- But Proctor knew exactly why Julie Albert was nervous. He sought to reassure

* her by telling Courtney that “it was fine, just a quick convo.” And then after the interview,

Proctor spoke to Julie on his personal cell phone in an unreported conversation. Proctor never

treated the Alberts as witnesses in a murder investigation; he treated them like the family friends

that they were.
64. At one point leading up to the some of the interviews, Ms. McCabe asked Nicole

Albert if she had heard anything more about the investigation. Confident she would learn more
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from Julie Albert — again, through Courtney - Nicole Albert responded, “We’ll get more info

tomm. Don’t want to text about it.”

65. House Defendants did not “wa'nt to text ébout” their activities and communications
because they tried to hide and/or lie about them. For ipstan‘ce, it was discovered in the second
criminal trial that Ms. McCabe had lied in he; sworn testimony in the first trial about not.visitihg
34 Fairview with Kerry Roberts on January 30% on their way to Mi_ch'ael Lank’s ﬁouse.

However, while they did not text about this meeting, McCabe’s cell _phoné location data obtained
later by Read’s defense reveals that she did; in fact, visit 34 Fairview just one day after
O’Keefe’s déath, and lied about it.

66. The McCabes, Alberts, and Higgins all told the same false story to investigators in”
their interviews, and Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully accepted their coordinated statements without
making efforts to cOrroborate their stories.

Rather than Investigate their Friends and Brethren, Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and MSP
o Target Karen Read '

67. Tnstead of taking the routine, objective, and necessary steps of investigating the
McCabcs, Hiégins, and the Alberts, Proctor_, Bukhenik, and Tully focused exclusively on Ms.
Read as a. suspeét from the start of the inveétiéation, despite substantial evidence exonerating her
and implicating othérs, jlist as the Housé Defendants intended.

68. Proctor seized Ms. Read’s cell phoné and her SUV within 30 minutes of |

interviewing her on January 29 He arrested her 72 hours later, before reviewing any

surveillance from the bars or Ring camera footage, before interviewing-excu'_lpatory witnesses,
and before the medical examiner’s official conclusion that the manner of death “could not be

determined” and that there were no injuries to Mr. O’Keefe’s body consistent with a vehicle

- strike.
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69. Muchto Procfor"s surprise, through the “separate law enforcement agency’s”
investigation, his céntt_:mporaneoﬁs text messages were discovered. Among them, Proctor texted
with his high school friends on the evening of January 2_9“‘_, the day_he began his investigatidn.
He told them that the MSP had alréady determined the Alberts were not going to receive any -
scrutiny about Mr. O’Keefe’s- death, even though the MSP had not at that point visited the crime | .
scene or been inside the Alberts’ hdme, and had performed on_lvy.a cursory interview-of the
McCabes and Brian Albert. | | |

| 70. Proctor told his friends thgt Mr. O’Keefe had been hit by a car and had not been in a
fight despite the fact that Mr. O’Kéefe had suffered no injuries consistent with a vehicle étrike,

but he did have injuries consistent with a fight and dog attack. Proctor rejected a friend’s belief

that Brian Albert, the homeowner of the property where Mr. O’Keefe’s body was found, would

“receive some shit,” instead agreeing with another friend’s assumption that “you guys [the MSP]

| ~ are out to make it cut and dry since it involves cops.” Proctor revealed that he had already

decided he was “goihg to put serious charges” on Ms. Read, that she was “fucked,” and that there
was “zero chance she skates.” From the outset, Proctor was determined to pin it on the girl.

71.  Proctor’s supervisors were aware of his bias and conflicted relationships in this

Investigation. They didn’t have to guess - Proctor told them. He told them he knew the Alberts.

Text messages from Proctor to Bukhenik and other MSP troopers show Procto_r had decided to

“focus suspicion on Ms. Read to the exclusion of everyone else. He told the troopers that Ms.

Read was “retarded” and that he was searching her phone for “nudes” of her. In the text chain,
Sgt. Bukhenik “liked” Proctor’s text describing M. Read as “retarded.” Bukhenik received

Proctor’s texts and never reprimanded Proctor or addressed his improper bias and conduct.
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72. Because he was determined to “put serious charges” on Ms. Read, Proctor ignered
the fact that the Commonwealth’s medical examiner could not conclude that Mr. O’Keefe’s-
death was a homicide, determining instead that the manner of his death could not be determined.

The medical examiner also refused to conclude that Mr O’Keefe died as a result of being sfruck

by a vehicle, and later testified at trial that his injuries were not consistent with a car strike.

Proctor later admitted that, in his entire career, he had néver seen a homicidé investigation where
the medical examiﬁer could not determine the manner of de\ath.- But he remained undeterred in
his quest to charge Ms. Read. As he later admitted, the medical exaniiner’s refusal to rule the
death a honﬁcide did no;t matter to him “because either wéy Ms. Read wa.ﬁ' going to be charged.”

Proctor and Bukhenik Plant Certain Evidence, and Make False Statements in Court and
Other Legal Documents to Frame Karen Read

73. Proctor made this ‘invesﬁgation “cut and dry” by manufacturing a case against Ms.
Read. A crucial first step was to ensure that the. crime scene and evidence was not secured. This -
was in violation of MSP policy and wéll-established best practices for critical incident
investigations. Specifically, the MSP Crime Laboratory requires proper processing of evidence
at major crime scenes, includiné “crime scene photography and evidenc_:e pro;:essing, and

recovery of latent fingerprint, footwear, and tire track evidence.” Neither the MSP troopers

- involved in the investigation nor the CPD police officers on the scene secured the Alberts’ home

or the area where Mr. O’K@efe’s body waé fourlld; The MSP did not take.any photographs of the -
House, including any part of theA yard where O’Keefe’s body was found, until February 1%, more
than three full days later. -No photographs were ever taken o_f the inside or garage of‘ 34
Fairvie'w.. This intentional departure from established protocols permitted Proctor and Bukhenik
to generate false incriminating evidence against Ms. Read, and give 'tﬁe Hoﬁse Detendants time

to destroy _the actual evidence.
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74. By approximately 2:30 p.m. on January 29' - before he had even met or

interviewed Ms. Read or seen her Lexus SUV - Proctor had already ordered seizure of the

* vehicle at her parents’ home in Dighton. B)} 4:17 p.m., the vehicle was in MSP’s physical

possession. The vehicle was then towed to the CPD “sallyport” even though the MSP has at

least two closer barracks and Massachusetts was in the middle of an historic Nor’easter. Proctor

knew he had more leeway to manibulate evidence regarding the SUV at CPD than at MSP’s

facilities and he knew hg needed to have that evidence in close proximity to the crime scene at 34
Fairview Road. |

75. Before the vel‘liéle arrived at the garage, Ms. Read’s Lexus’s téiilight had a minor
crack but was intact. The crack occurred when Ms. Read backed into _Mr. O’Keefe’s carat5
a.m. that morning as she was 1eaving to search for him. That incident was captured on video.

76. Bukhenik and Proctor followed the vehicle from Dighton and arrived at CPD at
5:35 p.m., just mome_ntéafter the tow ﬁuck with the Lexus. _/5;t some point after the vehicle
arrived at the sallyport, the right rear taillight was ahpost_ entirely destroyed. Video taken from
different angles in the sallyport shows Bukhenik, Proctor, Canton Police Chief Ken Berkowitz,
and other individuals near the taillight, but notably, no video captures the taillight’s appearaﬁce
at the precise time it arrived at the salfyport. -lThe available surveillance video from the éallyport,

as well as a CPD access card swipe log obtained by a sepérate law enforcement agency, reveal

“seemingly unfettered access to the sallyport by a myriad of individuals throughout the evening of ,

January 29, including just before and just after 5:30 p.m.
77. One or more of them destroyed the faillight, secretly took pieces of it into their
possession, and then planted some of them in various places at 34 Fairview and on Mr.

O’Keefe’s clothes.

23



Date Filed 11/17/2025 3:34 PM
Superior Court - Bristol

Docket Number

78. Knowing that there were video cameras both inside Ia_nd outside the sallyport,

Proctor and Bukhenik worked together to obscure their role in manipulating the right rear

 taillight and then, ultimately, to present false evidence at the first criminal trial. Speciﬁc_ally,

Proctor directed Bukhenik to secure video footage from surveillance cameras located both inside
and outside the sallyport garage, which he did. These videos were manipulated in two

significant ways. First, a critical 42 minute portion was deleted from the footage from the

sallyport “front wall” camera; the portion from 5:08:02 p.m. to 5:50:50 p.m. — which included

the exact time Ms. Read’s Lexus arrived in the garage. This footage would haveA shown that the
taillight was intéct. Second, footage from the sallyp;)rt “back wall” camera was inverted, which
made the right side of the Ms. Read’s vehicle appear to be the left side, and vice versa. Another
camera, “main driveway side exterior,” captured the back end of the Lexus aé it arrived at CPD
but was too grainy to decipher the éondition of the passenger taillight.

79. The videos from inside and outside the sallyport - and Proctor’s request for

Bukhenik to obtain it - was intentionally hidden from Karen Read and her defense attorneys for

. more than two years to avoid scrutiny. The video was then sprung on them immediately before

and during the first criminal trial. One driveway camera’s footage was not revealed to the
defense until just prior to the start of the second trial. In fact, Bukhenik presented one part of the
video during his direct téstimony under questioning by the assistanf district attqrney, Adam
Lally. Bukhenik narrated the video to the jury, correctly identified fhat Proctor was at the rear of
the vehicle, but claimed that he never approached the right rear taillight area of the vehicle. That
testimony, however, was entirely false. As he well knew, the video that B’uichenik authenticated

as “fair and accurate” was actually neither “fair” nor “accurate” because it had been inverted.

- Proctor was actually behind the right taillight for a significant period, but because it was

- 24



Date Filed 11/17/2025 3:34 PM
Superior Court - Bristol

Docket Number

for searches of Google’s'eiectronic records, Ring videos, Ms. Read’s phone, Ms. Read’s vehicle, -

inverted, it appeared in the video that ﬁe waé behind the left taillight. They hoped fhis would |
allow Bukhenik to lie about this issue at trial without detection. With this video and Bukhenik’s
false testimony, the MSP, Proctor, and Bukhenik attempted to mis_léad- the jury in order to |
conceal the tampering with and planting of taillight material.

80. Proctor and Bukhenik also took taill_ight pieces from the sallypbrt, brought them

| back to 34 Fairview to plant them in the location where Mr. O’Keefe’s body was found, and then

' falsified various documents in an attempt to hide their conduct.

81. In warrant applications to the Stoughton District Court and Norfolk Superior Court
cell tower records, and other soﬁrces of information, Proctor sWore he seized Ms. Read’s vehicle
from her parents’ home at 5:30 p.m. on January 29, 2022, and had the vehicle towed to the CPD.
Reports shared by the Dighton Police Department in 2023 reveal that the Lexus was towed from
Dighton at 4:17 p.m. Proctor’s assertion that he seized it at 5:30 p.m. was intentionally false to

hide the fact that the car was in police custddy for 73 minutes longer than indicated in his sworn

affidavits.

82." Proctor maintained that false narrative because it would hide'the exact timeframe
when he had the 6pportunity to remove pieces of the taillight from Ms. Read’s vehicle and bring

them back to the House so that he could later claim the pieces had been there since’

. approximately 12:30 a.m. on January 29fh. However, unbeknownst to him, driveway video from

the Read residence in Dighton and a report written by the Dighton Poiicé Report revealed

Proctor’s lie and revealed the true and accurate time the Lexus SUV came into MSP’s -

‘possession.
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83. Proctor élso deposited the SUV tallhght pieces that he and others removed from the
vehicle in the sallyport on Mr. O’Keefe’s clothes. Proctor retrieved Mr. O’Keefe’s clothes from
the floor of the hospital where he was pronounced deceased. Instead of securing the clothes in a
sealed confainer or bé.g, as protocol requires, Proctor and Bukﬁenik dro;ze them around in his car
all day and then placed them in the Norfolk Cpu‘nty District Attorney’s c;fﬁce for at least six
days, where they were accessible to Proctor, Bukhénik; and any other MSP troopers.

84. Proctof and Bukhenik failed to create a log to document the chain of custody of the
clothing. Thefefore, and by design, there is 1o record of when, how many times, and under what
circumstances Proctor and Bukhenik touched, manipulated, handled,ror otherwise témpereq with
that clothing.

85. Thé MSP Evidence Suﬁmission Handbook dictates that chain of custody -Begins’ at
the time"of collection and that the collector “seal evidence packages as soon as possible after
collection to ensure integrity of evidence items and limit loss of transient evidence.”

86. Here, in violation of MSP’s stated policies, the chain of custody for all of John
O’Keefe’s clotﬁing —as well as dozens of pieces of taillight material — does not begin until
March 14, 2022, nearly two months after it was colleéted, when Proctor finally submitted it to

the MSP Crime Lab. At some point before providing those clothes to the crime lab, Proctor

and/or Bukhenik placed pieces of the SUV taillight on them, where they were then identified by

© the crime lab in 2023.

87. Proctor also planted pieces of glass on the bumper of Ms. Read’s SUV while it was
in his possession at tﬁe CPD sallyport garage, which he then claimed to have “recovered” later
on February 1%. Proctor plahted this evidence to make it look like these shards originated from a .

cocktail glass that Mr. O’Keefe was holding when he exited the Waterfall Bar. Evidently,
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Proctor did not plan on Karen Read’s defense attorneys insisting on forensic testing on the glass
shards, which showed that they did noz; match the cocktail glass in Mr. O’Keefe’s possession. In
fact, the five glass pieées originated from multiple different sources. ‘One shard of glass on the
bumper did match another piéce of glass that had been in Proctor’s possession during the
investigation. The only way for the glass to have eﬁded up on the SUV bumper is that Proctor
planted it there in an attempt to connect the vehicle to the death of Mr. O’Keefe. |

Other Aspects of the Conflicted and Corrupt Investigation

88. Proctor’s, Bukhenik’s, and MSP’s investigati-on was rife with other examples of
corruption and bias.

89. For example, despite evidence that Brian Albert may havé had videp surveillance at
the House, neither Proctor nor Bukhenik nor any other member of the MSi’ issued subf)oenas to
Ring or any other home surveillaﬁce company; and no one questioned any other member of the ‘
Albert family about the presence of videoimonito‘ring.

90. Proctor and the MSP also failed to track down other important witnesses and
evidenée._ For eXamble, Brian Loughran, a Town of Canton snowplow operator turned out to be
one of the most significant witnesses in the entire criminal trial. Proctor and his colleagues never
spoke— to him during their investigation; and only did so once Loughran was interviewed by a
“separate law enforcement agency” and provided statemnents inconsistent with the MSP’s
nafrative - 18 months after Ms. Read was already inciicted and awaiting trial. .

91. Specifically, Mr. Loughran drove his snowplow by the House multiple times in the
eaﬂy morning hours of January 29% including at 2:30 a.m. and 3:30 a.m. He reported that there
was no body on the lawn ét 34 Fairview, nor cars on the street in front of the House at 2:30 a.m.

Mr. Loughran believes he would have seen a body had it been on the lawn where Mr. O’Keefe
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was found several hours later. Instead, the second time he drove by the House around 3:30 a.m.,
Mr. Loughran saw a Ford Edge in front of the Alberts’ hdme that had not been there an hour

before, but which was then parked where Mr. O’Keefe’s body was later found. Brian Albert

* drove a Ford Edge at the time.

§2. However, the Ford Edge was gone by the time Ms. Read arrived to the House
ground 6:00 a.m., and in its place, she discovered-Mr. O’Keefe’s body. Proctor, Bukhenil-c, and
Tully never made any effort during tﬁe actual investigation to track down Mr. Loughran or any
information 1“elating to the Ford Edge. .

93. Proctor also secretly made efforts to prétect other Albert family members during the

investigation who may also have had a role in Mr. O’Keefe’s death. Witness Julie Nagel told

Proctor that Colin Albert, Brian Albert’s nephéw, ‘had been present at the House the night 'of
January 28" - 29", But Proctor omitted his name from his official summary of Ms. Nagel’s
iﬁterview, even though he listed all' others who had beeﬁ preseht at the house with Colin. When
Ms. Read’s attorneys filed a motion to obtain Proctor’s notes, his handwritten memorialization of
the Julie Nagel interview mirrored almost exactly what was typed up'in his police report - 'except-
for the words “Colin Albert.”, .

94. Proctor’s interactions with Kevin Albert (Brian Albert’s brother)“d.uring the
investigatién also demonstr_ate his close <rf;lati(;nships with the Albert family, as well as his
pfopensity for violating MSP rules and Massachusetts criminal laws. Repeatedly, Proctor used
his-personal cell -phone to speak with Kevin (a CPD:ofﬁcer) instead of official channels when he |
coordinated int-erviews of witnesses, even though CPD was recused from the‘investigation. '

95. Further, in the middle of Proctor’s investi_gatioﬁ in the summér 0f 2022, it was

discovered that Proctor and Kevin Albert were out together drinking alcoh'ol. and driving in
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Proctor’s cruiser on Cape Cod. At the end of the night, Ke.vin Albert forgot to bring home his
-gun and badge, and left them ini Proctor’s cruiser. Their drinking and drivj’ng in Proctor’s MSP
vehicle violated both MSP policies, as well .as va_.ribus Massachusetts criminal statutes, and . |

further highlights the conflicted nature of MSP’sAinvestigatioin.

96. Moreovér, because of their close relationship, Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully, worked
tog'ether \&ith CPD in hiding certain videos from Karen Read’s criminal defense team.
Specifically, upon information and belief, MPD and CPD collaborated to keep exculpatory -

| surveillance video from Karen Read’s criminal defense. team in prepérati’on for the first trial.

~ Those videos captu;ed Brian Higgins’s Aacti«vities in the CPD parking lot and inside the pélice
station shortly after the physical altercation at the ﬁouse. that led to Mr. Oﬁ_(eefe’s death. They |
demonstrated that Higgins’s stateme_hts about his post-House pa@ activities on the night of Mr.
O’Keefe’s death were.not accurate. Upon information and belief, CPD knew it had this evidence

’ and worked with MSP to kee[; it frdm Ms. Read. Additionally, upon information and belief,
CPD set its “auto-delete” function for saving certain surveillance video§ from the sallyportto “30
days,” therefore, assuriﬁg the immediate destruction of likely additional exculpatory evidgndé.
The 30-day autqdelete setting conflicts with ’_the fact that CPD vide-os were shared with the
defense over the course of three years. Therefore, either the setting was changed to prevent a
defense expert from auditing the footage (which is When the 36-day setting was discévered), or
the footage was obtained within 30 days of J anuar}; 29% and withheld from the defens;:.

The Indiétménts, Trials, and Aftermath
97. Ms. Read was arrested on February 1, 2022, pursuant to a criminal complaintl

charging her with manslaughter, among other charges. She was required to post $50,000 for bail, -
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and the Court imposed several other conditions of release including loss of her driver’s license
and stay away orders from the O’Keefe family and John O’Keefe III’s home.

98. Ms. Read was later re-arrested on June 9, 2022, after being indicted for second-

- degree murder, manslaughter, and leaving the scene of an accident resulting in death. Her bail

was set at $100,000 by the Norfolk County Superior Court. In February of 2023, her bail was
reduced t(; $80,000 at the defense’s request.

99. ' Ms. Read was tried twice by the Commonwealth. The first trial started in April
2024 and ended on July 1* after the court ordered a mistrial because of a hung jury.

100. On June 18, 2025, foilowiﬁg' another nearly two-month trial, Ms. Read was
acquitted of all charges associated with thé death of John O’Keefe - murder, manslaughter, and
leaving the scene of'an accident resulting in‘death. For the first time in *t.hree and a half years,

Karen Read was able to leave Court knowing that the forces aligned against her had failed to

. convince a jury to buy their deception.

101. Beginning in January 2022, the Defendants’ actions have had profound effect on
Ms. Read. She lost her employment..and income. | She lost her professorship. She lost her -
private health insurance. She lost her -car and her driver’s license. She lost her {hou,se.. Her
reputation - both personally and p;ofessionally - was utterly destroyed. She incurred multiple
millions of dollars. in debt for legal fees, aﬁd additionél miilions in expert fees, and costs. In

addition, after being arrested-twice, jailed twice, and tried twice, she has suffered years of intense

stress and emotional harm, worried that she would be imprisoned for the rest of her natural life

for a crime she did not commit.
10,2.7 Ms. Read suffers from both Crohn’s disease and multiple sclerosis. As

documented, under seal with the criminal court, Ms. Read has undergone tens of surgeries to
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manage her illnesses prior to J anuary 29, 2022,'and endured a blood infusion just months before

Mr. O’Keefe’s death. In the aftermath of the charges, two arrests, and during both trials, Ms.

Read suffered a well-documented exacerbation of her symptoms amid the stress, anxiety, and

emotional and physical impacts of being wrongfully accused of murder. While fighting for her

freedom against a corrupt prosecution, Ms. Read underwent dozens upoﬁ dozens of documented

medical procedures and treatments o attempt to address her health issues.

103. The Défendants concocted a plan, executed that plan, and frémed an innocent
woman, and they are now responsible for these extraordinary damages Ms. Read has suffered at
their hands.

MSP Investigates and Punishes Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully for Their Misconduct During
- the Investigation. '

104. Proctor wrote more than one-third of the police reports in this case, testified at the
state grand jury three separate times, interviewed every member of the Albert and McCabe -
families, ha_d- possession — at least uptil‘March 14, 2Q22 — of all of John O’Keefe’.slclothing and
all of the taillight pieces found broken frofn the housing, processed Mr. O’Keefe’s Chevrolet
Traverse the day after Ms. Read was arraigned, had access to and réviewed all thé Ring videos,
had access to and reviewed the surveillance from C.F. McCarthy’s, had possession of all of the

CPD sallyport and driveway videos, and numerous other critical investigative activities. And

yet, once evidence of Proctor’s conflicts and lies became public, he was extricated from this case -

in an effort to hide him from the jury and sani\tize the compromised investigation while Ms. Read
was forced to trial not once but twice.

105. Ultimately, Michael Proctor was relie;/ed from duty and transferred out of the
detective uhit of the Norfolk Couﬁty District Attqmey’s Office on July 7, 2024, mere days after

the éonclusioﬁ of Ms. Read’s first trial. Proctor was terminated from the MSP on March 19,
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-2025. Upon a release from the District Attorney of more implicating text messages from
Proctor’s phone, on October 18, 2025, Proctor officially ende& his appeal with the Civil Service
Commission. i' o |

106. On Sepfember 23, 2024; an MSP internal affairs invéstigation found Yuriy
Bukhenik “failed to perform his supervisory duties in an ongoing investigation.”. Oq July 7,

© 2025, Bukhenik was transferred oﬁt of the NDAO detective unit and reassigned to an
administrative role in ahother division.

107. On October 18, 2024, Brian Tully was disciplined and reassigned from SPDU’ and
stripped of his “Deftective” deéignation. Tully was givén special dispensation by Norfolk County |
District Attorney Michael Morrissey to continue detective work on the Read case despite his
demotion becaqse of hAisvbehavior on this case. |

108. Upon information and belief, MSP Troopers David DiCicco and J effré'y Kotkowski
were also disciplined for their mis;:onduct associated with MSP’s investigation of Ms. Read.

V.  Counts?

Count1 —-42US.C. § 1983 — Malicious Prosecution under the Fourth Amendment
(Against Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully)

109. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated-herein by reference.

110. Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully \}iolét_éd Ms. Read’s Fourth Ameﬁdment rights by
engaging in a malicious -prosecution of Ms. Réad by causing her to be séized pursuant to legal
process unsupportéd by probable' cause.

111. The criminal proceedings against Ms. Read terminated in her favor \%'he;n she was- -

acquitted of murder, manslaughter, and leaving the scene of an accident with a death.

* After making presentment pursuant to G.L. ¢.'258, § 4, Ms. Read will add Counts against (a) MSP for negligent -
training, supervision, and retention of MSP troopers, including Proctor; Bukhenik, and Tully; and (b) the Town of
Canton for negligent oversight of the investigation into Mr. O’Keefe’s death and of its own officers and facilities.
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112. Pioctor, Bukhenik, and Tully caused Ms. Read to be seized without probable cause

as described above, including but not limited to, by:

-a.

Leading, handling, and participating in the O’Keefe investigation even though
Proctor was conﬂicted due to personallrelationships with vaiious witnesses,
suspects, and potential suspects, which conflict led to Ms. Read_’s unlawful
treatrnent;_ |

Handling the investigation even though Proctor had an extreme and personal
negative bias towarcls_ Karen Read, which bias led to Ms. Read’s unlawful
treatnient; |

Violating MSP’s rules, policies, and procedures in all aspects of the investigation;

‘Planting, fabricating, and manipulating evidence, falsifying documents, preparing

false affidavits, and committing perjury;

Failing to secure evidence and the crime scene, obtain evidence, tirnely_ and
appropriately interview suspects, and investigate the Alberts, McCabes, or
Higgins and allowing them to destroy potentially exculpatory evidence;-

Failing to consider and present exculnatory evidence to prosecutors and the grand
juryvinvestigating Mr. O’Keefe’s death, such ae the evident dog bite injuries on
Mr. O"Keefe’s arm and evidence that his injuries were caused by an altercation

and not a vehicle strike (such as the lack of lower body trauma);

113. Following her indictment by a grand jury, Ms. Read was re-arrested without

' probable cause, forced to pay a $lO(l,000_ bond to be released from cuetody, and required to

comply with numerous pre-trial release provisio_ns.' These post-arraignment deprivations of her

liberty constitute seizures under the Fourth Amendment.
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114, Those deprivations continued during Ms. Read’s second trial in part because of
Proctor’s false tesﬁmony at Ms. keéd’s first trial. Among other things, Proctor falsely te'stiﬁed
that: | |

a. -When he ﬁrstisaw the taillighf on Ms. Read’-s car at Ms. Reéd’é parents’ house iﬁ
Dighton, it had large pieces ﬁﬂssing and the shattered taillight displa);ed at the
first trial, as photographed on February 1, 2022, was in the same condition as on
January 29th;

b. Heand Bukhenik never touched any part of Ms. Read’s vehicle When it was
stored in the CPD sa_ll-ypo‘rt;

c. He retrieved taillight pieces on subsequent seérches at the Alberts’ home, whén he
knew he had deposited or arranged for someone to deposit tgiliight pieces at the
property;

d. Chris and Julie Albeft were his loose acquaintances rathér than friends; and

e His statements in sworn affidavits all claiming the Lexus was seized at 5:30 p.m.
and that he arrived in Dighton at 4:30 p.m. were “typos.”

115. Thus, Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully acting under color of lgw, violated Ms. :Read’s
Fourth Amendment rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.

116. As a proximate result of this misconduct, Ms. Read was wrongfully prosecutéd for

'Mr. O’Keefe’s death and made to defend herself in two trials in the Superior Court ifo>r Norfolk

County resulting in the loss of employment} reputational damages, and millions of dolia.rs of
légal expenses as‘welil as serious emotional and physical distress and injury.

117. In addition to an award of damages for these‘harms., Ms. Read is entitled to her

attorneys’ fees under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, costs, interest, and punitive damages.
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Count 2 - 42 U.S.C. § 1983 —-Supervisor Liability
(Against Bukhenik and Tully in their individual capacities)

118. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

119. A sup'er-visor is liable under 42 VU.S.C. § 1983 when the superQisor supervises,
trains, or hires a subordinate with deliberate indifference towards the possibility that the
subordinate’s deficient performance wfll result in dep.‘n'vation-of an individual’s constitutional
rights.

120. Bukhenik and Tully knew or should have known that there was a grave risk that
Proctor quld fail to investigate the Alberts with whom he had a close personal relationship,
which he had disclosed. |

121. They also knew or should have known that there was a glire.we.risk Proctor would
wrongly seek to have Ms. Read charged given<the manifest bias evidenced in his text messages,
which were sent to Bukhenik, among othe'rs.. “

122. Bukhenik and Tully could have taken easily available steps to avoid a

constitutionally deficient malicious prosecution of Ms. Read. Those measures include, but are

not limited fo, (1) replacing Proctor with an unbiased investigator that had no‘p‘ersonal
relationship with anyone involved in Mr. O’Kecfe’s death, (2) safeguarding the cﬁme scene and
the physical evidence, including Mr O’Keefe’s clothing and 47 pieces of taillight material, to
pfe__Vent anyone from plantiﬂg, manufacturing, or manipulating evidence; (3) initiating timely .‘
searches at the Alberts’ house, and (4) ‘quickly seizing the cellphones and Iother forms of
electronic evidence in the possession of the A’lb'erts, the McCabes, and Higgins, which would

have prevented their later manipulation and destruction.
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123. By not taking any of those measures, Bukhénik and Tull;% permitted Proctor, and
Tully pennitted Bﬁi(henik, to violate Ms. Read’s fourth Amendment rights against unreasonable
searches and seizufes, and thus themsélves violated Ms. Read’s Fourt_h Amen_dmént rights.

124. In these ways and others, Bukhenik’s conduct constituted condonation of, or
acquiescerce to, Proctor’s behavior, or gross negligence amounting to aeliberate indiffefencé.

125. In these ways and others, Tully’s conduct constitute condonation of, or
acquiescence to, Bukhenik’s and Proctor’s behavior, or gross negligencejamounting to deliiarerate
indifference.

126. Asa proximate result of their breaches, Ms. Read was wrongfully prosecuted for
Mr. O’Keefe’s death resuiting in the loss of employmeﬁt, reputational damages, and millions of
dollars of legal expenses as well as serious emotiopal and physical distress and injufy.

127. In addition to an award of damages for these harms, Ms. Read is entitled to her
attorneys fees’ under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, costs, interest, and punitive' damages.

Count 3 —42 U.S.C. § 1983 — Conspiracy to Deprive -Ms. Read of |
‘ Her Fourth Amendment Rights
(Against Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, the Alberts, the McCabes, and Higgins)

128. The preceding pa-ragrapl.ls are incorporated herein by reference.

129. Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, the Alberts, the McCabes, and Higgins shared a common
design, and acted in concert, to frame Ms. Read for Mr. O’Keefe’s death. _

130. As part of their concerted efforts, and among their many other misrepresentations,
the Alberts, McCabes, and Higgins agreed with each other to tell investigators that Mr. O’Keefe

never entered the House, that they did not see Mr. O’Keefe in the House that night, and that Ms.

Read made inculpatory statements on the morning of January 29,
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131. When they made these statements ‘the House Defendants did so only because they ) |
were aware that Proctor, Bukhenlk and Tully would also act similarly, by solely 1nvest1gat1ng
Ms. Read.

132. Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully knew or should have known that the statements made

~ to them by the House Defendants were faise, and that obvious and easily-obtainable evidence |
existed demonstrating Mr. O’Keefe went into the House where he was involved in a physical
altercation during which he was beaten up, .fell back gashing his heaa, and attacked by a dog.
Instead, because of their close personal and professional ties to the House Defendants, Proctor,
Bukhenik, and Tully agreed with each other to use the House Defendants’ misrepresentations as
the predi_cate for and implicit direction to conduct an investigation that solely targeted Ms. Read
to the exclusion of everyone and anyone else.

133. In furtherance of this plan, among-other unlawful conduct, Proctor, Bukhenik, and
Tully agreed: | |

a. to continue to handle the investigation even though they had personal
relationships with suspects in the mnrdet, which led to unlawful and favorable
treatment ef potential suspects; -

b. to continue to handle the investigation even though they had biases against
investigating the House Defendants because of the House Defendants’ ties to law
enforcement;

c. to continue to handle the investigtition even though they had exhibited an extreme
and personal negative bias towards Karen Read;

d. to violate rules, policies, and procedures in all aspects of the investigation;
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e. toplant, manufécture, and manipulate evidence, falsify docﬁments, and éommit
i perjﬁry; |
£ to not secure evidence aﬁd the crime scene;
g. to not investigate and obtain available evidence or timély and apprdpriately
interview suspects; and |
h. to not_investigate the Alberts, McCabes, or Higginst
134. The McCabes and Alberts coordinated their efforts through text messages, phone
clalls, and conversations. ﬁiggins and Brian Albert coordinated their cffo;ts through telephone
calls and texts on- their phones,- which were later destroyed or discarded. Finally, Proctor, '
Bukhenik, and Tully coordinated with the Alberts and McCabes though Proctor’s sister,
Courtney, who commuﬁicated frequently with Julie Albert..
135. Acting pursuant to the plan, Proctor and Bukhenik interviéwed' the McCabes and

Brian Albert in a cursory manner, and all at the same 1oc_ation, midday on January 29", and

‘Nicole Albert on February 3. Proctor and Bukhenik only interviewed Higgins once, at his

attorney’s home, and did not secure or search his phone or search for communications between |
him, the Alberts, and the McCabes. Proétor and Bukhenik did not searéh-the Alberts" phones or
heme where ‘there> was likély evidence of Mr. O’Keefe"s murder. Brian Albert and Higgins
destroyed or ciiscarded_ their phbnés, destr'OYing evidence of the murder an.d cover-up. .

136. As aresult of the consi)iracy be@een and among them, Proctor, Bukheqik, and
Tully never investigated the‘ House Defendants, and instead Ms. Read v‘llras_wrongﬁllly‘ arrested
and prosecuted in viplation of her Fourth _Amen'dment rights.

137. Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and the House Defendants acted in unison and had a

- peculiar power of coercion over Ms. Read because Proctor, Bukheﬂik, and Tully were the state
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police employées investigating Mr. O’Keefe’s murder and the House Defendants were able to
direct that investigation solely towerds Ms. Read becarlse of their personal and professional
connections to Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully and tﬁeir superior knowledge of police and criminel
investigations asa result of their own WQI'kI in, and connection to, law enforcement. |
138. The proximate result of Ms. Read’s wrongful prosecution was her loss of

employment, reputational damages, millions of dollars of legal expenses, and serious eme,tional
and physical distress and mJury

| | 139. In addition to an award of damages fer these harms, Ms. Read is entitled to her
attorneys fees’ under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, costs, interest and punitive damages.

Count 4 - Massachusetts Civil Rights . Act (“MCRA”)
(Agamst Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, Alberts, McCabes, and Higgins)

140. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

141. Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and the House Defendants int_erfered or attempted to

.interfere with Ms. Read’s exercise or enjoyment of her rights under the federal and

Commonwealth constitutions and laws, through threats, intimidation, or coercion.
142. Among other acts, by manufacturing and planting evidence, not securing the crime

scene, not searching the Alberts’ home or the Alberts’ and Higgins’s phones, and ignoring

exculpatory evidence such as the dog-bite injuries and lack of injuries consistent with a vehicle

strike, Proctor and Bukhenik caused Ms. Read’s wrongful indictment, arrest, and prosecution and
thereby interfered and attempted to interfere with her rights under the Fourth Amendment to the
United States Constitution and Article 14 of the Massachusetts Declaration of Rights.

143. By falsely representing that Mr. O’Keefe never entered the Albert house and by -

relocating his body to the locatlon on the Alberts’ property where they would claim Ms Read

- dropped off Mr. O’Keefe, the Alberts, the McCabes, and Higgins caused Ms. Read’s wrongful \
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indictment, arrest, and prosecution. Brian Albert and Brian Higgins also caused Ms. Read’s'
wrongful indictment, arrest; and prosécution by destroying or disnarding their phones,‘
eliminating exculpatofy evidence. The House Defendants thereby interfered anci atfemptéd to
interfere with Ms. Read’s 'rights under the Fourth Anllendment‘ to tne United States Constitution
and Article 14 of the Massachusetts Declaration of Rights.

144. Ms. Read’s wiongful indictment, arrest, and prosecution were intrinsically coercive
under Massachusetts law. |

145. Moreover, the House Defendants; and Proctor’s, Bukhenik’s, and Tully’s conduct
amounted to threats, intimidation, and coercion designed to force Ms. Read to give up her
defense and pleaci guilty to.a crime she did not commit. o

146. As a proximate result of Defendants’ actions, Ms. Read was wrongfully prosecuted
for Mr. O’Keefe’s death resulting in the loss of employment, reputational damages, and millions
of dollars nf legai expenses as well as serious emotional distress and injury.

147. In addition to an award of damages for-these harms, Ms. Read is entitled to her

- costs, interest, and attorneys fees’ under G.L. c. 12, §111.

Count 5 — Common Law Malicious Prosecution
(Against Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, the Alberts, the McCabes, and Higgins)

148. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

149. By manufacturing and planting evidence, not securing the crime scene, not
searching the Albérts’ home or the Alberts’ énd Higgins’s phones, and ignoring exéuipatory
evidence such as Mr. O’Ke‘e.fe’s dog bite injuries and lack of injuries consistent 'with a vehicle
strike, Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully caused Ms. Read;s indictment, arrest, anci prosécution.

150. Ms. Read’s indictment-, arresit,"an(vl prosecution occurred without probable cause

because they were based on false, manufacturéd, manipulated, and planted evidence, and because
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Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully ignored exculpatory evidence and allowed potentially eXculpatory

“evidence to be destroyed.

151. These cﬂfninal proceedings were instituted \;vith malice, as evidenced by Proc;or’s,
Bukhenik’s, and Tully’s knowledge that it was based on false evidence, Proctor’s, Bukhenik’s,
and Tully’s bias and ill will towards Ms. Read, and for the improper purpose to protect Proctor’s
friends anci acquaintances, the Alberts. | ’

152. The criminal proceedings terminated in Ms. Read’s favor when she was acquitted of

‘murder, manslaughter, and leaVing the scene of an accident with a death.

153. By falsely representing that Mr. O’Keefe never entered the Albert house and by
relocating his body to the location on the Albert prépe_rty where Jennifer McCabe would claim'

Ms. Read dropped off Mr. O’Keefe, Brian and Nicole Albert, the McCabes, and Higgins caused

- Ms. Read’s wrongful indictment, arrest, and prosecution. Brian Albert and BrianrHiggins also

~ caused Ms. Read’s wrongful indictrheht, arrest, and prosecﬁtion by destroying or discarding their

phones, eliminating exculpatory evidence.

154. As a proximate result of De_fendanté ’ acfion‘s, Ms. Read was wrongfully prosecuted
for Mr. O’Keefe’s death resulting in thé loss of employment, reputational damages, and millions
ot; dollars of legal expenses as well as serious emotional distress and injury.

Count 6 — Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress
(Against Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, Alberts, McCabes, and Higgins)

155. The preceding paragraphs aré incorporated herein by reference. '

156. By manufacturing and planting evidence, not Securiﬁg the crime ‘s(':e'ne, not
searching the Alberts’ home or the Alberts’ and Higgins’s phoneé, and ignoring exculpatory
evidence such a’$ Mr. O’Keefe’s dog bite injuries ;c'lnd lack of injuries conéistent with a vehicle

strike, Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully caused Ms. Read’s indictment, arrest, and prosecution. -

41



Date Filed 11/17/2025 3:34 PM
Superior Court - Bristol

Docket Number

157. By falsely representing that Mr. O’Keefe never entered the Albert ﬁousé and By
relocating his body to the location 6n the Albert property where Jennifer McCabe claimed Ms..
Read dropped Mr. O’Keefe, the Alberts, the McCat_>es, and Higgins ;:ausgd Ms. Read’s wrongful
indictment, anes_t,.and prosecution of Ms. Re_ad. Brian Albert and Brian Higgins also caused Ms. =
Read’s wrongful indictment, arrest, and prosecution by des;troying or discarding their phones,
eliminating exculpatory evidence. |

158. The Defendants knew or should have known their conduct w’ould cause Ms. Read
emotional distress since it would léad to her prc;secution for murder and other crimes, and the
conduct did caﬁse, and is causing, Ms. Read severe emotional'and physical distress.

159. The Defendants’ conduct perverted the justice system, allowed Mr. O’Keefe’s true
killer to escape liability, and threatenéd to imprison Ms. Read. If is the type of behavior that |
threatens civilized society and is fhereforé extreme and outrageous. | |

160. As a proximate result of Defendants’ actions, Ms. Read suffered serious emotional

and physical distress and injury.

Count 7 — Civil Conspiracy
(Against Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, the Alberts, McCabes, and Higgins)

161. The pfecéding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

162. Proctor? Bukhenik, Tully, the Alberts, the McCabes, and Higgins shared a corﬁmon
design, and acted in concert, to frame Ms. Read for Mr. O’Keefe’s death.

163. As part of their concerted efforts, and among their many other misreprgsénfations,

the Alberts, McCabes, and Hfggins agreed with each other to tell investigators that Mr. O’Keefe

“never entered the House, that they did not see Mr. O’Keefe in the House that night; and that Ms. -

Read made inculpatory statements on the morning of January 29®,
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164. When they\made these staterhents, the Houée Defendants did so only because they
were aware thét Plroctdr, Bukhenik, and Tully would also act éimilarly, by solely investigating
Ms. Read.

165. Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully knéw or should have known that the_statemenfs made
to them by the H'oﬁse Defendants were false, and that obvious and easily-obtainable evidence -

existed demdnstrating_Mr. O’Keefe went into the House where he Was involved in a physical
alt’ercatioﬁ during which he was beaten up, fell back gashing his head, rand attacked by a dog.
Insfead, because of their close p'ersonal_andbrofessi‘onal' ties to the House Defgndants, Proctor,
Bukhenik, and\ Tully agreed with each other to use the House Defendants’ misrepresentations as
the predicate for and implicit directioﬁ to conduct ;ln inves.tigation} that solely targeted Ms. Read
to the exclusion of everyone and anyone else. A » | _

166. In furtheraﬁce of the coﬁspiracy, Proctor, Tully, and Bﬁkhenik agreed td fabricate,
plant, and manipulate eyidencé 'purl-avortingk to show that Ms. Read;s vehicle .hit-Mr_. O’Keefe.
Pursuant to their plén, Proctor, Bukhenik and Tully carried out multiple ‘overt acts, including
démaging the taillight on Ms. Read’s vehicle while it was in the ‘Town of Canton’s sallyport, not
securing the crime scene, and depositiﬂg taillight pieces on January 29%, prior to the MSP SERT
team’s arrival on site. In addition, Proctor depoéited some of the broken taillight pieces on Mr.
O’Keefe’s clothing while the clothing was in his unprotected custody. Proctor also deposited

- glass, allegéd to have been from a cocktaii glaés, on the,bumper of Ms. Read’s Lexus SUV
sometime prior to the vehicle’s processing by MSPCL on February 1, 2022. | -

167. Another paﬁ of the conspiracy was to take coordinated ste’pé to ignore and destfoy_ _
potentially exculpatory evidence that pointed to othér sﬁspects like the Alberts and Higgins. The:

McCabes, the Alberts, and Higgins Vcoordiriated through text messages, phone calls, and, on
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information and belief, conversations. Higgins and Brian Albert coordinated through telephone

calls and, on information and beligf, texts on their phones, which were later destroyed or
dis_carded. Finally, Proctor cqordinated with the. Alberts and MqCabes though his sister,
Courtney, who spoke frequently witﬁ Julie Albert. |

168. ,Acting pursuant to the plan, Proctor and Bukhenik interviewed the McCabes and
Brian Albért in a cursory manner the morning of January 29th, and Nicole Albert on F ébfuary
3rd. All told the same false stpry that Mr. O’Keefe never entered thé Alberts’ house. Proctor,
Bukhenik, and Tully also only interviewed Higgiﬁs once, with his attorriey, at his attornéy’s |
home, and did not seéure or search Higgins’ phone or search for communications between him,

the Alberts, and the McCabes. Pursuant tobthe coordinated plan, Proctbr, Bukhenik, and Tully

- also did not search the Alberts’ phones or home where there was likely evidence of O’Keefe’s

n-}urder. Furthef, Brian Aibért aﬁd Higgins destroyed or discarded their phones, destroying
evidence of the murder and cover-up.. » |

169. Fc;llowing Mr. O’Keefe’s death, among other acts, thé McCaBes and Alberts agreed
to make it look like Mr. O’Keefe died due to exposure after being hit by Ms. Read’s car. As part

of this common plan, Brian Albert and Higgins, both law enforcement officers familiar with

‘investigations, communicated at 2:22 a.m. on January 29™ after Higgins left the house. Shortly

thereafter, as part of the plan, Jennifer McCabe deleted a Google search at 2:27 am. on J anuary
29™ for how long it takes a person to die in the cold. One or more of them then relocated Mr.

O’Keefe’s body and deposited it in front of the Alberts’ house where Jennifer McCabe claimed

Ms. Read had dropped Mr. O’Keefe off earlier. The McCabes and Alberts then coordinated

what they would say to the police, all of them falsely telling investigators that Mr. O’Keefe never

entered the house.
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170. Proctor, Bukhenik, Tully, and the House Defendants acted in unison and had a
ﬁeculiar power of coercion over Ms. Read because Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully were the state
police employees investigating Mr. O’Keefe’s murder and the House Defendants were able to

direct that investigation solely towards Ms. Read because of their personal and professional

.connections to Proctor, Bukhenik, and Tully and their supérior knowledge of police and criminal

.investigations as a result of their own work in, and connection to, law enforcement.

171. Proctor’s;Bukhenik’s, Tully’s, and the House Defendants’ conduct described

herein were unlawful and tortious. Among other thingé, they constitute intentional infliction of

" emotional distress, negligence, common law malicious prosecution, and violations of Ms. Read’s

~ rights pursuant to the United States Constitution and the Massachusetts Declaration of Rights.

172. As a proximate result of Defendants’ actions, Ms. Read was wrongfully prosecuted
for Mr. O’Keefe’s death reSulting iﬁ the loss of employment, reputational damages, and millions
of dollars of legal expenses as welll as serious emotibnal and physica_l distress and injury.

JURY DEMAND |
Ms. Read respectfully requests a jury trial on all matters so triable.
| PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Ms. Read respectfully requests that the Court grant her the following

relief:
A. Enter judgment in her favor and‘against each relevant Defendant on each Count of
this Complaint; '
B. Award her damages in an amount to be calculated at trial, along with pre- and
. post-judgment interest, costs, and expenses;
C. Award her reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred in connection with this litigation,

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and any other applicable statute or law; and
D. Grant her such other relief as the Court deems equitable and just. 7
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Respectfully submitted,
Karen Read
By Her Attorneys,

SHEEHAN, PHINNEY, BASS & GREEN, P.A.

/s/ Damon M. Seligson

WERKSMAN JACKSON & QUINN LLP

/s/ Alan Jackson

Damon M. Seligson, BBO # 632763
Charles M. Waters, BBO # 631425.
Aaron D. Rosenberg, BBO # 684826
Sheehan Phinney Bass & Greeén PA
28 State Street, 22nd Floor

Boston, MA 02109

(617) 897-5600
dseligson@sheehan.com
cwaters@sheehan.com
arosenberg@sheehan.com

Dated: November 17, 2025 -
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Alan J. Jackson, pro hac vice

Caleb E. Mason, pro hac vice
Elizabeth S. Little, pro hac vice
Werksman Jackson & Quinn LLP
888 West Sixth Street, Fourth Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

(213) 688-0460 :
ajackson@werksmanjackson.com

cmason@werksmanjackson.com’
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