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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

WESTERN DIVISION
Tamera Brown
c/o Zachary Gottesman, Esq. Case No.
36 E 7th Street, Suite 1650
Cincinnati, OH 45202-4452, Judge
and Magistrate
Joy Ludgatis COMPLAINT

c/o Zachary Gottesman, Esq.

36 E 7th Street, Suite 1650
Cincinnati, OH 45202-4452,

Plaintiffs,
Vs.

City of Cincinnati, Ohio
801 Plum Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and

John Cranley

(Individually and in his official capacity
as Mayor of the City of Cincinnati)

801 Plum Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and

Danita Pettis

(Individually and in her official capacity

as a Police Lieutenant for the City of Cincinnati)
801 Plum Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and
Patrick Duhaney

(Individually and in his official capacity
as Acting City Manager for the City of Cincinnati)
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801 Plum Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and

Harry Black

(Individually and in his official capacity

as Former City Manager for the City of Cincinnati)
801 Plum Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and

Elliot Isaac

(Individually and in his official capacity

as Chief of Police for the City of Cincinnati)
801 Plum Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202-5705,

and

Sentinel Police Association

1889 Central Parkway

Cincinnati, OH 45214-2318,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, Tamera Brown and Joy Ludgatis, by and through counsel, for their
Complaint against Defendants state as follows:

L. The Parties

1. Plaintiff, Tamera Brown (“Brown”), is a white female, a U.S. citizen, a resident
of Hamilton County, Ohio, and is employed as a police officer by the City of Cincinnati with
over 15 years of service.

2. Plaintiff, Joy Ludgatis (“Ludgatis”), is a white female, a U.S. citizen, a resident
of Hamilton County, Ohio, and is employed as a police officer by the City of Cincinnati with

over 27 years of service.
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3. Defendant, City of Cincinnati (“the City”), is a municipality organized under the
laws of the State of Ohio.
4. Defendant, John Cranley (“Cranley”), is a U.S. citizen, a resident of Hamilton

County, Ohio, and is the Mayor of the City of Cincinnati. Suit is brought against Mr. Cranley
individually and in his official capacity.

5. Defendant, Danita Pettis (“Pettis”), is a U.S. citizen, a resident of Hamilton
County, Ohio, and is employed as a police lieutenant by the City of Cincinnati. Suit is brought
against Ms. Pettis individually and in her official capacity.

6. Defendant, Patrick Duhaney (“Duhaney”), is a U.S. citizen, a resident of
Hamilton County, Ohio, and is the Acting City Manager for the City of Cincinnati. Suit is brought
against Mr. Duhaney individually and in his official capacity.

7. Defendant, Harry Black (“Black”), is a U.S. citizen, a resident of Hamilton
County, Ohio, and is the former City Manager of the City of Cincinnati. Suit is brought against
Mr. Black individually and in his official capacity.

8. Defendant, Elliot Isaac (“Isaac”), is a U.S. citizen, a resident of Hamilton County,
Ohio, and is the Chief of Police for the City of Cincinnati. Suit is brought against Mr. Isaac
individually and in his official capacity.

9, Defendant, Sentinel Police Association, is a not for profit Ohio corporation that
is a necessary party pursuant to F.R.C.P. 19.

IL Plaintiffs’ Standing and Nature of Claims

10. Plaintiffs bring this action based on Defendants’ past, present, and continuing

violations of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e, et seq.), and Ohio

Revised Code Chapter 4112.
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IIL Jurisdiction and Venue

11. This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331
and 1343 (2), (3), and (4).

12. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state law claims
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367 because the claims derive from the same operative facts and are
so related to Plaintiffs’ federal claims that they form a part of the same case or controversy.

13. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because Defendants
are residents of this district and are residents of Ohio. Further, the acts or omissions giving
rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in this district.

IV. Facts

14. The City, Cranley, Duhaney, Black and Isaac have instituted and perpetuated
unconstitutional race-based policies for hiring, promotion, discipline and conferring benefits
of employment among and upon the ranks of the Cincinnati Police Department.

15. Specifically, the City, Cranley, Duhanéy, Black and Isaac have implemented and
continue to implement an unconstitutional race-based State Consent Decree! and an
unconstitutional race-based Federal Consent Decree? that predicate promotions among
qualified candidates based solely and exclusively on racial criteria.

16. Specifically, there is an unconstitutional race-based double standard for
discipline among the Cincinnati Police Department that permissively condones misconduct
for certain officers that would subject others to discipline.

17. Specifically, there is an unconstitutional race-based policy for detail

1 Attached as Exhibit 1.
2 Attached as Exhibit 2.
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assignment that confers benefits of employment through preferred detail assignments on
some officers based solely on their race and excludes other equally qualified officers based
solely on their race.

18. Specifically, there is an unconstitutional race-based policy for permitting
insubordination and violation of the rules for chain of command by black officers, including
specifically Pettis, that would subject others to discipline.

19. Specifically, there is an unconstitutional race-based policy for permitting theft
in office and fraudulent and excessive claims for overtime compensation by black officers,
including specifically Pettis, that would subject others to discipline.

20. The specific policies outlined above have had an aggregate effect of creating
an atmosphere of racial tension and in some cases open hostility between officers of different
races.

21. The implementation of race-based policies for hiring, promotion, discipline
and conferring benefits of employment has unnecessarily created increased racial tension
and division among the ranks of the Cincinnati Police Department and there are certain
officers, including specifically Pettis, that view everything through a racial prism.

22. The increased racial tension and division among the ranks of the Cincinnati
Police Department has jeopardized officer safety.

23. Plaintiffs and Pettis were all previously assigned to District 4 of the Cincinnati
Police Department and worked together until Plaintiffs were transferred in December 2017.

24. Pettis is a vindictive, openly racist police officer who is unfit and lacks the
character and integrity to serve as a police officer.

25. Pettis has engaged in conduct as a police officer that, but for her race, would
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have resulted in discipline and /or criminal charges against her including, but not limited to,
allegedly stealing money from a 5/3rd bank during a detail, falsely representing her
credentials to gain access to the Hamilton County Justice Center so that she could advise a
rape suspect/family member how to avoid prosecution, making false and excessive claims for
overtime compensation3, using city property for personal use, committing theft in office, and
abusing her role as a Sentinels Police Association Union Representative to obstruct justice
and suborn false testimony by officers accused of misconduct.

26. Pettis has avoided repercussions for her illegal conduct referenced in the
preceding paragraph because of the race-based double standard for officer discipline.

27. Pettis’s de facto immunity from disciplinary action has manifested in her
racist, abusive, and lawless demeanor that threatens the morale and safety of the officers
assigned to work with her.

28. On 13 and 14 March 2018, Plaintiffs filed charges* of discrimination with the
Cincinnati Area Office of the EEOC and were given notice of their right to file suit.

29. Plaintiffs charged that they were subjected to discriminatory and retaliatory
treatment by the City generally and by Pettis specifically based on their sex and race.

30. Specifically, Plaintiffs charged that they have been repeatedly subjected to a
hostile work environment by their immediate supervisor, Pettis.

31 Prior to filing her charge of discrimination with the EEOC, Brown filed an
internal complaint® via email against Pettis with Captain Martin Mack, on 26 November 2017.

32. Brown’s complaint references an incident on 16 November 2017 during which

3 Attached as Exhibit 3.
4 Attached as Exhibits 4 and 5.
5 Attached as Exhibit 6.
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Pettis held 37d shift officers in roll call while white 21d shift officers were calling for

assistance because of shots fired at them. Pettis did not release officers from roll call torender

assistance.
33. Brown also describes in her complaint
34. Pettis’ behavior was so hostile, demeaning, and unprofessional that the entire

3rd Shift of District 4 sent a memo to Isaac requesting a conference regarding Pettis’ practices

of verbal abuse and emotional intimidation and their collective fear of unfair retaliation®.

35. On 26 November 2017, Police Sgt. Dan Hils visited District 4 during 3rd shift
roll call and advised the officers present of their rights to file complaints against Pettis for her
unprofessional, abusive, demeaning, and hostile conduct.

36. On 28 November 2017 (prior to filing her charge of discrimination with the
EEOC), Ludgatis filed an internal complaint” via email with Captain Martin Mack stating that
she was subjected to humiliating, demeaning, and unprofessional verbal abuse by Pettis.

37. On 28 November 2017, Pettis requested an internal investigation regarding
the conduct of Sgt. Dan Hils during his visit to District 4 rollcall on 26 November 20188.

38. As aresult of all the foregoing, command staff initiated an investigation which

angered Pettis, who, in apparent reaction to the investigation, made the aforementioned

hostile, negative, and discrediting comments about Plaintiffs Brown and Ludgatis during 3rd

shift roll call on at least two occasions®.

6 Attached as Exhibit 7.

7 Attached as Exhibit 8.

8 Attached as Exhibit 9

9 See 5 December 2017 email from Lt. Colonel Dave Bailey to Isaac attached hereto as
Exhibit 10.
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39. On 1 December 2017, after making the hostile and demeaning comments
about Brown and Ludgatis, Pettis formally requested that Brown and Ludgatis be transferred
to another district?0,

40. As a result of Pettis’ actions, Brown and Ludgatis were both transferred to
other districts and shifts later in December 2017.

41. Although this did not result in any loss of pay, it was a material change in the
terms, conditions, and privileges of Plaintiffs’ employment.

42. Thereport generated as a result of the aforementioned investigation!! found
Pettis engaged in various misconduct, but the City has failed to impose meaningful discipline
or otherwise address the continuing racial tensions and hostile environment created by
Pettis.

43. The City’s attempts to remediate the hostile work environment have been
ineffective, and Pettis continues to direct aggressive, hostile, demeaning, and unprofessional
comments toward Ludgatis.12

44, Pettis also continues to spread inaccurate information and disparaging
remarks about Ludgatis to fellow officers, creating a hostile and disruptive environment (see
Exhibit 11).

45. The City’s failure to remedy the hostile environment created by Pettis has
caused Plaintiffs physical, mental, and emotional distress.

46. Specifically, Brown has developed physical manifestations of the stress,

including stomach ulcers for which she is undergoing continuing medical treatment.

10 See Attached Exhibit 11.
11 Attached as Exhibit 12.
12 Attached as Exhibit 13.
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47. Specifically, Ludagits experiences stress and anxiety daily which affects her
ability to perform her job responsibilities and disrupts her sleep schedule and domestic life.
First Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(a)

48. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

49, In violation of 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(a), Plaintiffs have been subjected to illegal
discrimination in the terms, conditions, and privileges of their employment because of their
race and sex.

50. Specifically, Plaintiffs have been» subjected to a hostile work environment,
abusive and demeaning verbal attacks and have been transferred or otherwise suffered
adverse employment decisions because they are white females.

51. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful, discriminatory, and
retaliatory conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered injuries and damages and are entitled to judgment
and relief.

Second Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 2000e-3

52. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

53. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-3(a) provides in pertinent part that “It shall be an unlawful
employment practice for an employer to discriminate against any of his employees ... because
he has opposed any practice made an unlawful employment practice by this subchapter, or
because he has made a charge, testified, assisted, or participated in any manner in an
investigation, proceeding, or hearing under this subchapter.”

54. Defendants have discriminated and retaliated against Plaintiffs because
Plaintiffs have opposed practices made unlawful, have filed complaints, and have

participated in investigations and proceedings provided for under 42 U.S.C. § 2000e and its
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subchapters.

55. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful, discriminatory, and
retaliatory conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered injuries and damages and are entitled to judgment
and relief.

Third Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(m)

56. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

57. Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(m), despite the existence of other motivating
factors, Plaintiffs have been subjected to unlawful employment practices because their race
and sex were primary considerations affecting decisions regarding the terms, conditions, and
privileges of their employment.

58. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful, discriminatory, and
retaliatory conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered injuries and damages and are entitled to judgment
and relief.

Fourth Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5

59. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

60. Under 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(g)(2)(B)(i) and § 2000e-5(k), Plaintiffs are entitled
to reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in the prosecution of this action.

Fifth Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 1981a

61. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

62. Under 42 U.S.C. § 1981a(b), Plaintiffs are entitled to compensatory and
punitive damages due to Defendants’ reckless, malicious, and intentionally discriminatory

practices in violation of Plaintiffs’ federally protected rights.

10
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Sixth Cause of Action-42 U.S.C. § 1983-Free Speech

63. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

64. Plaintiffs engaged in constitutionally protected free speech and conduct when
they complained about the aggressive, hostile, demeaning, and unprofessional conduct of
Pettis.

65. Defendants’ transfer of Plaintiffs to another district and other adverse
employment decisions affecting the terms, conditions, and privileges of Plaintiffs’
employment was in direct retaliation for Plaintiffs’ protected speech and conduct on matters
of public concern as guaranteed by the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

66. Defendants’ conduct was intentional, malicious, willful, and wanton.

67. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful, discriminatory, and
retaliatory conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered injuries and damages and are entitled to judgment
and relief.

Seventh Cause of Action-R.C. §§ 4112.01, et seq.

68. Plaintiffs incorporate the preceding paragraphs as if fully restated here.

69. In violation of R.C. § 4112.02(A), Plaintiffs have suffered illegal discriminatory
treatment affecting the terms, conditions, and privileges of their employment because of their
sex and race.

70. Specifically, Plaintiffs have been subjected to a hostile work environment,
abusive and demeaning verbal attacks and have been transferred or otherwise suffered
adverse employment decisions because they are white females.

71. In violation of R.C. § 4112.02(I), Defendants have discriminated against

Plaintiffs because Plaintiffs have opposed practices made unlawful and have participated in

11
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investigations and proceedings provided for under R.C. Chapter 4112 and its subchapters.
72. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful, discriminatory, and
retaliatory conduct, Plaintiffs have suffered injuries and damages and are entitled to judgment
and relief.
73. Under R.C. § 4112.99, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover damages and other

appropriate relief through this civil action.

Wherefore, Plaintiffs demand relief as follows: Equitable relief enjoining Defendants
from continuing to engage in illegal discriminatory employment practices, including
termination of the herein referenced consent decrees; compensatory and punitive damages
in an amount to be proven at trial; attorneys’ fees and costs as determined by the Court; and
such other relief as this Court deems just.

Respec}fully subm1 d,

% ' L

Zachary Gottesm (0058675)
Gottesman & Assodiates, LLC
36 East 7t St., Suite 1650
Cincinnati, OH 45202-4452
T:513-651-2121
F:513-651-2131
zg@zgottesmanlaw.com

12



COURT OF COMMON PLEAS XHIBIT
HAMILTON COUNTY 3 '

CIVIL ACTION NO. A8704567 |

i1]

SENTINEL PCLICE ASSOCIATION,
{¥iehaus, J.)

o

and

(1}

ARTHUR HARMOHN
BURNETT WILLIAMS
JERRY XKYLES
GEQRGE EDMONDS
LONNIE MICHAFEL COTTCON
FREDDIE F. STONESTREET
RONALD TWITTY

and -
LEYNORICE JCOHNSOW .-

(1]

L4

L1)

(1]
3

Plaintiffs

(1]

VS

CITY OF CINCINNATI, CONSENT DECREE

L 1)

Defendant

L 1)

anﬁ

P— —
QUEEN CITY LODGE NO. 69, ' L) .
FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE, ENTER E;}
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHICO, INC. SEp 14 1987

MAGE /57

&

*n

Defendant-Intervenor

L]
RO

Plaintiffs in this action have zlleged unlawful
digcrimination against blacks and females within the Cincinnati
- Police Division. In order to avoid time consuming and costly

litigation and in order ta continue ongeoing efforts to

insure egual promctional opportunity within the Cincinnati Police

Division, however, the parties have agreed to resolve all claims

raised in this case by entering into this consent decree

including claims for costs and attorney fees. This decree shall

{"".\’ - §
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"ndd constitute arl ﬁm1531on, adjudication, o: *1nélng on the

merits of the‘case, and the defendants deny that any unlawful

digorimination has occurred.

-

The following facts are stipulated :

Twenty-six lieutenants or 67% of the total number of
lieutenants in the-Division were appointed from the
latest police lieutenant promotion eligible list.

" Twenty~five of those promoted were white males and one
o a white female. That list expired June 25, 1987.

2=

o b. All twenty-six promotions to the rank of lieutenant
were made pursuant to the applicable provisions of
R.C. 124.44, and in accordance with Section 10, Article
XV, of the Ohio Constitution.

c. Six qualified blacks were on the list but.were
not promoted to the rank of lieutenant by the

time the list expired.

d. The current pramotion eligible list for police captain
was to expire on July 11, 1887, but was extended by the

o : court and is to expire at 12 o’clock noon ‘o September

14, 1987,

e e. Nine captains or 6&4% of the total number of
. captains in the Division have been promoted from the
) current list and all of those promoted have been white

males,

g

£. Al} nine promotions to the rank of captain were made
pursuant to the applicable provisions of R.C. 124.44,
and ‘in accordance with Section 10, Article XV, of the

Ohio Constitution.

g. Two gualified blacks are on the list but unlikely to be
promoted to the rank of captain by the date the list
will expire.

h. No lacks or females have been promoted £o the ranks
of captain or lieutenant colonel and no blacks and only
one female have been promoted to the rank of
lieutenant since August 13, 1981. There are currently
no black or female lieutenant colonels; no black or
female captains; and only one female and two black
lieutenants within the Cincinnati Police Divisioen.
Blacks and females have been underrepresented and
currently remain underrepresented in the promoted ranks
of the Cinecinnati Police Division covered by this decree.

: INTIRED
SEP141987
IMAGE

[V
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: . i. The laz §nunber of new promctlons & the ranks of
captain and lieutenant have reduced the poasibility of
copenings in thoge ranks in the near future. Unless
affirmative action is practiced with respect to . o
promotions in those ranks, the manifest imbalance )
-y existing with respect to blacks and females in those

- ranks and at the rank of lieutenant colonel will
continue to be present. There is 3 need for an

affirmative action remedy.

3 It is the purpose and intent of the decree to insure
that blacks and females are not disadvantaged by
promotion practices within the City of Cincinnati and
that any disadvantage to blacks and females which may
have resulted from any past discrimination be remedied,
in accordance with the specific terms of this consent
decree, so that egqual promotional opportunity is provided

to all.
k. The double~fill system provided for herein is intended
to be limited in duration; utilized only as set forth herein
only when the normal promotignal system does not result
in sufficient promotions of blacks and females to the .
ranks affected; is statistically well-grounded; and has
a minimal impact on the civil service and other rights
of officers not benefiting from the double~£11l system.

The long term goal of this decree is to achieve, subject to
the availability of qualified applicants, a proportion of
qualified blacks and femaleg in the sworn ranks of police

lieutenant, police captain, and assistant police chief

{lieutenant colonel) in the Cincinnati Police Division egual to

the proportion of qualified blacks and females in the labor force

of the City of Cincinnati.

It is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, with agreement

" of all parties:

All positions to be filled in the ranks above
sergeant and below police chief in the Cincinnati
Police Division shall be filled by rank order
promotion from the applicable eligibility list with

the following exceptions: ' —
- ENTERED

In the event that the results of the grading of any
SEP 141587

promotional examination results in the release of a

T
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. s promotion el, ible list which fails to & ure
‘ * proamotions ot gualified blacks and females at a level
-consistent with an interim goal of approximately 25%
’ of the vacanciesg, then the City defendant shall

- establish and fund such reguired additional pGSLtlons
T and promote such additional blacks and females in

’ rank order from the existing promotion eligible list
as are required to fulfill the interim goal.

Subseguent to the release of the -next promotion eligible
i1ists for the ranks of police lieutenant, police captain and
assistant police chief {lieutenant cclonel) in accordance
with the terms of this Decree, the regquired compliment for
those ranks shall be determined by the city defendant and a
"Notice of Complement” shall be prepared and posted on all
I bulletin boards in all police locations, no later than one
S hundred twenty (120) days prior to the expiration of the
existing promotion eligible list. Said "Notice of
Complenment"” shall set the authorized complement of each rank
effective the day after the expiration of the current

eligible list.

o A1l positions in the ranks of specialist, lieutenant,
= captain and assistant chief of police {lieutenant
” colonel) that are established and funded pursuant to
v the provisions of this decree in addition to those in
- the established complement for that rank shall be
. considered double~fill complement positions in .
e existence at the time of thé release of the “"Notice
re T of Complement” by the City defendants:; provided,
- however, that after the expiration of any existing
b pramotion eligible list, a vacancy for promotion
' purposes shall not exist in the complement until such
time as the total number of persons holding the rank
of specialist, lieutenant, captain, or assistant police chze:
{lieutenant colonel) falls below the complement
established by the "Notice of Complement™.

Within the interim goal of promoting blacks and

L females to approximately 25% of the vacancies in the
Ea designated ranks above police sergeant, gualified
U blacks and females shall be promoted first, in rank
e - order, and second, in a manner that reflects their

) proporticnate representation in the ranks eligible
s - for those positions in relation to each other. For
ot example, if among black and female candidates for
- promotion the rank order is:
. l1st, white female A
2d, Dblack A
34, white female B

o 4th, black B : —
- 5th, | T ' i
Gth, black D ENTERED
7th, ,
th. black E SEP141987

MAgE /69

WP



Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJD-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 17 of 116 PAGEID #: 17

P ” i
.. » and the prog kion of blacks to females . the ranks
? * eligible for fthose positions is 4:1, double £ill
pramotions shall be made as follows:

lst, white female A
24, Dblack A
34, black B
4th, black C
5th, black D
6th, white femals B
7th, black E

It is understocd and agreed that this provision shall
not be interpreted so as to aiter the method the City
has utilized in the past in promoting blacks and
i females to double~fill positions created by the
- existing federal consent decree [USA v. City - of
A Cineinnati, U.S.D.C., 8.D. 0OH., No. C-1~-80~
3691 relating to the ranks of specialist and sergeant.
By consenting to the use of this-method in this
decree, the Sentinels and the individpnal plaintiffs
- are not consenting to the use of this method under
the federal decree.

The provisions of this decree do not apply to the
& position of chief of police. However, the City.
e should seek to apply affirmative action in an effort
= to promote gualified blacks and/or females to that
position in a manner consistent with state civil
saervice laws.

w} . This decree shall be implemented immediately.

’ including application of the decree to the current
captain promotion eligible 1ist. For the current
captain list only the ¢ity shall promote in rank )
order two white lieutenants to double £fill

positions as police captains at the same time it
promotes the two black lieutenants to double £ill
.positions as police captains.

For the next lieutenant promotion eligible list only.

the interim goal shall be adjusted upward sc as to
regsult in double £ill promotions to the rank of

- lieutenant in rank order on a ratioc of one black or
female {pursuant to the guidelines at the bottom of
page four and top of page five) for every white male
promoted to a regular complement position as police
lieuntenant.

.

it

ES

SEP 141987

IMAGE

T

TENTERED

During the 1life of the next lieutenant promotion

I

eligible list only, the city shall promote in rank
order seven police officers to double £ill positions
as police specialists at the same time double £ill
-positions are filled under this decree at the ranks
of captain and lieutenant. No more than seven double

Movies
wn
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H

¢ £ill speciali_{ positions shall be creatéd under this
provision. Double f£fill specialist positions created
under this prévision shall be in addition to. but
counted ag regular complement positions for the
purpose of determining double £ill specialist
promotions to be established during this pericd under
the decree ipn USA v. City of Cincinnati, U.S.D.C.,
S.D.OH., No. C-1-80-3869. '

Vacancies caused by the promotion of the two black
lieutenants and two white lieutenants on the current
captain promotion eligible list, as well as all
R " vacancies created as the result of the one year
et . double~filling reguirement in the rank of police
Ea lieutenant, and all other vacancies in the sworn
i ranks of the police division created during
e the life of the next lieutenant promotion eligible
list shall be filled promptly by promotions to or
from all applicable lower ranks in the Cincinnati
Police Division. -

The promotion eligible lists for ranks abovye sergeant
in the Cincinnati Police Division shall be valid for
e one (1) year or until the list is exhausted,

. whichever shall occur first. The complement of

e positions for the ranks of police specialist,

e sexrgeant, and lieutenant shall remain fixed and not
be reduced until the expiration of the next
‘lieutenant promotion eligible list following the
entry of this decree. The approved and funded -

. . complement for each rank for the purpose of this

- provision is captain, 14, lieutenant, 39, sergeant,
120*, and specialist, 138.

A

L

[*Subject to final decision in Smith et.al. vs. City ¢
of Cin;innati, et gl., USDC, CASE NO. C-1-87-0381.]

. After expiration of the next lieutenant promotion e s
i eligible list, complement strength in all ranks | EN TEEEE
B shall be determined by the appointing authority ) e
S or its designated representatives in a manner SEP141987
T consistent with state civil service laws and the 1% 4 (11 .;L

. “Notice of Complement® requirements of this decree. ﬁﬁﬁﬁg IL

In the event that the authorized complement for the
rank of captain should be reduced prior to expiration
: of the next lieutenant promotion-eligible list,
i resulting demotions and layoffs shall be made
et according to senicrity consistent with Stotts v.
2 Firefighters, 104 S. Ct. 2576 (1984).

Plaintiffs shall dismiss the motion to intervene and for

enforcement of the consent decree and the appeal they have initiated

AL, AN L,
e
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uié the United Stiigs District Court, Southe;n‘éistrict of Ohio,
ﬁestefﬁ Division, in Case No. C-1-80~369, and in the United
States Court of Appeals, Sixth Circuit, in Case No. 87-3475, and
all parties hereto expressly waive any right they may have to

recover damages, costs or attorney fees through this date in

either of those two proceedings or in the instant action. The

Fraternal Oxrder of Police, Queen City Lodge No. 63, agrees to

dismiss the pending grievance concerning the alleged negotiations

:;,‘ ’ between the Sentinels and the City.
T This court shall retain continuing jurisdiction of this
~action.

T Alphonse a. Gerhardsteln
Trial Attorney for Plaintiffs

Jé&hn H. Burlew
. Attorney for Plazntlffsm,}
o Wb it

o M. Kathleen Robbins
: Trial Attorney for Defendant
" »

ity of Cincinnati

L e S INTERLD
L SEP141367
= MaGE )03
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SR R . i | EXHIBIT
) IN THE UNITED SWE TES DISTR;CT CCURT FOQ THE ﬁi? : A

SOGTEERY DIS?PICT OF OHIO

WESTERN DIVISIOR

| UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

q;::]l =’§§%§ ”‘2}%3?)
Plaintiff,
CIVIL AC?IQN NO.

CITY OF CINCLINATI, OHIO; THE -

CINCINNATE;POLICE DI?ISIG@' indoved
AKTHUR F. BOLL, JR.; Chairman Dockated
WILLIAM P. sassmm, and RICHARD Jourss]
E. GUGGENHEIM, -in their ; Matisn
Capacities as Fembers_oL the Jasuz
Cincinnati Civil Service Card
Commission; . :

Defenéantst

CONSENT DECREE

Fhe Plaintiff Tnited States of America Ffiled its
Complaint in this action against, inter alia, the City of
Cincimmati, alleging that the«defenéénts are engaged in a
pattern or practice of diéc#iﬁinati&h-inAEmylbymenﬁ on the
5asis of race and sex, 'in violation of Title VII of the Ci§i1
Rights Act of 1984, és amanded, 42 U. é C. Béction 2008e et -
sea,, the mondiscrimination prov131ons of the Omnlbuq Crzme
Control and Safe Stree:s Acx of 1368, as amen&ed, 42 U.8.¢.
Section 37824 fc}{J} and the nondiscrimination prcv1elons of
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance ack 6F 1972, as amended,
31 v.S.C. Section 1242. ‘

The partlas, being devlrous of settllﬁg th action by
app;oprlate decree, agree to the_jurlsé}ctlog of this Court
over the respective parties and subjecé matter of this action
and'hereby waive the entry of findings of fact and conclusions
of law, The City of Cincinnatl and its officials, sharing the

goal of insuring egual employment opportunity within the

-
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Cindinnaéi.Police Divisieon and desiring to avoiéfprotracted
‘and unnecessary litigation, accept this Decree as final and
’bﬁﬁding among-the partiss signatory hereto as.io ihe issues

- resolved herein, as well as on all persons who consent to the )
:Eélief>hereinafter provided. This Decree,‘béing entered with
‘E§e éonsent of the defendants, shall not constitﬁte an af-
mission, adjudication or f£inding on the merits of the case,
and the.,ﬁefenﬂants_ c"ieny that any unlawful diserimination has
_occurreé. L .

IT IS8 THERE"’ORL ORDERED, ADJUBGED ARD DECREED AS FOLLOWS:

1- The defendants, their ’offlczals_. agents, employees
and successors, and all persons in active concert or partici-
pation with them in thé performance of - police Zfunctions
covered by the Complaint filed. in this action are permanently
enjoined from engaging in any act or practice which has the
purpose or effect of discriminating égainst any black "cr
female employes of',\ or =any black or Ffemale applicant or
potential ap}glican‘t'_ fc;r, employment with the Cinc—inn;zti Police
Divisian_ [hereinafter sometimes . referred to .as thé CPp] be-
causa- of such individual’s '::ace or -sex. Specifically, the
def‘enaants shall not discriminate against any irdividuoal in
hiring, 'oro.“otic-m, assignment, upgrading, training, compensa-—
tion, discip;ine of discharge in whole or in part because of
such individual's race or sex. - _ ‘

Further, defendants shall not retaiiaté against or in any
reépect adversely affect any person because that person has
opposed discriminatory policies or practices or because of
tha ’f:_ zze zon é’nartlcuoatnm or ‘cooperation with the initia-
ticn; znvesuga;mn, litigation or administration of this

_ Decree. Romaﬁl l actlong and practices reguired by the tcrmu
A' of -ths Decree or permltte to effectuate and carxy out pro-

grams _under this Decree shall not constitute unlawful
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i N .
éisctiminétion withig the‘mganing of 42 U;Sbc;'Section 2000~
2{a}. .

2. It is the purpose and intent of this Decree t5 insure
fhat blacké and women are not ﬁisaavantagéﬁlby.thé‘hiring,
promotion, assignment and other emglaymené policies ang
practi’:f:es of:;iﬁé CPD and that any disadvantage to blacks and
women which may have resulted from pést discrimination is
remedied so that egual employment opportunity be provided to
all. The aeféndants have .agreed that.in‘detérmining whether
complianhe has been achieved, an appropriate standard effcom—
parision is the proportion of qualified blacks and women in
the labor force of the City of Cincinnati and have égreed to
undertake as the long term goal of this Decree, 'subject to the
availability of gualified applicants, approximating that pro-
portion of blacks and women in all the sworn ranks of the CPD.

In  meetking this 1oﬁ§:term goal, the defendants adopt the
interim goals set Eut below, on an annual basis, in £illing
vacancies wiiﬁin the sworn ranké'of the CPD: .

A. Tt is recognized that the CPD has recently made sub-—.
stantiai efforts to increase the representatibn'cf blacks
andl women in the swérn entry rank of~§olicé oEficer,
which are reflected in the thirty-four (32) percent black
and twenty-three {23} percent female coﬁpésiiion of the
1880 Police Regruit List. Defeﬁdants égrée o continus
such recruitment afforts and to aacpt,‘as'an intérim mea-— .
sure, the goal of hiring qualifieé biack and femals
officers in at least the percentages: which _they are
represented on the 1380 Police Recruit List. For pur—
poses of determining compliance with this interim goal,
peréons who fail to:complete probation shall not be
counted as having been appointéd,v and a black female
maybe counted as both black and female.

B. . For the sworn promotional positions of police



sgecialiét and sergeant, the interim goal shall be. to
£i11 vacancies in an aEfirmative manner so that at the
termination of this Decree, blacks and women will hold a
nercentage of ‘hese nositioné egual to or exceeding the
percentage of blacks and women in the pool of candidates
‘ellglbln foxr snch positions. ‘this goal shall be deemed
;;ﬁo have been met if in any certification to F£ill these
positions, twenty—five>f§5} peicent of the positions are.
£illed with blacks and.-ssit¥¥*th propoftion to their rela-
‘tive iepresentaiion ;n the pool eligible fcx_such,pqsi;
tjons. Three ycars from the entry of t%is Decree, the
parties shall meef %to determine whether aﬁjustmenE of
this_igtérim goal is necessary for achievement of the
1sng‘§erm goals of this Decrse.
C; For all other promotional pésitions, the interim goal
shall be to £ill vacancies with gualified black and
female applicants in proportion to their represeptatlon

in the applicant- podl for the particular position.

However, nothing herein shall be interpreted as reguiring

-defendants to hire unnecessary perscnnel, or to hire, transfer

or promote a person who ig less gualified over a person who is
more qualified on the basis of properly validated employment
selection devices within the meaning of the Uniform Guidelines
cn Employee Selection Procedures {13878), 45 Fed. Rag. 38280

{Trzaav, Angust 25, 1878} {herewnaf er Uniform Guiﬁelines}.

3. Im order to establish a list of guallfaed applzcan;s
for entry level positions, defendants may a&mlnleter 2 written
examination as well as a physical agility test on a pass—fail

basis; for the purposa of ostablishing a list of gualified
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candidates for promotional positionsg, defendants may admini-

ster written examinations on a pass-fail bdsis. Neither the

_ written or physical examinations may, however, be used as a
: 6éfénse for failure to meet the goals set out in paragraph 2,

~ above, and in no event shall defendants use any standards or

selection procedures in evaluaking the fitness of candidates

for positions within the sworn ranks of the CPD which are

inconsistent with the achievement of the goals in paragraph 2

or which have the purpose or effect of limiting the emplovment
opportunities of biacks or wWomen.

4. Defendants shall provide to plaintiff within thirty
{30) days of entry of this Decree a list of all-disqualifying
factors for. employment ;s‘; police officer and & list of those
factoré whéch are not auvtomatically disgqualifying, but which
are considered in evaluating an applicant’s chaxéctgr or suit-
ébi}ity for employment. These lists 'méy be amended =and
supglementéa from time to .time as necessary to correci over—
sights,. to make adjustments reguired Sy changing‘ circum—
stances, . or to prevent injustipe. Plaintiff shgll review‘
these factors and notify the CPD of its position as to -the
validity of these coﬁsiaerations- Approval or zcguiescence of
plaintiff in the use of factors vhich .are not automaticaily
disqualifying shall not be ‘deemed to be approval of the manner
in which the factor may be utilized with xespect to any parti—.
cular individual.

5. Bo aﬁdiﬁiqnal %épointmants shall be made from
existing eligibility 1lists for positions covered .by this.
Decree and said lists shall be deemed to have expired for all
purpeses with the entrxy. of this Decree, unless the defenﬁanﬁs
can shcw-that continuea;use of the list will allow compliange
w;th the interim 3oa3 e éa 1i beﬁ in this Decree.

Beforo eutabllshlng ﬁuy elsglb:llty list for the 9 sit ién

of police officer, police specialist or pollce sergeant , the




© shall immediately nouify. the plaintiff in wriking of the

matter, specifying 213 relewvant dekails, inciuding a copy of

"gation files, training evaluations, evaluations of applicants

_records as plainkiff requests in writing, provided such’

~irun from July 1 through Decemeber 31 and from January 1
'ftﬁfoﬁgﬁ'ﬁhne‘BG for each yeoar. 'Phirty {30) days afte:;tﬁ'

- close Of each reportisg poriod defendants shall provide
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ﬂefendénts'Shail determine whether, based@ on estimated hiring-
durﬁng»the life of the list and the race and sex composition

of the :l.is’c, the CPD will be abie to meet i’;s interim hiring
goals from that list. Should com@liancé not be reasonably

expected -given .the corposition of- the list, the defendant’s

ihe listimxith'canéiéates identified by race and sex, and the

éggber of anticipated sppointments over the life of the list.

The affected partiszz shall -then meet within a reaéonahle

period. to discuss a’imrnative methods by.ﬁhich the CPD can’
meet its goals.

6. Defendants -:3all make all good Faith efforts,'con—.
éistent with the ne2d: of the CPD, to place black and female
officers in specializ-d job assignmenis where thay have not
previously been repre.unted.

7. Defendants hall retain for a period of EFive (5}
yeare. a%i;ﬂQF"“ZQE veating to. thg,.a_ntnifmaaﬁwnnselsgﬁzicn*% -
a?pointﬁént, promoti;=. training, assigmment and discipline
of perscns-céve;ed b: this Decree, incluaingvappligaﬁions,
identified by race an:: sex, as set Forth in Section 4 of the

Uniform Guidelines, su-rar all medical and background investi-~

and eméloyeesf' eli§ibility lists an? appointments, with
DPRrEOns i&entifiea by race and sex; and all records relating
to discipline and discharge. Plaintiff shall have the right
to inspect any and all such documents upon.reasonahle notice
{o defendants withéut further order of this Court. In ad8di-

tion, defendants shall make available such information or

reguests shall not be. unduly burdeunsoms.

8. For purposes of this Decree, a reporting period shall -

3
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plaiﬁtiffﬁ
' '{a}vahe numbex of persons by race and sex applying
for sworn positioﬁs in the CPD during the’reporting

period and the number by race and sex who passed and

- :L.. f-§aiiéa each step of the selection process thereafter,
- éré%iogs to appointment.
- '{b%afThé number of pexsons by race and sex,'appéinteﬁ

or promotad to eaéh sworn position in the CPD during

éhe reportigg périod. _ - ) ‘

{c] éopies of each eligibility list established for

swéra positions during the reporting veriod, with

persons idéntiiied by race and seX.

{d} <The name, address, telephcne‘number, race and

sex of each peréon terminated or who resigned from

a sworn position during the reporting period, and a

statement of the reasons for termination or resignation.

{e) The total number of persons in each job classifi-

cation in the éPB by race and sex as of the close of the

reporting period. . '
- (£} An estimate of the number of appointments £o ‘sworn
positions»anticipated,by the CPD in each sworn job
classification during the next reporting periocd.

Defondants ghall also provide to plaintiff, wikhin
fcrty-fi&e {45} days of the entxy of this Decree, a repork
showing the number of persons by race and sex, in each
sworn rank of the CPD as of June 1, isga. '

3. At any time after Ffive fears from tﬁe date of this
Decres, defendants may notify plaintiff with sixty (60} days
notice, of theixr desire to terminate this Decree: and upon
showing of achicvement of the goals of thié Decree, it
shall be terminated. Absent such a showing, this Decree
shall be cxéended and if necessary amended, to serve the
PUTDOSEs Sf jﬁstice and achicveﬁant of the goals 5f this

Decrese,
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| Eptered this _8th'  day of July, 1980.

C N AN

UNITED STATES -DISTRICT JUDGE

_ Agreed._;”< 
JAMES C. CISSELL : RICHARD A. CASTELLINI
United States Attornej City Solicitor
Q «?’ IS . s
CcLs 5”%’/&2 "ﬁffd’?’ Dar#A ﬁ.éf . B A AT
ANN MARAE TRACEY 7 J '° . DEUL R. BERNINGER J{"
" Assistant Unites States Assistant City Solicitor

Attorney © City of Cincinnati:
. City Hall
- QCincinnati, Ohio 45202

DAVID L., ROSE
KATHERINE P. RANSEL S~
© Attorneys

Department of Justlce
Washington, D.C. 20530

A
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PRIVILDGED ATTORNEY-CLIENT DOCUMENT

Testimony from Tiffaney }. Hardy, Director of Communications

Statement regarding the overtime of Lt. Danita Peltis

On June 2; 2015 | was approached by LT. Emmett Gladden and Lt. Danita Petlis saying they needed to
discuss something with me. They wanted 1o talk privately in my office, which seemed s little odd to me,
They explained that Chief Blackwell had added LT. Pettis to the Public Information Office to help out
with the rash of shootings we were experiencing at the time. It was explained then and corroborated
several times by Chief 8lackwel] that Lt. Pettis was 10 assist with the shootings overnight to provide a
consistent voice overnight. Since Sgt. Donna and [ work long hours during the day, Chief Blackwell feit
adding her at night would be beneficial, Lt. Pettis began immediately assisting with shootings.

As time went along, 1 noticed that L1, Pettis started attending several additional events and activities on
the Chief’s schedule, When asked by Captains and staff for clarification on her role, Chief Blackwell
indicated that she was to assist with shootings and officer-involved shootings.

On July 8%, there was an incident where | was trying to clarify with Chief Blackwell information related
to a public records request regarding his calendar, travel, and his attendance at the All Star Game
festivities, Prior to this | had been regularly seeing Dr. Daum, the Police Psychologist about what  was
experiencing and the sense that the office was getting more hostile. During a verbal exchange with
Chief Blackwell, { was asking several clarifying questions to make sure | understood what he was saying.
He then said “This isn’t rocket science Tiffaney, this isn’t that hard. Come on.” He then proceeded to say
that “if { handled the situation better that this public relations mess wouldn’t be happening.” He finally
said, “I am going to let someone else handle this since you must have forgotten who you work for, that
you work for MEY” | could not believe that he would say that to me and | asked him "Did you really say
that to me? Did you REALLY just say that to me?” What concerned me the most was that | initially couid
not remember this conversation or saying it to him until | remembered the conversation later that day,
it was like | blacked out the conversation entirely. | was so upset over the exchange that | left for lunch
and ended up having to leave for the day. | immediately scheduled an appointment with Dr. Daum.

At this point and several months prior | had been having health issues: extreme headaches, inability to
sleep, loss of appetite related to the anxiety | had been experiencing. On July 10", | met with Dr. Daum
and explained to him the situation. He then diagnosed me with anxiety. 1explained that | was
concerned about returning to the office for health reasons, so he wanted me to see my primary care
physician and he marked me off until | could be seen by my doctor on July 13. On July 13" my doctor
diagnosed me with anxiety and prescribed medications to help me deal with situation and stressin the
office, Dr. Daum then marked me off of work fram July 13 through July 20", My primary doctor also
began the process for FMLA to deal the office stress should | need it

On August 6, | started noticing that Lt Pettis had been attending scheduled events even though staff
from the PIO office were scheduled and present, As | began thinking of the events of that week, |
remembered that Lt. Pettis had worked our Nationa! Night Events that previous Tuesday on August 4,
2015. | thought she was attending these events on her own volition, o at approximately 1400 hours |
met with Ms. Ellie Topham, the CFD Finance Director. | explained to her my concerns about L1, Pettis
attending events that we already had coverage for, so { was curious zbout the amount of overtime she
was accruing. The impetus for this was to determine the amount of overtime so that i could have a
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conversation with Chief Blackwell for two reasons: 1) to inform him of the amount of overtime that was
occurring and 2} to get clarification on the roles of Lt. Pettis and her work within the PIO office. | further
explained to Ms. Topham that t was planning on using the report to have a conversation with Chief
Blackwell-and ask that she not mention it to anyone.

At that time | had Sgt. Hurst from my office pull the off-day group list and schedule to determine Lt.
Pettisloff days. To my surprise, many of her OT days coincided with off days from her assigned job
duties at the Central Business Section.

-

As | was discussing the off-day group process with my staff for clarification in a closed-door meeting in
my office, Lt. Pettis happened to walk by and listened to my conversation with staff members Sgt.
Donna Hurst and Police Specialist Scott lohnson. Lt. Pettis then approached us later that afternoon
saying that she had overhead the entire conversation. We had a general discussion and | explained to
her that 1 was concerned about the amount of overtime she was aceruing and the number of events she
was attending to get clarification from Chief Blackweli. At that time, she stated that Chief Blackweli
often called her to attend these events and that's why she was attending.

On August 6 at 3:45 pm 1 text Chief Blackwell, saving “We need to talk to clear the fines of
communications. Also we need to clarify Danita’s role in our office. 1 wanted to bring something to your
attention about the amount of overtime she’s had that’s been circulating around.”

i did not receive a response from him. | attend a community National Night Qut function at 6pm that day,
but the opportunity didn’t present itself to have a private, calm conversation with him.

I was on approved vacation from August 7 = August 10. Upon my return on August 11%, | immediately
asked to meet with Chief Blackwell at 0830 hours to discuss the Lt. Pettis overtime matter with him. He
was not available to meet at that time. At approximately 1030 hours, Lt. Gladden approached me saying
he wanted to discuss something with me. We met privately in an office where he shared with me that
Chief Blackwell wanted him to “begin an investigation on when [ knew or was made aware of a public
record request regarding Lt. Danita Pettis.” From Lt. Gladden’s line of questioning | explained that { had
been told Thursday night by Col. Dave Bailey that he thought that thére had been a public records
request going weeks back around the time of the All Star Game. However, the first official public record
I saw was on Monday, August 10" while | was out on'vacation. |also explained to him that sometimes
public records request are not always sent directly to the PIO office. Sometimes they are submitted
directly to the Records Management Section, the Law Department, or directly to the City Manager’s
Office. | also explained to Lt. Gladden that | was quite surprised at the amount of overtime Lt. Pettis had
received from June 2nd through July 17", the current pay period. During that time Lt. Pettis had
accrued almost 200 hours of OT and that she had worked 21/30 work days in June. Lt. Gladden and |
continued our conversation and left with a better understanding of what | trying to accomplish by
puiling Lt Pettis’ OT records which was only to bring the matter to the Chief’s attention to protect the
Department and the Chief,

Later that afternoon at approximately 1330 hours, | met with Chief Blackwell and Lt. Gladden. 1
explained to the Chief that when I first started working for him | always said that | would have his back
and tell him the truth. | also shared that these two things were the impetus of why | pulled Lt. Pettis’
time. He quickly said that 1 had no right to puli her time and that he didn’t believe me, He then accused
me of orchestrating the public records request for overtime for Lt. Pettis and his entire office. Hethen
stated that he didn’t trust me and that he didn’t know if he would ever trust me or even work with me.
He then began to berate me infront of Lt. Gladden discussing every personnel matter, project, or things

Hardy |2



Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 30 of 116 PAGEID #: 30

he was upset about, His body language was very expressive and he raised his voice. | was quite blown
away with his actions and | felt completely deflated. That day | left for a couple of hours because f was
concerned for my own mental health and anxiety | felt in the office.

Additional Incidents

Fast forward to August 22, 2015 Chief Blackweli sent photos for me to post. | was having technical
difficuities with my phone and laptog, so | explained that | would post on Sunday, On Sunday, after
spending my off-day with family, | posted the pictures around 11pm. On Monday, August 24" there was
an early event for which PO Sgt, Donna Hurst attended. She attended from 0745 hours until about 0830
hours. At 0836 hours, Chief Blackwell sent a text asking me to come over to the event. {explained that
Donna had been there and that she should stil be there. The day was progressing along until I was
called into the Chief's Office at about 0930 hours. Upon entering his office 1 wanted to discuss the
week at hand and what we needed to focus on for the day. He immediately started asking why Pi0
wasn't at the event. | explained to him that Sgt. Hurst had been at the event, taken photos, and had
atready posted photos to Facebook. He said that has saw that, but we weren't there while he was there.
He then began to tatk about the weekend pictures and why they weren’t posted in a timely manner. |
explained the technical difficuities | had on Saturday, but that 1 had posted on Sunday. He then
proceeded to ask “why | should have a take home car, if when he needed me to come inon a Saturday
afterncon at 3pm then that’s what he needed. He further stated, "And if that meant bringing vour ass in
a Sunday, it meant bringing your ass in on a Sunday!” | was guite appalied by his use of language. Again,
| felt berated and had to leave the office again for the hostile work environment that { felf. This time|
continued with one of my sessions with Dr. Daum to discuss how | was feeling. Dr. Daum documented
how was feeling and gave me coping strategies to better deal with'the stress.

Summary

in summary confidentiality, loyalty, and trust are important to me as these qualities have been the
halimark of every single position 1 have held going back to working as a coliege intern with the U.S. EPA
Office of Civil Rights. it is with a heavy heart that | have submitted this testimony and presented facts as
tknow them. :

Chief Blackwell has had a great community engagement platform and innovative policing strategies and
for that | am thankful in how he has been able 10 engage the community as well as the department.

| can say without a shadow of a doubt that the hostility that is felt in the office currently has not always
been present. | feel that something in the course of the iast six or so months has happened. The last
several months have been difficult for me and | have seen the morale of others slip. Several staff have
tried to guide Chief Blackwell by presenting our thoughts, suggestions, and ideas to make situations
better. The situation may have occurred from the political pressure, lack of support he felt, orevena
need for validation, but | felt it necessary to share that the interactions, tone, unrealistic expectations
and his level of exhibited frustration has had an adverse impact on the office.

Respectfully Submitted,

Tiffaney Hardy, Director of Communications
Cincinnati Police Department
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EEOC Form 5 (11/09) - ’%'3 4
|2
CHARGE OF DISCRIMINATION Charge Presented To:  Agll®
This form is affected by the Privacy Act of 1974. See enclosed Privacy Act D FEPA e o ——
Statement and other information before completing this form. —
EEOC 473-2018-00623
Ohio Civil Rights Commission and EEOC
State or local Agency, if any
Name (indicate Mr., Ms., Mrs.) Home Phone (Incl. Area Code) Date of Birth
Tamera Brown f o
Street Address City, State and ZIP Code

11932 Belgreen Ln., Cincinnati, OH 45240

Named is the Employer, Labor Organization, Employment Agency, Apprenticeship Committee, or State or Local Government Agency That | Believe
Discriminated Against Me or Others. (If more than two, list under PARTICULARS below.)

Name No. Employees, Members Phone No. (Include Area Code)
CINCINNATI POLICE DEPARTMENT Unknown (513) 352-3505
Street Address City, State and ZIP Code

801 Plum St., Cincinnati, OH 45202

Name No. Employees, Members Phone No. (include Area Code)
Street Address City, State and ZIP Code
DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (Check appropriate box(es).) DATE(S) DISCRIMINATION TOOK PLACE

Earliest Latest

RACE D COLOR SEX [:I RELIGION D NATIONAL ORIGIN 12-16-2017
RETALIATION D AGE D DISABILITY l:] GENETIC INFORMATION

OTHER (Specify) D CONTINUING ACTION

THE PARTICULARS ARE (If additional paper is needed, attach extra sheet(s)):
I. I am Caucasian. | have been subjected to a hostile work environment by my supervisor,
Lieutenant Danita Pettis, African American. On November 26, 2017, | filed a formal complaint. On
November 28, 2017, LT Pettis filed a complaint against me. On December 16, 2017, | was

transferred.

Il. Management was aware of Lieutenant Pettis behavior toward Caucasian female Officers.
Management transferred me only after Lieutenant Pettis filed an erroneous complaint against me.

lll. | believe | have been discriminated and retaliated against, in violation of Title Vil of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as amended.

| want this charge filed with both the EEOC and the State or local Agency, if any. | NOTARY — When necessary for State and Local Agency Requirements

will advise the agencies if | change my address or phone number and | will
cooperate fully with them in the processing of my charge in accordance with their

procedures. I swear or affirm that | have regef; m d that it is true to
1 declare under penaity of perjury that the above is true and correct. the best of my knowledge, infomg;%rgg?rg lﬁfﬁiz Otlpﬂbf
SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT

MAR 13 2018
/ .
v SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE

Mar 13, 2018 /‘(DW m\(}t”)’\ (month, day, year) "RECENPEDF

Date Charging Party Signature
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EEOC Form 161 (11/16) U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

DismisSsSAL AND NOTICE OF RIGHTS

To:  Ms. Tamera Brown From:  Cincinnati Area Office
11932 Belgreen Ln. John W. Peck Fed. Bidg.
Cincinnati, OH 45240 550 Main St., Room 10-019

Cincinnati, OH 45202

I:l On behalf of person(s) aggrieved whose identity is
CONFIDENTIAL (29 CFR §1601.7(a))
EEOQCC Charge No. EEOC Representative Telephone No.

Derwin E. Jamison,
473-2018-00623 Investigator (513) 684-2844

THE EEOC IS CLOSING ITS FILE ON THIS CHARGE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON:

The facts alleged in the charge fail to state a claim under any of the statutes enforced by the EEOC.
Your allegations did not involve a disability as defined by the Americans With Disabilities Act.
The Respondent employs less than the required number of employees or is not otherwise covered by the statutes.

Your charge was not timely filed with EEOC; in other words, you waited too long after the date(s) of the alleged
discrimination to file your charge

SRERNENEN

The EEOC issues the following determination: Based upon its investigation, the EEOC is unable to conclude that the
information obtained establishes violations of the statutes. This does not certify that the respondent is in compliance with
the statutes. No finding is made as to any other issues that might be construed as having been raised by this charge.

The EEOC has adopted the findings of the state or local fair employment practices agency that investigated this charge.

1

Other (briefly state)

- NOTICE OF SUIT RIGHTS -

{See the additional information attached to this form.)

Title VI, the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act, or the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act: This will be the only notice of dismissal and of your right to sue that we will send you.
You may file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) under federal law based on this charge in federal or state court. Your
lawsuit must be filed WITHIN 90 DAYS of your receipt of this notice; or your right to sue based on this charge will be
lost. (The time limit for filing suit based on a claim under state law may be different.)

Equal Pay Act (EPA): EPA suits must be filed in federal or state court within 2 years (3 years for willful violations) of the
alleged EPA underpayment. This means that backpay due for any violations that occurred more than 2 years (3 years)
before you file suit may not be collectible.

On behalf of the Commission

X MAR 14 2018
Tdarnce . Breewwo /mS

Enclosures(s) Melanie L. Breen, (Date Mailed)
Area Office Director

ce Mr. William Hicks
Senior City Solicitor
CITY OF CINCINATI
801 Plum Street
City Hall, Rm 214
Cincinnati, OH 45202
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EEQC. CINCINNAT! AREA OFFIC e HIBIT

EEOC Form 5 (11/09) MAR 1 4 20“8 . 5
CHARGE OF DISCRIMINATION  RECEIVED | Charge Presented To:  Agel
This form is affected by the Privacy Act of 1974. See enclosed Privacy Act E FEPA
Statement and other information before completing this form.
[x] eeoc 473-2018-00622
Ohio Civil Rights Commission and EEOC
State or local Agency, if any
Name (indicate Mr., Ms., Mrs.} Home Phone (Incl. Area Code) Date of Birth
Joy Ludgatis 1962

Street Address City, State and ZIP Code

11166 Macar Drive, Cincinnati, OH 45241

Named is the Employer, Labor Organization, Employment Agency, Apprenticeship Commitiee, or State or Local Government Agency That | Believe
Discriminated Against Me or Others. (If more than two, list under PARTICULARS below.)

Name No. Employees, Members Phone No. {Include Area Code)
CINCINNATI POLICE DEPARTMENT 500 or More (513) 352-3505
Street Address City, State and ZIP Code

801 Plum St., Cincinnati, OH 45202

DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (Check appropriate box(es).) DATE(S) DISCRIMINATION TOOK PLACE
Earliest Latest

RACE l:] COLOR SEX l:l RELIGION I:] NATIONAL ORIGIN 12-10-2017
RETALIATION D AGE l:l DISABILITY D GENETIC INFORMATION

OTHER (Specify) D CONTINUING AGTION

THE PARTICULARS ARE (If additional paper is needed, aftach exira shest(s}):
. On November 22, 2017, and November 24, 2017, | was verbally attacked and subjected to
discriminatory treatment by Lt. Danita Pettis (Female) (African American), in the presence of
coworkers because of my sex (Female) and race (Caucasian). During my employment, Lt. Danita
Pettis has accused me of making derogatory remarks that were found to be untrue by a peer review. |
was transferred to another District because of Lt. Pettis's unfounded accusation. On November 28,
2017, | filed 2 complaint against Lt. Pettis regarding the hostile work environment that was endorsed
by coworkers. On December 1, 2017, Lt. Pettis submitted a transfer request in an attempt to have
Officer Tamera Brown (Female) (Caucasian) and | reassigned. | am aware that Lt. Pettis filed a
complaint regarding insubordinates creating a hostile work environment. On December 10, 2017,
Officer Brown and | were transferred to another District.

Il. Management has failed to take corrective action and the discriminatory treatment continues.
lll. I believe that | and a class of employees have been discriminated against due to our sex (Female)

and race (Caucasian) and retaliated against for our complaints in violation of Title VIl of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as amended.

I want this charge filed with both the EEOC and the State or local Agency, if any. | NOTARY - When necessary for State and Local Agency Requirements
will advise the agencies if | change my address or phone number and ! will
cooperate fully with them in the processing of my charge in accordance with their

procedures. | swear or affirm that | have read the above charge and that it is true to

| declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct. the best of my knowledge, information and belief.
SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS DATE
{month, day, year)

5//%/ /3
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EEQC Form 151 (11718) U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

DismissaL AND NOTICE OF RIGHTS

To:  Joy Ludgatis From:  Cincinnati Area Office
11166 Macar Drive John W. Peck Fed. Bldg
Cincinnati, OH 45241 550 Main St Room 10-019

Cincinnati, OH 45202

D On behalf of person{s) aggrieved whose identity is
CONFIDENTIAL {29 CFR §1601.7(a))
EEOC Charge No. EEOC Representative Telephone No.

Daniel F. Williams,
473-2018-00622 Investigator (513) 357-5599

THE EEOC IS CLOSING ITS FILE ON THIS CHARGE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON:

The facts alleged in the charge fail to state a claim under ény of the statutes enforced by the EEQC.
Your allegations did not involve a disability as defined by the Americans With Disabilities Act.
The Respondent employs less than the required number of employees or is not otherwise covered by the statutes.

Your charge was not timely filed with EEOC; in other words, you waited too long after the date(s) of the alleged
discrimination to file your charge

= UUuy

The EEQC issues the following determination: Based upon its investigation, the EEOC is unable to conciude that the
information obtained establishes violations of the statutes. This does not certify that the respondent is in compliance with
the statutes. No finding is made as to any other issues that might be construed as having been raised by this charge.

The EEOQC has adopted the findings of the state or local fair employment practices agency that investigated this charge.

i

Other (briefly state}

- NOTICE OF SUIT RIGHTS -

{See the additional information attached to this form.)

Title VI, the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act, or the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act: This will be the only notice of dismissal and of your right to sue that we will send you.
You may file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) under federal law based on this charge in federal or state court. Your
lawsuit must be filed WITHIN 90 DAYS of your receipt of this notice; or your right to sue based on this charge will be
lost. (The time limit for filing suit based on a claim under state law may be different.)

Equal Pay Act (EPA): EPA suits must be filed in federal or state court within 2 years (3 years for willful viclations) of the
alleged EPA underpayment. This means that backpay due for any viclations that occurred more than 2 years {3 years)
before you file suit may not be collectible.

On behalf of the Commission

Mlae 4. Dreerd /ms

MAR 16 201

=) < . . R
Enclosures(s) Melanie L. Breen, (Date Mailed)

Area Office Director
ccl

William Hicks

Senior City Solicitor
CITY OF CINCINNATI
801 Plum Street

City Hall Room 214
Cincinnati, OH 45202
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CINCI

Interdepartmentat Correspondence Sheet

Date: 11/26/17 \5
To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief 4 ﬁ’ Ny

From: Police Officer Tamera Brown P314,District 4
Copies to: Captain Martin Mack, District 4 Commander

Subject: Hostile work environment

On 11/24/17, | experienced a disturbing display of unprofessionalism and abuse of rank. While
addressing a roll call of third shift officers, one third shift Sergeant and a civilian rider from the
Leadership Council of Cincinnati, Lt. Danita Pettis ended a typical roll call with a speech that began
with this statement. 1 don’t care about your opinion and | don’t care what you have to say. She
commented specifically about how Specialist Joy Ludgatis believes that her 28 years on the job gives
her the right to question the Lt's command decisions. She stated she didn’t care if we had 28 years,
28 days, or 128 years. Lt. Pettis stated that she is the relief commander and until you, (The officers),
take a test and receive some rank you have, “No skin in the game.” We will not question her authority
and we will follow commands when given. She completed what | can only describe as a tirade by
saying, “Everyone in this room knows those officers were not shot at. That to this day the suspect has
not been charged with Felonious Assauit on an Officer because even the officers involved know they
were not being shot at. Now... Does anyone have anything to say?”

Needless to say after being told my contribution of nearly 15 years to Cincinnati Police Department as
a Patrol Officer is meaningless until | choose a path she deems as worthy, | refrained from
commenting.

In this Correspondence | would like to correct her erroneous assumptlon about Joy Ludgatis
questioning her authority. | was personally disturbed by her lack of action on 11/16/17. Her comments
that night to the third shift officers being held in roli call that night stating she didn’t believe the officers
were shot at. Her complete disdain for the events evident by her demeanor and how she ended the
roll call 27 minutes after the incident occurred. Releasing us from roll call with the statement, “l guess
we better go handle the district since the entire second shift is on this incident.” | was so deeply
affected by her conduct that | confided in Lt. Christopher Ruehmer. Lt. Ruehmer in turn constructed
an email outlining the incident and sent it to the command staff. That email sparked a chain of events
leading to an investigation, which caused Lt. Pettis to address 2 separate roll calls in an egregiously
unprofessional and belligerently aggressive manner. | would also fike to say | have spoken with the
officers involved in the original incident. Those officers absolutely believed they were being fired
upon. | personally relieved second shift officers and took custody of the suspect while the incident
was being investigated by district 4 investigators. The investigators conducted a GSR kit and took the
suspect’s discarded clothing sending both fo the {ab to be analyzed. Charges are pending on the
suspect awaiting the results of the lab.

I am personally in fear, professionalily, of Lt. Pettis’ retaliatory actions. | have no doubt they will ensue
once it is discovered that | am responsible for setting into motion this current set of events. |
understand | have no responsibility for Lt. Pettis’ behavior, which was her choice alone. | do not regret
taking the actions however | do regret my fellow officers’ verbal and emotional abuse at her hands
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due to the actions | took. Lt. Pettis is a highly intelligent and driven individual with plans for future
advancement. She also has a long memory and an impressive tenacity to hold onto a grudge. This is
evident in her personal attack of PS. Ludgatis. | have no wish to be the future focus of her ire. This is
why | feel compelied to have these incidents formally documented. I'm respectfully requesting to be
removed from under Lt. Pettis’ supervision. It is evident to me from her actions and statements that
she will not be a fair, impartial, and effective supervisor at the conclusion of this investigation. | am
willing to speak to others pertaining to these events. | would also réspectfully request a private
meeting with Captain Mack.

TRB/trb
,VWM/‘,
T2

[|.A8-r+
OHier -

?&ques'r %Qoow?&m&pd or
INGLOsAT "8 1IS.

-



Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 37 of 116 PAGE) Qs
EXHIBIT

Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheset

Date: 11/26/117

To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief

From: District four Third Shift

Copies to: Captain Mack, Lt. Colonel Neudigate, F.O.P. President Daniel Hils

Subject: Hostile Work Environment

We have witnessed and have beentreated in 2 manor which we perceive as extremely hostile,
demeaning, and unprofessional by Lt. Danita Pettis. Lt. Pettis through practices of verbal abuse and
emotional intimidation has created an environment of unproductivity on our relief. We fear unfair
retaliation from Lt. Pettis. We wish to respectfully request a conference regarding these matters with
Captain Martin Mack.
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city:

CINCINNAT

interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet

Date: 11/28/17

To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief

From: Police Specialist Joy Ludgatis, District Four

Copies to: Captain Martin Mack, Lt. Colonel Neudigate, F.O.P. President Daniel Hils

Subject: Hostile Work Environment

On 11/22/17 | was the subject of humiliating, demeaning, and unprofessional verbal abuse by

Lt. Danita Pettis. This attack occurred during a third shift rolicall with 14 PO/PS’s and 2 Sgt's
present. This hostile verbal assault occurred after she asked me personally, by name, if | had

any comments about why she didn't send 3™ shift officers out of rolicall when 2™ shift officers

came on the air'saying they were shot at on 11/16/17. She wrongly assumed | had sent an

email to the command staff regarding this, when actually Tamara Brown had. Tamara had been so
upset about not being sent out into the field to help fellow officers the night-of 11/16/17 that she
initiated a complaint . Lt. Danita Pettis, assuming it was me, began a personal tirade against me. She
escalated this verbal diatribe to include comments which disrespected Chief Isaac

and Lt. Colonel Neudigate in front of the entire relief. She made the comment that she didn't care

If | went running to “The Chief” or “my good buddy Neudigate” because she didn't give a crap what
anyone thought. ‘She was in charge and nobody was going to question her authority. She made
statements belittling my contributions to the relief, saying that because 1 am the desk officer | am
making these comments from the safety of the district, insinuating | wouldn't risk my personal safety
for my fellow officers. She finished this hostile display with a direct threat of retaliation, stating if |
didn’t watch myself | could find myself transferred “AGAIN". This rant was taped and is added as'an
attachment to this form 17.

Two days later on 11/24/17, in a third shift rolicall (which | was not present for), Lt Danita Pettis went

through the same authoritarian rant as 2 days prior and named me specifically. She spoke about me
in a demeaning and unprofessional manner again to the rest of the third shift PO/PS and Sergeants

on duty that night.

L. Danita Pettis created a hostile work environment on both dates and then sent all the ofﬁcers out
on the streets for a 10 hour tour of duty.

JAUjal

jﬂw‘
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CINCINNAF

interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet

Date: 11/28117

To: Colonel Etliot K. Isaac, Police Chief
From: Lieutenant Danita W. Pettis, District Four
Copies to:

Subject: Request for Internal Investigation: Police Sergeant Dan Hils

On November 27, 2017, | received 7 cell phone calls from Sergeant Dan O’'Malley. | returned
Sgt. O'Malley’s phone call at approximately 0209 hours. During this phone call Sgt. O’'Malley
advised me that Sgt. Hils had come to the District Four roll call on 11/26/17, on Lt. Danita
Pettis’ off day to address her roll call and instruct the entire roll call for all the officers who
would be interested, in how to go about typing up a hostile work environment complaint

I FeA L
MeeTinG |
e

against Lt. Pettis, and who to send it to and who to blind cc on the complaint. Sgt. Kelvin CFO\”‘ A:) ok
Lynn was also present this roll call. V\Jﬂ Mzs_r £ T
I P‘—r]ﬁ\fb s

Sgt. O’Malley then advised Lt. Pettis that Sgt. Hils began to advise all of the officers in the ro _
call that he had previously arrested Lt. Pettis, “kicked her-ass”, and maced her when HosTiC €
responding to her home for a call for service. Sgt. Hils then proceeded to go in to the details woe#- ER
of the call for service, the arrest, and his use of force on Lt. Pettis 25 years ago in 1992. After INGENEXA
recounting the entire event for all of the officers and sergeants in the roll call, Sgt. Hils NoT S/
proceeded to state he doesn’'t even know how Lt. Pettis got this job, and that she shouldn't be -0 HE-
a lieutenant either, Sgt. Hils stated that he only knows Lt. Pettis was hired under Chief

Snowden’s watch before Colonel Streicher became the Police Chief. He stated that Lt. Pettis

was a, “Teflon Don” and that she has done a lot of stuff on this job for which she was able to

get out of and that nothing ever sticks to her. Sgt. Hils then advised the officers in the roll call

that unfortunately, as an FOP member he had to defend Lt. Pettis also.

Sgt. O'Malley advised Lt. Petlis that he feit very uncomfortable with the things Sgt. Hils

was saying about her because he knew that it was, “highly inappropriate” and “unprofessional’

and had nothing to do with explaining how the officers should go about typing a complaint and

forwarding it if they chose to do so. Li. Pettis asked Sgt. O'Malley why himself nor Sgt. Lynn
did not step in and advise Sgt. Hils his conversation was inappropriate in an effort to terminate

that part of the discussion that was taking place, Sgt. O’'Malley stated he did not know.

On November 28, 2017 at 1004 hours Lt. Pettis spoke with Sgt. Lynn who advised he also
remembered Sgt. Hils raising Lt. Pettis’ criminal history prior to becoming a Cincinnati Police
Officer and feeling that it was uncalled for and inappropriate. Lt. Pettis asked Sgt. Lynn why
he did not step in and advise Sgt. Hils his conversation was inappropriate, Sgt. Lynn
apologized to Lt. Pettis and stated he should have, but, that he just did not want to get
involved in it because he is a new sergeant and he is still trying to learn the job and



Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 40 of 116 PAGEID #: 40

doesn’t want any problems with anyone.

On November 26, 2017 Sgt. Hils responded to District Four 3¥ relief roll call and made
inflammatory and derogatory statements about the 3™ relief shift commander, Lt. Pettis, to
those officers and sergeants under her command, in her absence.

Sgt. Hils” actions are in violation of Section One — Failure of Good Behavior — of the Manual
of Rules and Regulations and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department ;
which states; (in part)

1.10  Members shall not publicly criticize or ridicule the Department, its policies, or other
Members by talking, writing, or expressing themselves in any manner when such
Expression:

A. Is directed towards a person with whom the member has a working relationship
And the expression impairs the working relationship.

C. Improperly disclosed investigative or confidential information. (information has
been expunged from a criminal record)

D. Tends to impair the operation of the Department by interfering with its
or ability of supervisors to maintain discipline; or was made with reckless
disregard for truth or falsity.

AND

1.07 Members shall not exhibit or divulge the contents of any criminal record to any
person except in the conduct of the Department functions or in accordance with
the provisions of law.

Sgt. O'Malley also advised Li. Pettis that Sgt. Hils gave the officers permission o, and
instructed them to continue to video/audio tape Lt. Pettis’ roli calls, or whatever else they
wanted to because the Depariment has given them Body Worn Cameras for the purpose of
taping things.

1.03 Members shall exercise the responsibility and authority of the position
to which they are assigned in accordance with Department Position
Classification/Job Description, Civil Service Classification Specifications,
and work rules.

Based on Sgt. Hils actions | am requesting an Internal Investigation into his actions as
designated by the Cincinnati Police Department — Section Fifteen —-Disciplinary Table.

PWP/dwp :)M:)P(f‘/j/
;z/ Zqﬁ !



Interdeparimental Correspondence Shee

Date: December 5, 2017

To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief

From: Lieutenant Colonel Dave Bailey, Executive Assistant Chief
Copies to:

Subject: internal Investigations Section Case #17160

Internal Investigations Section (IIS) has recently opened case #17160. This case
was initiated due in part to complaints forwarded internally through the
Department and also the City Human Relations Depariment by Police Lieutenant
Danita Pettis, Sergeant Daniel O'Malley, and Police Officers Joy Ludgatis and
Tamera Brown, all assigned to District Four. The incident stems from a decision
made by Lieutenant Pettis relative to a firearm discharge situation at 1234 Myrtle
Avenue on the evening on November 16, 2017. Based on the information
received fo date by CPD Administration, that decision received significant and
vocalized dissent from several third shift officers. In particular, Police Officers
Joy Ludgatis and Tamera Brown expressed extreme dissatisfaction with Lt
Pettis’s decision and made numerous negative remarks about Lt. Pettis to other
CFPD staff on that topic.

On the evening of November 22, 2017, Lt. Pettis, in apparent reaction fo those
comments, made negative and discrediting comments about Officer Ludgatis in
the third shift roll call while in the presence of cther shift members and
supervisors. Li. Pettis allegedly conducted a similar roll call again on the evening
of November 24, 2017, admonishing those critical of her leadership and decision
making.

On November 26, the Fraternal Order of Police President Sergeant Daniel Hils
intervened and attended the District Four Third Shift roll call to address the
incident. During his visit, Sergeant Hils made numerous negative comments
about Lieutenant Pettis in personal and professional contexis, and he allegedly
urged the shift to continue to question and oppose her leadership. Although the
Internal investigation is only in its preliminary stages, the conduct exhibited by
CPD personnel Pettis, Hils, Ludgatis, and Brown is deeply disappointing from a
management perspective. First of all, as members of a highly regarded police
agency, our members should epitomize conflict resolution and problem-solving
abilities. Secondly, the conduct involves members at almost each rank of the

{00245626-3}
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third shift at District Four, which if allowed to continue, will undoubtedly adversely
impact the third shift if not the entire district operation.

Due to the negative district-wide impact from this very unfortunate chain of
events, it is clear that the potential negative consequences of this current
confrontational environment must be minimized and any future incidents of this
nature must be prevented. In the meantime, District Four must have the
opportunity to recover and resume operations at peak efficiency. This can only
occur if the three principal parties are transferred out of District Four and
separated. It is therefore my recommendation that Lieutenant Danita Petlis, and
Police Officers Joy lLudgatis and Tamera Brown be ftransferred to new
assignments immediately, even while the remainder of the Internal investigation
proceeds. At the conclusion of the lIS investigation, additional administrative
actions may be warranted.

| therefore request the following immediate transfers:
(Pemme)
s lisutenant Danita Kilgore from District Four to District Three.
s Specialist Joy Ludgatis from District Four to District Two.
e Police Officer Tamera Brown from District Four to District One.

5
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Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet

Date: 12/01/17

To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief

From: Lieutenant Danita W. Pettis, District Four
Copies to:

Subject: Request for temporary transfer of Specialist Joy Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown

| respectfully request a temporary transfer of Specialist Joy Ludgatis and Officer Tamera
Brown pending the findings of the EEOC complaint filed by Lt. Danita Pettis on 11/28/17
reference creation of a hostile work environment for Lt. Pettis by these two officers. Officer
Brown initiated the circulation of a, “hostile work environment” Form 17 against Lt. Pettis in
which she attempted to intimidate other officers on District Four third relief to sign. Lt. Pettis
was advised by Officers William Keuper and Elizabeth McNay that Officer Brown approached
Officers Keuper and McNay twice attempting to get them to sign the document she created,
after they advised her on two separate occasions they did not want to sign it because they did
not agree with it. Specialist Ludgatis then approached Officers Keuper and McNay a third time
requesting they sign the document against Lt. Pettis. Again, Officer's Keuper and McNay
refused to sign the document because they were in disagreement with it.

Officer Brown further provided an audio tape to Captain Martin Mack of L. Pettis conducting
roll call. It is the belief of Lt. Pettis that Officers Brown and Ludgatis are continuing to
surreptitiously record all of Lt. Pettis’ roll calls in violation of the City of Cincinnati Human
Resources Policy Manual No. 2.17 Recording Devices, at the direction of FOP President

Dan Hils based on statements personally witnessed by Sgt. Dan O’Malley in a roll call attended
by Specialist Ludgatis, Officer Brown, and President Dan Hils on 11/26/17.

For these reasons, Lt. Pettis believes that Officer Brown and Specialist Ludgatis are continuing
to conduct themselves in a manner that would suggest and create an ongoing hostile work
environment for Lt. Pettis in the midst of an EEOC complaint/ Internal Investigation into this
matter.

I respectfully request both Ofﬁcers be detailed to another District pending the outcome of
the EEOC investigation.

DWP/dwp
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Investigator: Sergeant Matthew J. Vogeler
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CINCINNATI POLICE DEPARTMENT
INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS SECTION
CASE #17160

introduction:

Internal Investigations Section has completed an investigation into a complaint of a Hostile
Work Environment filed by Police Lieutenant Danita Pettis, Badge: L4, District Three, on
November 28, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis alleged a hostile work environment was created by
Police Sergeant Daniel Hils, Badge: 877, Chief's Office/Fraternal Order of Police Lodge 69
President; Police Specialist Joy Ludgatis, Badge: PS18, District Two; and Police Officer
Tamera Brown, Badge: P314, District One,

Lieutenant Petlis alleged that on November 26, 2017, Sergeant Hils created a hostile work
environment by addressing District Four third relief officers during roll call. While addressing
third relief officers Sergeant Hils revealed information from Lieutenant Pettis’ past ¢riminal
history and defamed Lieutenant Pettis’ character, which undermined Lieutenant Pettis’
authority as a relief commander.

Note: Lieutenant Pettis was assigned as the District Four third relief commander from April
23, 2017 thru December 10, 2017.

Additionally, Lieutenant Pettis alleged that on November 21, 2017 Specialist Ludgatis made
comments to Captain Swingley that were insubordinate and were meant to undermine
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority. Lieutenant Pettis further alleged that on November 24, 2017,
Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown attempted to pressure third relief officers to sign
a petition against Lieutenant Pettis, which undermined Lieutenant Peitis’ authority as a relief
commander. Lieutenant Pettis alleged these actions by Specialist Ludgatis and Officer
Tamera Brown created a hostile work environment.

Internal Investigations Section has also completed an investigation into a complaint of a
Hostile Work Environment filed by Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown.,

Officer Tamera Brown alleged that on November 16, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis created a hostile
work environment by her lack of action related to a shots fired incident in which Lieutenant
Pettis did not send third relief officers to assist second relief officers after an officer was shot

at.

Specialist Ludgatis alleged that on November 22, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis created a hostile
work environment by making humiliating, demeaning, and unprofessional comments towards
Specialist Ludgatis in front of fellow officers.

Additionally, Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown further alleged that on November
24, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis made demeaning comments about Specialist Ludgatis to the third
relief officers, when Specialist Ludgatis was not present during roll call and in front of several
third relief officers.
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interviews:

Lieutenant Danita Pettis, Badge: L4, District Three

Note: Lieutenant Pettis failed to appear for her scheduled interview with I1S on December 7,
2017 at 2130 hours. Lieutenant Pettis was personally notified of the interview by
Lieutenant Douglas Snider, Badge: L6885, Internal Investigation Section, on December
6, 2017, and confirmed she would be at the interview.

On November 16, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform, preparing for third shift roll
call at approximately 2040 hours. Lieutenant Pettis heard, via her police radio, a shots fired
run involving District Four second shift officers.

Note: Lieutenant Pettis was assigned to District Four from Aprii 23, 2017 thru December 10,
2017.

Captain Dennis Swingley, Badge: C4, Night Chief, responded to the scene, along with two
second shift District Four supervisors. It was not immediately clear if the officers were shot at
or if they heard shots.

Lieutenant Pettis attempted several times to have the officers on scene clarify if shots were
fired at police. No clear answer was given by the officers involved. It was not until'the canine
arrived on scene several minutes later that the officers clarified that they were shot at.

Upon confirming that officers were shot at Lieutenant Pettis advised Emergency
Communications Section to implement situational notifications. Captain Swingley instructed
Lieutenant Pettis to stand down and that he would be handling the incident.

Lieutenant Péttis conducted the roll call as normal and at the end of roll call asked officers if
they had anything to add.

At no time before, during, or after roll call did any officer ask to respond to the shots fired run
or did Lieutenant Pettis prevent anybody from going to the run. Furthermore, nobody
addressed the incident with Lieutenant Pettis at the end of roll call or a later date.

Lieutenant Pettis did not make any negative comments regarding the officers involved in the
shots fired run and only stated she agreed with Police Officer Terrence Dobbins, Badge: P43,
District Four, when Officer Dobbins stated he heard a lot of “maybes” over the radio from the
officers on scene.

On November 21, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform. Officer Pettis took off
one-half hour holiday time and arrived at 2130 hours, after the conclusion of roll call.
Lieutenant Pettis was informed by Sergeant Dan O’'Malley, Badge: S92, District Four, that
Captain Swingley addressed the roll call to go over the shots fired run that occurred on
November 16, 2017.
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Sergeant O'Malley informed Lieutenant Pettis that Police Specialist Joy Ludgatis, Badge:
PS18, District Two, was “going off” regarding Lieutenant Pettis not sending third shift officers
into the field to respond on the incident. Lieutenant Pettis was informed that Specialist
Ludgatis called it “bullshit” and "stupid” that no third relief officers were sent to the incident.

Lieutenant Pettis was not present for Specialist Ludgatis’ remarks, but felt they were
insubordinate and were meant to undermine Lt. Pettis’ authority and “poison” the relief against

her.

Lieutenant Pettis felt Specialist Ludgatis made these comments about Lieutenant Pettis
because Lieutenant Pettis is a black female, and Specialist Ludgatis would not question her
authority if Lieutenant Pettis was a white male Lieutenant.

Lieutenant Pettis feels she was attacked by Specialist Ludgatis because of her race, based on
comments Specialist Ludgatis made two years prior regarding minorities getting promoted.

Lieutenant Pettis was informed by Captain Martin Mack, Badge: C16, District Four, that
Captain Swingley emailed Lieutenant Colonel Paul Neudigate, Badge: LTCO06, Patrol Bureau,
and that an investigation regarding the shots fired incident on November 16, 2017 and
Lieutenant Pettis was initiated.

On November 22, 2017 Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform, and conducted third relief
roll call. At the end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the comments made by Specialist
Ludgatis to Captain Swingley. Lieutenant Pettis intended to explain to Specialist Ludgatis that
Specialist Ludgatis was not in charge and that her opinions about Lieutenant Pettis’
supervision don’'t matter, and to stop disrespecting her.

Lieutenant Pettis admitted that while other District Four third relief officers were present, she
was speaking directly to Specialist Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis asked Specialist Ludgatis if she
had an issue with Lieutenant Pettis and the shots fired incident. Specialist Ludgatis stated she
did and gave her account of what occurred during roll call on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis challenged Specialist Ludgatis’ account of the incident and felt that Specialist
Ludgatis was very disrespectful and insubordinate challenging her. Lieutenant Pettis felt
Specialist Ludgatis was attacking her in front of her subordinates and indirectly calling her a
liar.

Lieutenant Pettis felt the conversation with Specialist Ludgatis could have been more
beneficial if done in a private setting but did not intend to “get into with” Specialist Ludgatis,
and felt Specialist Ludgatis escalated the conversation by challenging her.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to be quiet because Specialist Ludgatis
was trying to interrupt her, and made the statement, “l don’t care what you think,” under her
breath. Lieutenant Pettis does not believe the statement concerning Specialist Ludgatis
working the desk and not covering officers was demeaning towards Specialist Ludgatis
because it was a fact.
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Lieutenant Pettis believed that Specialist Ludgatis was recording roll call utilizing her cellular
telephone and was smirking at Lieutenant Pettis in an attempt to “bait” her into unprofessional
comments.

Lieutenant Pettis acknowledged she stated “| could care less, could give two craps about what
you think,” but was directing these comments at Specialist Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis did not
mean she did not care what all officers thought, just Specialist Ludgatis’ thoughts regarding
her supervision.

Lieutenant Pettis felt that she was not negative towards Specialist Ludgatis and never used
any profanity toward her.

Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because of the comments Specialist Ludgatis
made about Lisutenant Pettis to Captain Swingley. Lieutenant Pettis did not single Specialist
Ludgatis out because of her race or gender.

Lieutenant Pettis believes the EEQ compliant filed against her by Specialist Ludgatis is
retaliation for Lieutenant Pettis filling an EEO complaint against Specialist Ludgatis two years
ago.

On November 24, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform and conducted third relief
roli call. At the end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis spoke to the officers and Mr. Bill Tucker, a
civilian rider, who was present for the roll call. She addressed the relief to explain what was
stated during roll call on November 22, 2017 and the incident on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis does not recall making the statement, “| don’t care about your opinion and |
don’t care what you have to say,” or the comment about officers having “no skin in the game.”

Lieutenant Pettis acknowledged saying that everybody in the room besides the sergeant and
the civilian rider were two ranks below her. Lieutenant Pettis felt this statement was not
disrespectful because it was a fact. Lieutenant Pettis made this statement so officers would
not question her decision.

Lieutenant Pettis did not feel she was discourteous or demeaning towards the officers and
was professional while addressing roll call.

Police Officer Tamera Brown, Badge: P314, District One, was present for this roll call and
never brought any issues to Lieutenant Pettis’ attention concerning November 16, 2017, or the
comments made by Lieutenant Pettis during roll call.

Several days after this roll call Lieutenant Pettis was informed by Police Officer William
Keuper, Badge: P629, District Four, and Police Officer Elizabeth McNay, Badge: P436, District
Four, that Officer Tamera Brown went to Lieutenant Chris Ruehmer, Badge: L117, District
Four, and authored a Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet (Form 17), regarding
a hostile work environment on third relief under Lieutenant Pettis’ supervision.

Officer Keuper and Officer McNay told Lieutenant Pettis that Specialist Ludgatis and Officer
Tamera Brown were attempting to get third relief officers to sign the Form 17 against her.
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Officer Keuper and Officer McNay never stated they were badgered or harassed by Specialist
Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown, but were asked twice by Officer Tamera Brown and a
third time by Specialist Ludgatis to sign the form. Lieutenant Pettis believed that when asked
three times to do something and you refuse each time that you are being badgered.

Lieutenant Pettis has not seen the Form 17 authored by Officer Tamera Brown and does not
believe it was ever submitted.

Lieutenant Pettis believes Officer Tamera Brown created a hostile work environment against
Lieutenant Pettis by badgering officers to sign a form against her and by going to Lieutenant -
Ruehmer and not directly to her, undermining Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.

Lieutenant Pettis has supervised Officer Tamera Brown in District Four, and previously when
they both were assigned to the Vortex Unit. Lieutenant Petlis never had any issues with
Officer Tamera Brown during that time.

Lieutenant Pettis feels Officer Tamera Brown filed her EEO complaint against Lieutenant
Pettis in an attempt to get Lieutenant Pettis transferred because Officer Brown does not like
Lieutenant Pettis’ style of management, and wants a different Lieutenant who does not hold

officers accountable.

On November 27, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was off duty when she was contacted by Sergeant
O'Malley via her personal telephone. Sergeant O'Malley informed Lieutenant Pettis that a day
prior, on November 26, 2017, Sergeant Daniel Hils, Badge: S77, Chief's Office/Fraternal
Order of Police Lodge 69 President, spoke to District Four third relief officers and made
disparaging comments about Lieutenant Pettis. Lieutenant Pettis was not present for any of
the comments made by Sergeant Hils.

Lieutenant Pettis was informed that Sergeant Hils brought up an arrest of Lieutenant Pettis
from 25 years ago, prior to Lieutenant Pettis being employed by the City of Cincinnati.
Lieutenant Pettis believes this incident was brought up by Sergeant Hils to undermine
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority, and was made against Lieutenant Pettis because of her race and

gender.

Lieutenant Pettis believes Sergeant Hils’ comments against her were based on her race,
because while speaking to District Four third relief Sergeant Hils referred to the community of
Avondale as an “urban ghetto” and referred to Lieutenant Pettis as a “Teflon Don.” Lieutenant
Pettis’ believes being called a “Teflon Don” and referring to Avondale, the neighborhood
where Lieutenant Pettis was from, as an “urban ghetto” refers to her as a criminal based upon

Lt. Pettis’ race.

Lieutenant Pettis instructed Sergeant O'Malley to author a Form 17 documenting the
statements made by Sergeant Hils. Liesutenant Pettis authored a Form 17 under the direction
of Lieutenant Colonel Neudigate for an investigation into Sergeant Hils comments.

Lieutenant Pettis never disseminated any material related to investigation to anybody outside
the investigative chain. Lieutenant Pettis did provide copies of several Form 17's to Police
Officer Eddie Hawkins, Badge: P905, Youth Services Section, because Officer Hawkins was
acting as her representative as president of the Sentinel Police Association.
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Lieutenant Pettis stated she was contacted by several reporters, including Jennifer Baker with
FOX19 local news. Lieutenant Pettis instructed Ms. Baker she was not allowed to speak with
news media.

On December 6, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was ordered by Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief,
not to go on the radio regarding the investigation. However, Lieutenant Pettis went on
channel 1230 AM, WDBZ, with radio host Lincoln Ware concerning the ongoing investigation.

Police Specialist Joy Ludgatis, Badge: PS18, District Two

On November 16, 2017, at approximately 2050 hours, Specialist Ludgatis was in uniform,
preparing for Third Relief roll call at 2100 hours.

Note: Specialist Ludgatis was assigned to District Four from February 22, 2015 to December
10, 2017.

A District four second relief officer came across the radio with shots fired. Captain Swingley
identified himself as the incident commander and began coordinating resources.

The incident began prior to third relief roll call and continued during third relief roll call.

There was some initial confusion as to whether the officer was shot at or the officer heard a
shot.

Lieutenant Pettis and Sergeant Kelvin Lynn, Badge: $488, District Four, were the Third Relief
supervisors conducting roll call that evening. Lieutenant Pettis and Sergeant Lynn never sent
any third relief officers to assist with the shots fired incident and conducted roll call as usual.

During roll call the second relief officer clarified that shots were fired at him. Lieutenant Pettis
continued to conduct roll call, including the training, and did not send any third relief officers to

assist second relief.

Upon hearing the officer was shot at, Lieutenant Pettis attempted to start the situational
notifications when she was instructed by Captain Swingley that he wouid be handling the
incident.

Lieutenant Pettis seemed irritated by the whole situation and the confusion that was occurring
on the radio, and appeared to make light of the shots fired incident.

No third relief officer, including Specialist Ludgatis, asked Lieutenant Pettis or Sergeant Lynn if
they could respond to the shots fired run.

On November 22, 2017, Specialist Ludgatis was in uniform and on duty. Specialist Ludgatis
attended third relief roll call. Roll call was conducted as usual, and at the end of roll call
Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers concerning the shots fired run on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis explained the shots fired incident and then personally singled Specialist
Ludgatis out in front of her fellow third relief officers. Lieutenant Pettis began hollering and
yelling at Specialist Ludgatis.




Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJD-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 51 of 116 PAGEID #: 51

{18 Case #17160
Page 7

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to be quiet and informed Specialist
Ludgatis that she “could give two craps about what you think.”

Lieutenant Pettis accused Specialist Ludgatis of sending an electronic mail (email) {o the
Command Staff concerning Lieutenant Pettis. Specialist Ludgatis stated she did not send an
email to the Command Staff and that Officer Tamera Brown sent the email to the Command

Staff.

Lieutenant Pettis stated to Specialist Ludgatis that she “sit on the desk every night, you don’t
cover nobody.”

Specialist Ludgatis felt belittled and humiliated by these comments and the way Lieutenant
Pettis spoke to her in front of other officers.

Specialist Ludgatis felt she was singled out by Lieutenant Petlis because of the history
between the two of them, stemming from a complaint filed by Lieutenant Pettis against
Specialist Ludgatis in February 2015. Furthermore, Specialist Ludgatis felt Lieutenant Pettis
singled her out because of Specialist Ludgatis’ race and gender.

Specialist Ludgatis stated Lieutenant Pettis attempted to make the incident in 2015 a race
issue and believes this is race-related as well, and that Lieutenant Pettis would not have
spoken to her the way she did if Specialist Ludgatis was not a white female. Specialist
Ludgatis did not elaborate on what made her believe this.

Specialist Ludgatis has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon
their race or gender.

Lieutenant Petlis was transferred to District Four in April 2017 and Specialist Ludgatis stated
that prior to November 22, 2017 they had no issues and were professional towards each other

while assigned to District Four.

The roll call on November 22, 2017, was recorded by Police Officer Thomas Defranco, Badge:
P881, District Four, and Officer Defranco forwarded a copy of the recording to Specialist
Ludgatis. Specialist Ludgatis made a copy of the recording and attached it to a Form 17 to
Chief Isaac concerning the roll call. Specialist Ludgatis made no other copies and did not
disseminate the recording to anybody else.

Specialist Ludgatis stated that she was singled out by Lieutenant Pettis again during roll call
on November 24, 2017. Specialist Ludgatis was not present for the roll call on November 24,
2017. Specialist Ludgatis stated she was informed by Officer Tamera Brown that Lieutenant
Pettis named Specialist Ludgatis and stated that Specialist Ludgatis thinks that because she
has 28 years on she could run the relief, Specialist Ludgatis was upset that Lieutenant Pettis
made these comments to fellow officers.

Prior to November 26, 2017, Specialist Ludgatis contacted Sergeant Hils about concerns of
several of the District Four third shift officers, and was seeking advice as to how to properly go
further with their concerns. On November 26, 2017 Sergeant Hils intended to address roll call,
but arrived after roll call at approximately 2200 hours.
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District Four third relief officers were coming and going from the roll call room freely as
Sergeant Hils was speaking. Specialist Ludgatis was unsure of exactly which officers were
present for Sergeant Hils’ comments,

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers how to voice their complaints as a relief regarding
supervision, and what they could do to make changes.

Sergeant Hils informed the officers that if the relief stuck together about their concerns and did
the proper forms, changes can occur. Sergeant Hils gave the example of a recent situation in
District Three where officers sought change over perceived safety issues.

Sergeant Hils also stated Lieutenant Pettis is a member of the FOP and as the President, he
cannot take sides in issues concerning members, and that he will represent Lieutenant Pettis
just like he would represent another member.

Specialist Ludgatis recalls Sergeant Hils speaking about a previous arrest and fight he had
with Lieutenant Pettis, prior to Lieutenant Pettis becoming @ Cincinnati Police Officer.

Specialist Ludgatis did not recall specifics of what Sergeant Hils said regarding the arrest.

Specialist Ludgatis did not recall Sergeant Hils make comments concerning recording
conversations between officers and supervisors, or utilizing the body worn cameras to record
these statements.

Sergeant Hils told officers that policing in District Four on third shift is a tough job, but does not
recall Sergeant Hils using the term “urban ghetto.”

Specialist Ludgatis stated she intended to author a Form 17 documenting the comments by
Lieutenant Pettis about her, but became aware of a Form 17 being authored by District Four
third relief collectively. - Specialist Ludgatis is unsure who authored the Form 17, but was
asked to sign the Form 17 by Officer Tamera Brown.

Specialist Ludgatis never coerced or threatened any officer to sign the Form 17, and stated
she instructed some of the newer officers not to sign the Form 17 or get involved. Specialist
Ludgatis advised the newer officers to let the senior officers address the issues involving
Lieutenant Pettis.

Police Officer Tamera Brown, Badge: P314, District One

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2052 hours Officer Tamera Brown was on duty in
uniform, preparing for District Four third relief roll call.

Note: Officer Brown was assigned to District Four from July 26, 2009 to December 10, 2017.

Officer Kevin Manz, Badge: P20, District Four second relief, broadcasted shots fired via his
police radio. An officer needs assistance call was broadcasted regarding the broadcast by
Officer Manz. Officer Manz was asked several times, by several supervisors, including
Lieutenant Pettis and Captain Swingley, if shots were fired at police.
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It took several minutes to confirm that shots were fired at police. Officer Brown stated that
while this incident was occurring, Lisutenant Pettis continued with roll call and made it clear
that she did not believe the officers were shot at.

Officer Dobbins stated to Lieutenant Pettis that there were a lot of “maybes” being
broadcasted on the radio, to which Lieutenant Pettis replied, “I agree with you, | don't think
they were shot at.”

Officer Brown stated Lieutenant Pettis seemed irritated by the incident.

Lieutenant Pettis dismissed roli call at approximately 2119 hours.

Officer Brown stated that no officer, including herself, asked Lieutenant Pettis or any other
supervisor to respond to the shots fired incident. Officer Brown felt that Lieutenant Pettis was

not approachable based on her behavior during the shots fired incident.

On November 17, 2017 Officer Brown approached Lieutenant Ruehmer, who was assigned to
District Four first relief, to ask for guidance on what could be done regarding the lack of action
by Lieutenant Pettis on November 16, 2017 during the shots fired incident. Officer Brown
believed that Lieutenant Ruehmer authored an email message to the Command Staff
anonymously on her behalf.

On November 24, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Brown was in uniform on duty
and attended District four third relief roll call. Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers and
informed them that, “| don't care about your opinion and | don’t care what you have to say.”
Lieutenant Pettis continued by stating that the officers did not “have any skin in the game,”
and that if something “goes down” Lieutenant Pettis is the one accountable because she
earned her rank.

Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out by stating, “Joy Ludgatis thought she could
say something because she has 28 years on.” Lieutenant Pettis continued by saying, “l don’t
care if you have 28 years, 28 days or 128 years on.”

Note: Specialist Ludgaltis was not present for the roll call on November 24, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis further stated that everybody beside the civilian rider and the sergeants in
the room were two ranks below her, and the officers will not question her authority.

Officer Brown was angered and disheartened by Lieutenant Pettis’ comments. Officer Brown |
felt that she puts her uniform on like everybody else, including Lieutenant Pettis, and takes the
same risks as all of her fellow officers.

Officer Brown was aware of a prior incident involving Specialist Ludgatis and Lieutenant Pettis
from when they were assigned to the Central Business Section, but Officer Brown never
observed any incident or negative comments between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist
Ludgatis while assigned to District Four prior to November 24, 2017.

Officer Brown never had any issues with Lieutenant Pettis while in District Four or when she
worked for Lieutenant Pettis in a previous assignment.
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Officer Brown has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon race
or gender, stating Lieutenant Pettis treats people differently based upon their performance.

Following roll call on November 24, 2017 Officer Brown authored a Form 17, outlining the
comments made by Lieutenant Pettis and how her unprofessionalism and abuse of rank was
creating a hostile work environment.

On November 26, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Brown was on duty in uniform
attending District Four third relief roll call. Sergeant Hils arrived after roll cail concluded and
informed that he would be available for any officer that had any issues and wished to speak
with him.

Officer Brown is not sure who requested Sergeant Hils to come speak to the relief regarding
the supervision on third relief and what could be done to address those issues.

Approximately ten third relief officers spoke with Sergeant Hils in the District Four roll call
room. This was an informal gathering and several officers came and went throughout the
duration of meeting.

Officer Brown recalls a recording of third relief roll call from November 22, 2017 being played
for Sergeant Hils, but does not recall who played the recording. Officer Brown was unsure
who made the recording.

Sergeant Hils informed the officers that he arrested Lieutenant Pettis prior to her becoming a
Cincinnati Police Officer. Sergeant Hils went into detail about the arrest, but Officer Brown
does not recall Sergeant Hils stating that he kicked Lieutenant Pettis’ ass.

Officer Brown does not recall Sergeant Hils making the statement that Lieutenant Pettis will
“bitch or scream it was race, sexism, or whatever” to get promoted.

Officer Brown stated Sergeant Hils never said he was confronted by Lieutenant Pettis about
her not getting hired, but did state he was confronted by an individual from City of Cincinnati
Human Resources that told Sergeant Hils he was the reason Lieutenant Pettis could not get

hired.

Sergeant Hils explained that he could give the officers examples of what they could do
regarding the situation with Lieutenant Pettis, but he could not tell them directly what to do
because Lieutenant Pettis is a member of the Fraternal Order of Police Lodge 69, and he has
a duty to defend her like any other member.

Sergeant Hils gave an example of officers in another district that wrote a Form 17 addressing
concerns regarding safety issues on their relief, and that each officer signed it to show unity
and invoke change. Officer Brown authored a Form 17 on the behalf of third relief officers.
Officer Brown informed several officers that the Form 17 was at the front desk for third relief
officers to sign if they choose.
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Officer Brown never harassed or pressured Officer Kueper, Officer McNay, or any other officer
to sign the Form 17. Officer Brown sent the Form 17 via email to Captain Mack, Lieutenant
Colonel Neudigate, Sergeant Hils, and Chief Isaac. Officer Brown is unsure what happened fo

the Form 17 with the officer’s signatures on it.

The goal of the Form 17 was to have a meeting with Captain Mack to discuss issues affecting
the relief, and was not meant to be insubordinate or undermine Lieutenant Pettis. The letter
was based upon Lieutenant Pettis’ actions, and not based upon Lieutenant Pettis’ race or
gender.

Sergeant Hils informed officers that when officers are being spoken to similar to the way
Lieutenant Pettis spoke to Specialist Ludgatis, he wished they would record the conversation
utilizing their personal recording devices. Sergeant Hils never instructed officers to utilize their
body worn cameras to record conversations between supervisors and officers.

Sergeant Hils stated that if there is a policy against recording supervisors in an incident similar
to the conversation between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis, it would be a
“‘worthwhile” ESL (Employee Supplement Log).

Officer Brown does not recall Sergeant Hils making the comment “urban ghetto,” referring to
the neighborhoods in District Four.

Officer Brown did not recall Sergeant Hils making any comments about Lieutenant Fern or
referring to him as a “drunk.”

Officer Brown stated the meeting with Sergeant Hils was very informal, with several
conversations taking place in the roll call room at one time. Officer Brown stated it's possible
she did not hear some of Sergeant Hils’ comments because she was speaking with other

officers.

Officer Brown has never heard Specialist Ludgatis make any discourteous comments
reference Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Officer Brown did not feel that Lieutenant Pettis treated her differently because of her race
prior to November 24, 2017, but feels that Lieutenant Pettis is singling her and Specialist
Ludgatis out and filed a hostile work environment complaint against them in an attempt to
deflect attention from Lieutenant Pettis’ actions. Officer Brown believes that she and
Specialist Ludgatis’ race and gender played a role in how they were treated, considering the
only two individuals Lieutenant Petlis named in her complaint were white females.

Officer Brown stated there are other white females assigned to District Four third relief besides
Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Brown.

Sergeant Daniel O'Malley, Badge: $92, District Four

Note: Sergeant O'Malley failed to appear for his scheduled interview with 11S on December
7, 2017 at 2200 hours. Sergeant O'Malley was notified of the interview via an
electronic blotter entry on December 6, 2017 at 1430 hours, and worked a fuil ten hour
shift the night of December 6, 2017.
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On November 21, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Sergeant O'Malley was in uniform on
duty, at District Four conducting third relief roll call. Captain Swingley addressed the roll call
and spoke about a shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017.

Note: Sergeant O'Malley was not on duty during the shots fired incident on November 16,
2017.

Captain Swingley explained the incident, the decisions that he made, and what he expected of
the officers and supervisors involved.

Sergeant O’Malley did not mention any comments made by Specialist Ludgatis that could
have been seen as insubordinate or undermining Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.

On November 26, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Sergeant O'Malley was conducting third
relief roll call. During roll call Sergeant O'Malley was made aware by Officer Tamera Brown
that Sergeant Dan Hils would be coming to District Four to speak with third relief officers.
Officer Brown did not give a reason Sergeant Hils was speaking to the officers, but Sergeant
O’'Malley assumed it had to do with incidents involving Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Hils was in plainclothes when he arrived at approximately 2145 hours, after roll call
had concluded. Sergeant Hils arrived and spoke with several of the third relief officers,
including Sergeant O’Malley. The officers were not required to attend and officers were free to
come and go if they wished.

Sergeant Hils stated to the officers that he previously had an incident involving Lieutenant
Pettis. Sergeant Hils detailed having to arrest Lieutenant Pettis prior to Lieutenant Pettis
being hired by the City of Cincinnati. Sergeant Hils stated several times he had to use force
and “kick her ass,” referencing the arrest of Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Hils stated that Lieutenant Pettis "was able to manage working her way up and
become a Lieutenant only because she will kick, scream, bitch, and yell it was race, sexism, or
whatever.” Sergeant Hils stated that Lieutenant Pettis was “Teflon” every time she had some
issues. Sergeant Hils informed the officers that if they did file a complaint against Lieutenant
Pettis he would represent her as he would equally represent any member of the union.

While Sergeant Hils was speaking an unknown officer played a recording of a third relief roll
call from November 22, 2017. Sergeant O'Malley stated that several officers stood around the
device playing the recording, making it hard for him to hear. Sergeant O'Malley could tell the
recording was of Lieutenant Pettis addressing the shots fired run on November 18, 2017.

Sergeant Hils addressed the recording of the roll call. Sergeant Hils explained that he was not
aware of a policy against recording roli call, but stated that if recording your roll calis will
protect you it is fine and acceptable to him. Sergeant Hils never instructed officers to use their
body worn cameras to record roll calls or supervisors.

Sergeant O’'Malley is unsure how the conversation about Lieutenant Fern began, but recalled
Sergeant Hils stating that Lieutenant Fern was having issues with his subordinates, and
referred to Lieutenant Fern as a “drunk.”
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Sergeant Hils continued to speak to the relief and informed them they had a hard job to do,
and that it was tough policing in the “urban ghetto.” Sergeant O’Malley stated Sergeant Hils
chose these words to express to the relief the area in which they work is tough to police.
Sergeant O'Malley stated he could see how the term “urban ghetto” could be insensitive to

some individuals.

Sergeant O'Malley felt the comments made by Sergeant Hils to District Four third relief were
unprofessional. Sergeant O'Malley felt that Sergeant Hils should not have mentioned
Lieutenant Pettis’ past arrest to any officers, especially her subordinates, and undermined her

ability as a relief commander.

Sergeant O'Malley never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat any officer differently based upon
their sex and race.

Sergeant O'Malley felt that third relief officers were upset with Lieutenant Pettis’ style of
supervision, and that all the incidents occurring had nothing to do with race or gender.

Lieutenant Pettis gave all the officers clear expectations of what she expected of them, and
some officers did not agree with these expectations. Sergeant O'Malley stated that Lieutenant
Pettis held officers accountable and took a very hands on approach with the officers, and
several officers were not happy with this approach.

Sergeant O'Malley contacted Lieutenant Pettis via telephone regarding the comments made
by Sergeant Hils.

Sergeant O'Malley authored a Form 17 documenting the comments by Sergeant Hils and
gave a copy to Lieutenant Pettis. He submitted the original to Captain Mack.

Sergeant Kelvin Lynn, Badge: $488, District Four

On November 16, 2017, at approximately 2045 hours, Sergeant Lynn was preparing for his
tour of duty, getting his equipment and paperwork together to prepare for third shift roll call at
2100 hours. Sergeant Lynn had his department radio on and heard a run regarding shots
fired. It was unclear to Sergeant Lynn if shots were fired at officers, but Sergeant Lynn could
tell there was some distress in the officer’s voice on the radio.

Sergeant Lynn entered the roll call room, where Lieutenant Pettis and several third relief
officers were seated preparing for roll call. Sergeant Lynn asked the officers if they were
listening to their radics and hearing the shots fired run. Specialist Ludgatis responded that
they were indeed listening to the radio. Sergeant Lynn asked if it was shots fired at officers
since he wasn’t exactly sure and the situation seemed confusing. Lieutenant Pettis replied it
was shots fired but it was unclear if it was at officers. Specialist Ludgatis stated to Sergeant
Lynn she believed the shot was fired at officers.

Sergeant Lynn thought officers should have been dismissed from roll call to respond to the
scene, but did not instruct officers to do so believing that he would be overriding Lieutenant
Pettis, which to him was inappropriate.
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Sergeant Lynn stated had he been the officer in charge at the time, he would have
immediately sent third relief officers to assist. At no time prior to the roll call or during the roll
cali did an officer ask Lieutenant Pettis or Sergeant Lynn if they could respond to the shots
fired run.

Lieutenant Pettis continued to attempt to get further information regarding the shots fired run
and ascertain if shots were indeed fired at officers while Sgt. Lynn conducted roll call. There
were multiple supervisors on the scene of the shots fired, including two District Four second
shift sergeants and Captain Dennis Swingley.

Sergeant Lynn does not recall if an officer needs assistance call was ever broadcasted, but at
one point Lieutenant Pettis requested Emergency Communications Section impiement the
situational notifications. Captain Swingley informed dispatch to hold off on implementing the
situational notifications. Sergeant Lynn believed that Captain Swingley was on scene and was
in charge of the shots fired incident.

Sergeant Lynn does not recall Lieutenant Pettis rolling her eyes or make the statement that
third shift officers better go "handle the district” since second shift is tied up on the shots fired
incident. Sergeant Lynn does recall Lieutenant Pettis, prior to roli call, speak with Officer
Dobbins and state she did not believe the officers were shot at.

Sergeant Lynn never spoke with Lieutenant Pettis regarding her decision not to send third
relief officers to assist.

On November 24, 2017 at 2100 hours Sergeant Lynn was on duty in uniform. Sergeant Lynn
conducted roll call for third relief officers, along with Lieutenant Pettis. Upon completion of roll
call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the roll call and one civilian observer regarding the November
16, 2017 shots fired incident.

Lieutenant Pettis reminded the officers that she was their relief commander and that everyone
in the room, with the exception of Sergeant Lynn and the civilian rider, were two ranks below
her. Lieutenant Pettis informed officers not to undermine her authority and explained to them
rank and file.

Sergeant Lynn recalls Lieutenant Pettis making the comment or a comment similar to, “l don’t
care about your opinion, or what you have to say,” while addressing the officers, and that she
is the relief commander and the officers work for her.

Sgt. Lynn also recalls Lieutenant Pettis telling officers that since they do not have rank they
have “no skin in the game.” Sergeant Lynn interpreted that as Lieutenant Pettis meant your
opinion is meaningless to her if you do not have rank.

Sergeant Lynn believed that these comments made by Lieutenant Pettis were not an
appropriate thing to say to the officers and was unprofessional. Sergeant Lynn believed the
comments were very demeaning and berating to the officers.

Upon completion of roll call, Sergeant Lynn asked Lieutenant Pettis what occurred to have her
address the third relief officers in that manner.
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Lieutenant Pettis replied that she needed to remind some officers, specifically Specialist
Ludgatis, that Lieutenant Pettis was in control; however, Specialist Ludgatis was not present.

Sergeant Lynn never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers different based on their race or
sex.

On November 26, 2017 Sergeant Lynn was on duty in uniform, along with Sergeant O’Malley.
During roll call Officer Tamera Brown informed Sergeant O'Malley and Sergeant Lynn that
Sergeant Hils would be attending roll call to assist officers with how to file a hostile work
environment complaint and address any concerns they may have. Sergeant Lynn and
Sergeant O'Malley completed roll call and waited until approximately 2130 for Sergeant Hils to
arrive.

Sergeant Hils informed Officer Tamera Brown via cellular text message that he was late and
would respond later in the evening. Officer Lynn ended roll call and dismissed the officers.

Sergeant Lynn left the District and returned around 2200 hours, observing that the roll call
room was closed. Sergeant Lynn entered the roll call room and observed Sergeant Hils,
dressed in plainclothes, seated at the table with Sergeant O'Maliey next to him, and
approximately twelve officers seated in the roll call room.

Sergeant Hils was discussing a tape recording that was being played on Specialist Ludgatis’
cellular telephone. The recording was of a District Four third shift roll call that occurred on
November 22, 2017, when Lieutenant Pettis made comments towards Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Lynn believed the statements Lieutenant Petiis made on the recording were
unacceptable, disrespectful, and discourteous. Sergeant Lynn apologized to the officers and
informed them he did not feel this way.

Sergeant Hils instructed the officers that they could record conversations with supervisors if
they wished too. Sergeant Lynn did not hear Sergeant Hils mention recording these

conversations with their body worn camera.

Sergeant Lynn overheard Sergeant Hils talking about a previous arrest he had made.

Sergeant Lynn was unclear who Sergeant Hils was speaking about and asked Officer
Dobbins. Officer Dobbins explained to Sergeant Lynn that Sergeant Hils had arrested
Lieutenant Pettis prior to her being hired as a police officer.

Sergeant Lynn never heard Sergeant Hils make any unprofessional or discourteous
comments about Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Lynn and Officer Dobbins’ conversation was interrupted by a call on the radio for an
officer requesting back up. Sergeant Lynn left the District to assist the officers. While headed
to the officer’s location, Sergeant Lynn was disregarded and returned to the District. Sergeant
Lynn returned to the roll call room and observed that several officers had left.

Sergeant Hils was still in the room and was writing down instructions for the remaining officers
on how {o move forward with their concerns.
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Sergeant Lynn briefly spoke with Sergeant O’Malley, who seemed upset by what had been
discussed with Sergeant Hils. Sergeant O'Malley informed Sergeant Lynn that something
wasn't right. Sergeant Lynn believed that Sergeant O’Malley meant the comments made by
Lieutenant Pettis on the recording. Sergeant O'Malley told Sergeant Lynn that he had some
“typing to do.”

Sergeant O'Malley met Sgt. Lynn in the field later in the shift and briefly discussed Sergeant
Hils' comments made earlier to the officers. Sergeant O’'Malley stated it wasn’t right for
Sergeant Hils to discuss Lieutenant Pettis’ history.

Sergeant Lynn never obtained or distributed any material pertaining to this investigation to
anyone outside the investigation. Sergeant Lynn was only aware of Specialist Ludgatis having
a recording of the roll call.on November 22, 2017.

Sergeant Lynn never heard Sergeant Hils make any unprofessional or discourteous
statements pertaining to Lieutenant Fern. Sergeant Lynn never heard Sergeant Hils refer to
District Four as the “urban ghetto.”

Sergeant Lynn believed that Sergeant Hils was there as the Fraternal Order of Police
President to address concerns of the officers regarding statements made by Lieutenant Pettis.

On November 28, 2017 at approximately 1000 hours, Sergeant Lynn received a phone call via
his cellular telephone from Lieutenant Pettis. Lieutenant Pettis inquired -about comments
made by Sergeant Hils, specifically her history. Sergeant Lynn informed Lieutenant Pettis he
thought Sgt. Hils was speaking about her past interactions with Sergeant Hils.

Sergeant Lynn informed Lieutenant Pettis that the comments he-heard were uncalled for and
inappropriate; however, Sgt. Lynn was referring to the comments made by Lieutenant Pettis
on the recording and not comments made by Sergeant Hils. Sergeant Lynn only heard
Sergeant Hils speaking of arresting somebody, not specifically Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Lynn believes that Sergeant His was addressing the officers due to their concerns
regarding previous actions by Lieutenant Pettis, and not because of Lieutenant Pettis’ race or
gender.

Sergeant Michael Reynolds, Badge: $51, District Four

On November 21, 2017 Sergeant Reynolds was on duty in uniform, and conducted District
Four third relief roll call. The Night Chief, Captain Swingley, addressed roll call concerning the
shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017.

Captain Swingley was present at roll call to address any questions or concerns the officers
might have regarding the incident.

Specialist Ludgatis had several questions for Captain Swingley concerning the incident.
Captain Swingley addressed Specialist Ludgatis’ questions and continued to explain the
incident. At no time while Specialist Ludgatis was speaking with Captain Swingley was

Specialist Ludgatis insubordinate or disrespectful to Lieutenant Pettis.
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On November 22, 2017 Sergeant Reynolds was on duty in uniform, and conducted District
Four third relief roll call. Upon the completion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third
relief officers.

Lieutenant Pettis spoke about the shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017
and the decisions she made during the incident. Lieutenant Pettis informed the officers that
she was the relief commander and that she was in charge.

Lieutenant Pettis was initially calm while addressing the officers, but quickly escalated when
Lieutenant Pettis addressed Specialist Ludgatis.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed Specialist Ludgatis and informed her that she was a desk officer
and she was not going to be able to assist the officers anyway. Lieutenant Pettis instructed
Specialist Ludgatis several times to be quiet.

Sergeant Reynolds recalls Lieutenant Pettis telling Specialist Ludgatis that, “You volunteer to
sit on the desk every night. You don’t cover nobody.” Sergeant Reynolds felt this was a
truthful statement, but felt it was personai.

Sergeant Reynolds believed that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because of
Specialist Ludgatis questioning Lieutenant Pettis’ decisions on November 21, 2017 to Captain
Swingley. Sergeant Reynolds does not believe Lieutenant Pettis’ comments to Specialist
Ludgatis were made because of Specialist Ludgatis’ race or gender.

Sergeant Reynolds felt several statements made by Lieutenant Pettis were inappropriate, and
if there was a personal issue that Lieutenant Pettis had with Specialist Ludgatis it should have
been addressed in private and not in front of Specialist Ludgatis’ peers. Sergeant Reynolds
felt that Lieutenant Pettis was unprofessional when addressing Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Reynolds spoke with Lieutenant Pettis privately after roll call and informed her that
he thought the interaction with Specialist Ludgatis could have been handled differently.
Sergeant Reynolds stated that the way Lieutenant Pettis spoke during roll call would upset
some officers, and he expected them to make a complaint against Lisutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Reynolds was assigned {o District Four prior to Specialist Ludgatis and Lieutenant
Pettis being transferred to District Four. Af no time did Sergeant Reynolds observe Specialist
Ludgatis say or do anything to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as the relief lieutenant.

Prior to November 22, 2017 there were no incidents that occurred to lead Sergeant Reynolds
io believe there were problems between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Reynolds stated that Lieutenant Pettis holds the officers that work for her
accountable and treats them all equally. Sergeant Reynolds has not observed Lieutenant
Pettis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender.

Sergeant Reynolds has never heard or observed Tamera Officer Brown say or do anything
that was insubordinate or undermining to Lieutenant Pettis.
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Sergeant Reynolds was not aware the roll call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded and
is unsure who made the recording.

Sergeant Michelle Phillips, Badge: $135, District Four

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours Sergeant Michelle Phillips was on duty
in uniform and conducted roll call for District Four third relief. At the end of roll call Lieutenant
Pettis addressed the third relief officers.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed a shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017 prior
to third relief roll call. Lieutenant Pettis also addressed an issue with Specialist Ludgatis
concerning statements Specialist Ludgatis made regarding Lieutenant Pettis not allowing
officers to leave roll call to respond to the shots fired incident.

Lieutenant Pettis clearly singled Specialist Ludgatis out, speaking directly to her, but in front of
several other District Four third relief officers.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to "be quiet” and “you be quiet right
now.” Sergeant Phillips stated Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis that she sits “on the
desk every night, you don’t cover nobody.” Lieutenant Pettis continued to single Specialist
Ludgatis out and make comments toward her until roll call was dismissed.

Specialist Ludgatis barely spoke while Lieutenant Pettis was speaking to her and was not
disrespectful towards Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Phillips stated Specialist Ludgatis had a smirk on her face and did not immediately
answer Lieutenant Pettis when asked a question, but never said anything disrespectful to her.

Sergeant Phillips felt uncomfortable while Lieutenant Pettis was making these comments
towards Specialist Ludgatis, and contemplated grabbing Lieutenant Pettis’ leg in an attempt to
get her to stop. Sergeant Phillips never observed Lieutenant Pettis speak this way previously,
and stated it was totally out of character for Lieutenant Pettis to make the comments she did.

Sergeant Phillips believed that the comments by Lieutenant Pettis towards Specialist Ludgatis
were unprofessional and should not have taken place in front of other officers. Sergeant
Phillips does not believe that the comments made by Lieutenant Pettis to Specialist Ludgatis
had anything to do with Specialist Ludgatis’ race or gender.

Sergeant Phillips was caught off guard by Lieutenant Pettis’ comments and was told by
Lieutenant Pettis after roll call that she did not mean to make those comments. Sergeant
Phillips and Sergeant Reynolds informed Lieutenant Pettis that her comments to Specialist
Ludgatis should have been made in private. Lieutenant Petlis replied that Specialist Ludgatis
made statements about Lieutenant Pettis in front of Lieutenant Pettis’ peers, therefore
Lieutenant Pettis felt she could address Specialist Ludgatis in front of her peers.

Note: Lieutenant Pettis was referring to the comments made by Specialist Ludgatis
on November 21, 2017 to Captain Swingley during District Four third relief roll
call.
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Sergeant Phillips has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon
their race or gender. Sergeant Phillips stated that Lieutenant Petlis treats everybody the
same and is very fair and straightforward with everybody, no matter race or gender.

Prior to November 22, 2017, Sergeant Phillips never observed any interactions or
conversations between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis that led Sergeant Phillips to
believe there was an issue or problem between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Phillips stated she had never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown make any
negative comments about Lieutenant Petlis’ race or gender. Sergeant Phillips has never had
any issues with Specialist Ludgatis and spoke with her on a daily basis.

Sergeant Phillips never observed Specialist Ludgatis say or do anything that would have
undermined Lieutenant Pettis’ duties as relief commander.

On November 27, 2017 Officer Tamera Brown approached Sergeant Phillips and asked to
address roll call regarding Captain Mack wishing to speak with District Four third relief officers.
Officer Brown informed the officers that Captain Mack was addressing (looking into) the issues
regarding the supervision of third relief by Lieutenant Pettis. Officer Brown explained what
issues she was going to address with the Captain and informed officers to speak to the
Captain so that the relief's concerns were heard.

Sergeant Phillips felt Officer Brown was trying to get officers to agree with her point of view
regarding Lieutenant Pettis, but Sergeant Phillips did not believe that Officer Brown was trying
to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.

Sergeant Phillips played a recording of Officer Brown addressing roll call on November 27,
2017 that she had recorded utilizing her personal celiular phone. Sergeant Phillips stated she
recorded the comments made by Officer Brown because she figured since an unknown officer
recorded the roll call on November 22, 2017, and felt officers could always be recording,
Sergeant Phillips wanted to have a record of what Officer Brown was saying.

Captain Dennis Swingley, Badge: C4, Night Chief

On November 21, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Captain Swingley was on duty in
uniform. Captain Swingley attended roll call at District Four to discuss an incident that
occurred on November 16, 2017 concerning possible shots fired at officers.

After Captain Swingley finished speaking about the incident he asked if there were any
guestions or comments concerning the incident.

Specialist Ludgatis stated she believed that her relief should have responded to the shooting
from roll call but believed that her supervisor's conducted roll call as usual, and did not send
officers to assist with the shot fired incident.

Specialist Ludgatis was concerned and felt that officers should have been sent to assist her
fellow officers.
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Specialist Ludgatis did not single Lieutenant Pettis out in front of fellow District Four officers,
and only mentioned Lieutenant Pettis by name when Specialist Ludgatis spoke privately with
Captain Swingley upon completion of roll call.

At no time while Specialist Ludgatis was speaking to Captain Swingley either during roll call or
privately after roll call did Captain Swingley believe Specialist Ludgatis was undermining
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority or being insubordinate to Lieutenant Pettis.

Later that evening Captain Swingley authored an email to Lieutenant Colonel Neudigate,
addressing the concemns raised by Specialist Ludgatis about the shots fired incident.

Mr. Bill Tucker, Leadership Cincinnati Member

On November 24, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Mr. Bill Tucker was participating in a
civilian ride along in Cincinnati Police District Four. Mr. Tucker attended third shift roll call. A
male sergeant conducted roll call, inspecting officers and recording their equipment numbers
for the lineup. Upon completion of roll call a female lieutenant addressed roll call.

Note: IS has identified the female lieutenant as Lieutenant Danita Pettis.

Lieutenant Pettis made demeaning comments towards an officer who was not present.
Lieutenant Pettis stated that this officer did not know what:she was talking about.

Lieutenant Pettis stated that it didn't matter if you had 28 days or 28 years on the job, the
officer’s opinions did not matter. Lieutenant Pettis informed the officers that she was in charge
and that’s what these bars mean, pointing to the lieutenant bars on her uniform shirt.

Mr. Tucker was “taken back” by the comments by Lieutenant Pettis, and believed the
comments to be unprofessional and very demeaning towards the officers.

Police Officer Thomas Defranco, Badge: P881, District Four

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Police Officer Thomas Defranco,
Badge: P881, District Four, was on duty in uniform and attended District four third relief roli

call,

Officer Defranco recorded the roll call utilizing his personal cell phone. Officer Defranco
explained this was the only time he recorded a roll call. Officer Defranco stated that since
Lieutenant Pettis was assigned to District Four third relief, incidents involving Lieutenant Pettis
were “building up,” and upon hearing about the roll call on November 16, 2017 concerning the
shots fired incident, he decided to record roll call.

Officer Defranco stated he recorded the roll call due to the fact that in the past, when
Lieutenant Pettis addressed rol call, she was demeaning towards the officers and made
officers feel “worthless” on several occasions.

Officer Defranco forwarded the recording to Specialist Ludgatis to go with a Form 17
Specialist Ludgatis was authoring to the Police Chief. Officer Defranco also forwarded the
recording to Sergeant Jay Kemme, Badge: S304, District Four, and Sergeant Ron Hale,
Badge: S67, Patrol Bureau.
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The roli call on November 22, 2017 was conducted as normal, then at the end of roli call
Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers. Lieutenant Pettis addressed the incident involving
shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis mentioned that an
officer was second guessing her command, then singled Specialist Ludgatis out as the officer
second guessing her.

Lieutenant Peitis made belittling comments regarding Specialist Ludgatis being assigned to
the District Four desk and not covering fellow officers. Lieutenant Pettis informed Specialist
Ludgatis she would be thrown out (of District Four) like her previous assignment. Lieutenant
Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to “be quiet” and did not allow Specialist Ludgatis

{o speak.

Specialist Ludgatis was never disrespectful towards Lieutenant Pettis while Lieutenant Pettis
was speaking to her.

Officer Defranco believed that Lieutenant Petiis was unprofessional fowards Specialist
Ludgatis and the whole interaction should not have taken place in front of Specialist Ludgatis’
peers.

Officer Defranco bslieved that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out due to a prior
incident that occurred several years earlier when both Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist
Ludgatis were assigned to the Central Business Section, and comments made the day prior
by Specialist Ludgatis to Captain Swingley during District Four third relief roll call.

On November 26, 2017, Officer Defranco was working an outside employment extension of
police services detail (detail) in uniform and stopped in District Four to log into his detail and
retrieve a required marked police vehicle for the detail.

Officer Defranco observed Sergeant Dan Hils inside the roll call room speaking with several
District Four third relief officers. They were discussing and listening to the recording of the
third shift roll call from November 22, 2017.

Officer Defranco was not sure if he played the recording for Sergeant Hils or if Specialist
Ludgatis played the recording.

Upon hearing the recording, Sergeant Hils commented that if this is how the officers are being
spoken to by supervisors, to record their comments utilizing personal recording devices, but
do not use the body worn cameras to do so. Officer Defranco was not aware it was a violation
of City of Cincinnati Human Resource Manual to record a supervisor.

Officer Defranco was headed to his detail and only remained in the roll call room for
approximately five minutes.

Officer Defranco does not recall Sergeant Hils making comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ prior
criminal history or about Lieutenant Michael Fern.

Officer Defranco has been assigned to District Four since January 3, 2016. Officer Defranco
never observed any negative or unprofessional interactions between Lieutenant Pettis and
Specialist Ludgatis prior to November 22, 2017.
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Officer Defranco never observed any negative or unprofessional interactions between
Lieutenant Pettis and Officer Brown.

Officer Defranco never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or gender. Officer Defranco felt she treated officers based upon their production and
meeting her expectations.

For example, Lieutenant Pettis moved Officer Dobbins and Officer Elisha Orth, Badge: P529,
Canine Squad, to the relief traffic car when they did not meet her expectations. Officer
Defranco does not believe race had anything to do with Lieutenant Pettis's decision to move
Officer Dobbins and Officer Orth to the traffic car.

Note: Officer Orth was assigned to District Four third relief during the incidents described in
this report.

After November 26, 2017 Officer Defranco was approached by Officer Tamera Brown and
Specialist Ludgatis and asked to sign a Form 17 regarding Lieutenant Pettis. Officer Defranco
stated he did not sign the Form 17 after noticing a grammatical error on the form and never
saw the form again.

Officer Defranco never observed Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown make any comments
that he perceived as attempting to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ supervision, and never heard
any negative comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender by either Specialist Ludgatis
or Officer Brown.

Police Officer William Kueper, Badge: P629, District Four

November 24, 2017, Police Officer William Kueper was on duty in uniform at District Four third
Shift roll call. Towards the end of roll call Officer Kueper recalled that Lieutenant Pettis
addressed roll call. Officer Kueper recalled Lieutenant Pettis stating that everybody was two
ranks below her and will not question her authority. Officer Kueper believed this statement
was inappropriate because Mr. Bill Tucker, a civilian rider, was present for the roll call.

Officer Kueper recalled Lieutenant Pettis using the phrase “skin in the game,” but does not
recall what she was referring to.

Officer Kueper stated he was distracted with other duties and did not recall any other
statements Lieutenant Pettis made.

Officer Kueper has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat any officers differently based upon
their age, sex, or race.

Officer Kueper has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat Specialist Ludgatis differently or
speak badly about Specialist Ludgatis.

On November 26, 2017, Police Officer William Kueper was on duty in uniform for District Four
third Shift roll call, Police Officer Tamera Brown addressed the roll call and stated Sergeant
Dan Hils would be attending roli call.
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Officer Kueper believed that Sergeant Hils was coming to speak with Officer Tamera Brown
and any other officers who wished to speak with Sergeant Hils regarding issues related to

Lieutenant Pettis.

Roll call ended and Officer Kueper immediately entered the field with his partner, Officer
McNay. Officer Kueper never attended any meeting with Sergeant Hils and never heard any

statements made by Sergeant Hils.

Later that evening, Officer Kueper was shown a Form 17 by Officer Brown and Specialist
Ludgatis. Officer Kueper did not read the Form 17, and when asked to initial the Form 17 by
Officer Brown and Specialist Ludgatis, Officer Kueper declined. Officer Tamera Brown and
Specialist Ludgatis each asked Officer Kueper once to sign the Form 17. Officer Kueper
believes either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis asked an additional time. Officer
Kueper informed them he did not wish to get involved and declined to sign the Form 17.
Officer Kueper never felt harassed, threatened, or coerced into signing the Form 17 by either
Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown.

After November 26, 2017 Officer Kueper spoke with Lieutenant Pettis regarding the Form 17.
Officer Kueper informed Lieutenant Pettis he was asked twice and possibly a third time by
either Officer Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Kueper was also approached by Lieutenant Pettis at the Fraternal of Police monthly
meeting on November 27, 2017 and asked why Officer Kueper did not sign Form 17. Officer
Kueper informed Lisutenant Pettis he was not present for several of the incidents and did not
feel comfortable signing without having firsthand knowledge of the incidents.

Officer Kueper never told Lieutenant Pettis that he or Officer McNay was pressured to sign the
Form 17.

Police Officer Elizabeth McNay, Badge: P436, District Four

On November 26, 2017, Police Officer Elizabeth McNay was on duty in uniform and present
for District Four third Shift roll call. During roll call Police Officer Tamera Brown addressed the
roli call and stated Sergeant Dan Hils would be attending roll call. Officer Brown informed the
officers that Sergeant Hils would be addressing third relief regarding previous incidents.
Officer McNay was not present for any of the prior incidents.

Roill call ended and Officer McNay immediately entered the field with her partner, Officer
Kueper. Officer McNay never attended any meeting with Sergeant Hils and never heard any
statements made by Sergeant Hils.

Officer McNay has not had any issues with Lieutenant Pettis, and never observed Lieutenant
Pettis treat officers differently based upon their age, race, or sex. Officer McNay has never
observed Lisutenant Pettis single out or speak badly about Specialist Ludgatis, Officer
Tamera Brown, or any other officer.

Officer McNay was asked by Specialist Ludgatis to sign a Form 17. Officer McNay did not
read the form and was not sure what it stated. Officer McNay believes the form was related
to incidents that occurred while Officer McNay was on a scheduled off day.
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Officer McNay was asked only once to sign the form by Specialist Ludgatis. Officer McNay
never felt harassed, threatened, or coerced into signing the Form 17.

On November 27, 2017 Officer McNay attended the Fraternal Order of Police monthly meeting
with Officer Keuper. At the conclusion of the meeting Officer Keuper was having a
conversation with Lieutenant Pettis when Officer McNay approached them. Lieutenant Pettis
stated she wished to speak with Officer McNay concerning what was occurring on third relief.

Officer McNay stated she did not have an opinion about what was going on because she was
not present for any of the roll calls and felt uncomfortable speaking about something she was
not present for. Lieutenant Pettis did not push her for more information and Officer McNay
excused herself from the conversation. Officer McNay had no further conversation with
Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer McNay never told Lieutenant Pettis that she was pressured by either Officer Tamera
Brown or Specialist Ludgatis to sign any form.

Police Officer Terrence Dobbins, Badge: P43, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2050 hours, Officer Dobbins was in uniform
preparing for District Four Third relief roll call. Officer Dobbins heard a District Four second
relief officer broadcast shots fired via his department issued radio. It was not initially clear if
the officer was shot at. Several supervisors, including Lieutenant Pettis, attempted to clarify if
the officer was shot at, but the officer did not immediately confirm he was shot at.

The officer was asked several times and several minutes went by before the officer confirmed
he was shot at. Lieutenant Pettis, upon hearing the officer confirm he was shot at, requested
Emergency Communications Section implement the situational recall notification, however
Captain Swingley instructed them to hold off on the notifications and instructed Lieutenant
Pettis he would be handling the incident.

At no point before or after roll call did any officer ask Lieutenant Pettis or another supervisor if
they could respond on the shots fired incident. Lieutenant Pettis never informed any officer
that they could not go on the shots fired run.

Officer Dobbins stated, in his opinion, the reason no officer asked to respond on the shots
fired run is because they were “afraid” and "intimidated” to ask.

Officer Dobbins stated that on a daily basis Lieutenant Pettis made it clear to her subordinates
that she was in charge and that you need to understand your “role” as an officer. Officer
Dobbins stated Lieutenant Pettis is continually "mean” to officers, and when asked to describe
her supervisory style, Officer Dobbins described Lieutenant Pettis as a “bully.”

On one occasion Officer Dobbins stated he did not produce an amount of traffic citations that
Lieutenant Pettis deemed sufficient in a monthly review period, so she made him the traffic car
for third relief and even informed Officer Dobbins that he could end up at Internal
Investigations Section being charged with dereliction of duty.
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Lieutenant Petlis created an elitist environment where she made the officers think and believe
that they were beneath her and did not know anything. Officer Dobbins stated Lieutenant
Pettis treated all officers the same, and it did not matter the officer’s race or gender.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Dobbins was on duty in uniform and attended District four
third relief roll call. Towards the end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief
officers, as well as Mr. Bill Tucker, a member of Leadership Cincinnati, who was participating

in a ride along that evening.

Lieutenant Peitis stated that, “everybody in this room besides the civilian and the sergeant are
two pay grades below me, and that until you get promoted and get some skin in the game you
have no opinion, and do what | tell you to do.”

Officer Dobbins felt that Lieutenant Pettis comments were unprofessional and demeaning
towards the officers present.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Dobbins was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. Officer Dobbins stated that several unknown third shift officers requested
Sergeant Dan Hils speak to them regarding the hostile work environment created on the relief

by Lieutenant Pettis.

Roll call concluded before Sergeant Hils arrived. When Officer Dobbins reentered the roll call
room Sergeant Hils was present with several other officers. Officers were consistently
entering and exiting the room while conversaticns were taking place.

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers how to make an Equal Employment Opportunity
complaint against Lieutenant Pettis if they chose fo.

Sergeant Hils reiterated several times though that if a complaint was made against Lieutenant
Pettis, she is a Fraternal Order of Police member and he will defend her as he would any
other member.

At one point, an unknown officer played a recording of third relief roll call from November 22,
2017. After the recording was played, Officer Dobbins could not believe the comments that
were made by Lieutenant Pettis and the way she spoke to Specialist Ludgatis in front of her

peers.

Sergeant Hils then informed the officers that he had arrested Lieutenant Pettis before she was
appointed a Cincinnati Police Officer. Officer Dobbins does not recall Sergeant Hils making
the statement about “kicking her ass” when referring to the arrest of Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Dobbins does not recall Sergeant Hils stating that Lieutenant Pettis will “bitch or
scream it was race, sexism, or whatever” to get promoted.

Officer Dobbins stated that Sergeant Hils made comments about recording roll call as long as
they did not utilize their body worn cameras,

Officer Dobbins did recall Sergeant Hils making comments about Lieutenant Fern, but did not
recall exactly everything he said.
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Officer Dobbins stated that several conversations were taking place in the roll call room at the
same time. It is possible Officer Dobbins did not hear some of Sergeant Hils comments
because he was speaking with other officers.

Officer Dobbins recalled Sergeant Hils utilizing the term “ghetto” when speaking to the officers
about the areas they were policing. Officer Dobbins is unsure if Sergeant Hils utilized the term
“urban ghetto,” but recalls him using the term “ghetto.” Officer Dobbins does not believe that
race played a role in Sergeant Hils using the term “ghetto,” and believes the term was geared

towards the crime taking place in that area.

Officer Dobbins did not believe that any of the comments made by Sergeant Hils about
Lieutenant Pettis or the neighborhoods in District Four had anything to do with any individuals’
race or gender.

Officer Dobbins felt Lieutenant Pettis filing the complaints against Specialist Ludgatis, Officer
Tamera Brown, and Sergeant Hils is Lieutenant Pettis attempting to make the bully the victim.
On an unknown date Officer Dobbins was asked to sign a Form 17, titled “Hostile Work
Environment,” on behalf of third relief by either by Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera
Brown, but he was unsure who asked him. Officer Dobbins neverfelt coerced or pressured to
sign the Form 17.

Officer Dobbins stated that he felt the actions and comments of Officer Tamera Brown,
Specialist Ludgatis, Lieutenant Pettis, and Sergeant Hils had nothing to do with race, gender,
or any protected classification.

Police Officer Justin Gottman, Badge: P362, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2045 hours, Officer Gottman was in uniform
preparing for District Four third relief roll call. Prior to or as roll call was beginning, Officer
Gottman heard a broadcast via his police radio for a shots fired incident involving District Four
second shift officers. It was not clear if the shots were fired at police or not, creating some
confusion during the incident.

Lieutenant Pettis attempted to clarify if the officer was shot at, but the officer did not
immediately confirm he was shot at. Roll call continued as normal while the incident was
ocourring.

At no point during the roll call did Officer Gottman or any other third relief officer ask
Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond to the shots fired incident.
Furthermore, Lieutenant Pettis never instructed any officer that they could not respond to the
shots fired incident.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Gottman was on duty in uniform attending District Four third
relief roll call. At the conclusion of roli call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief officers.
Officer Gottman felt that Lieutenant Pettis was attempting to apologize for comments she had
made in a previous roll call to Specialist Ludgatis.
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Officer Gottman recalled Lieutenant Pettis make a statement similar to “besides the civilian
rider and the sergeant everyone else in this room is two ranks below me" and that she does
not care about the officer's opinions or what the officers had to say. Lieutenant Peittis also
informed the officers that since they do not have rank they have “no skin in the game.”

Officer Gotiman had no opinion on the statements that Lieutenant Pettis said, but could see
how the statements could be disrespectful to the more senior officers on the relief.

Officer Gottman never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or gender, and that Lieutenant Pettis treats officers equally overall.

Officer Gottman has never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown say anything negative
about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, or observed them do anything to underming
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Gottman was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. Sergeant Hils responded to District Four after the conclusion of roli call to
speak about the conversation that occurred between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist
Ludgatis, as well as any other issues officers might wish to speak with Sergeant Hils about.

Officer Gottman was not present when the recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was
played for Sergeant Hils. Officer Gottman was not aware that the roll call was recorded and
had no knowledge of who made the recording.

Officer Gottman recalled Sergeant Hils informing the officers praesent that he had arrested
Lieutenant Pettis in the past. Officer Gottman recalls Sergeant Hils making a staternent
similar to “I kicked her ass,” when referring to the arrest of Lieutenant Pettis. Officer Gottman
also recalled Sergeant Hils stating that Lieutenant Pettis will “bitch, scream, and yell it was
race to get what Lieutenant Pettis wants.”

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers if they were to file a complaint against Lieutenant
Pettis, he as Fraternal Order of Police Union President would have to defend her as he would

any other member.

Officer Gotiman did not recall Sergeant Hils making any statement about Lisutenant Fern.
Officer Gottman did not recall Sergeant Hils making any statement regarding recording
supervisors or the policy or procedure against recording supervisors.

Officer Gottman was dispatched on a service call and was not present for the entire meeting
with Sergeant Hils. It is possible that several statements were made by Sergeant Hils when
Officer Gottman was not present.

During the meeting with Sergeant Hils, Officer Tamera Brown made a statement to several
officers that a Form 17 was being authored on the behalf of the relief concerning issues on the
relief, and the relief should sign the Form 17. Officer Brown stated to the officers present that
it would be better for the newer officers to not sign the form and to let the senior officers
address the issues occurring on third relief. Officer Gottman never saw the Form 17 and
never signed the Form 17,
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Police Officer Regina Adams, Badge: P293, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2045 hours, Officer Adams was in uniform preparing
for District Four third relief roll call. Officer Adams heard over fellow officer’s police radios a
shots fired incident involving District Four second shift officers. There was some confusion
whether the officer heard shots or if the officer was shot at. The shots fired incident occurred
prior to roll call and evolved as roll call was occurring.

The Night Chief, Captain Swingley, and Lieutenant Pettis attempted several times to clarify if
the officer was shot at. When the officer finally acknowledged that shots were fired at police
Lieutenant Pettis asked to initiate the situational notification procedure. Captain Swingley

canceled that request and informed Lieutenant Pettis that he would be handling the incident.

At no point during the roll call did Officer Adams or any other third relief officer ask Lieutenant
Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond to the shots fired incident. Officer Adams
felt the incident was being handled by officers on scene and there was no urgency for officers
from third relief roll call to respond. At no point did Lieutenant Pettis instruct officers that they
could not respond to the shots fired incident. Officer Adams stated the roll call was normal in
duration and time.

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Adams was on duty and in
uniform attending District Four third relief roll call. Officer Adams was not aware this roll call
was being recorded and was unsure who recorded the roll call.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed all the officers and spoke about the shots fired incident that
occurred on November 16, 2017 and explained the decisions that she made during the
incident.

Lieutenant Pettis then asked if any officers had any issues regarding the shots fired incident or
her decisions. No one replied to Lieutenant Petlis’ inquiry, causing Lieutenant Pettis to
specifically address Specialist Ludgatis, asking her if she had an issue.

Specialist Ludgatis mentioned she was upset with the decision not to send third relief officers
to assist on the shots fired incident. Specialist Ludgatis explained to Lieutenant Pettis what
she heard during the shots fired incident.

Lieutenant Pettis then began to “put Specialist Ludgatis in her place” by informing Specialist
Ludgatis that Lieutenant Pettis was in charge.

Lieutenant Pettis made a comment to Specialist Ludgatis about going to the desk while the
rest of the officers in roll call take care of things. Lieutenant Pettis also stated to Specialist
Ludgatis that she “volunteers to sit on the desk every night, you don’t cover nobody.”

Officer Adams felt embarrassed for Specialist Ludgatis because she felt Lieutenant Pettis was
being very demeaning towards Specialist Ludgatis in front of her peers. Officer Adams felt
these comments were unprofessional and out of line.
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Officer Adams felt both Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis should have had this
interaction in private, but acknowledged that Specialist Ludgatis only made statements when
addressed by Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Adams believes that Lieutenant Pettis singled out Specialist Ludgatis because of
comments Specialist Ludgatis made to captain Swingley on a previous date that Officer
Adams was not present for. Officer Adams does not believe Lieutenant Pettis singled
Specialist Ludgatis because of her race or gender.

Officer Adams has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or gender, and acknowledged that she treats all officers equally. Officer Adams felt she
was treated the same way as other officers of different races and genders.

Officer Adams never heard Specialist Ludgatis speak disrespectful about Lieutenant Pettis.
Officer Adams never observed any interaction between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist
Ludgatis that gave any indication that there was an issue or tension between the two of them.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Adams was on duty in uniform attending District Four third
relief roll call. At the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief officers.
Officer Adams recalls Lieutenant Pettis making the statement to the officers that, "besides the
civilian rider and the sergeant everyone else in this room is two ranks below me,” and briefly
remembers Lieutenant Pettis stating she does not care about the officer’s opinion. Officer
Adams was upset by the comments and felt it was inappropriate for Lieutenant Petlis to make
these statements to the officers.

Officer Adams was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis.

Police Officer Maggie Hinkle, Badge: P284, District Four

On November 18, 2017 at approximately 2040 hours, Officer Hinkle was in uniform preparing
for District Four third relief roll call. Officer Hinkle heard a District Four second relief officer,
via his police radio, broadcast a shots fired incident. 1t was clear that a shot was fired but was
unclear who the shot was fired at.

It was still unclear as roll call began if the officer was shot at. Lieutenant Pettis attempted to
clarify what occurred by asking several questions via her police radio.

No third shift officer asked either Lieutenant Pettis or another supervisor if they could respond
to the shots fired incident before or during roll call, and at no time did Lieutenant Pettis or
another supervisor inform any officer they could not respond on the shots fired incident.

On November 21, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Hinkle was in uniform on duty at
District Four, attending third relief roll call. Captain Swingley addressed the roll call and spoke
about a shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017. Captain Swingley explained
the incident and explained the decisions that he made that evening in an attempt to clarify the
incident for all the officers.
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Officer Hinkle does not recall Specialist Ludgatis make any comments about Lieutenant Pettis
and did not recall Specialist Ludgatis asking any questions, but did state that Captain
Swingley instructed officers to ask him any questions.

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Hinkle was on duty in uniform
and attended District Four third shift roll call. Towards the completion of roll call Lieutenant
Pettis addressed the third relief officers.

Lieutenant Pettis began addressing the officers by explaining the shots fired incident that
occurred on November 16, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis went into detail about what was
broadcasted and then explained the decisions she made that evening.

Lieutenant Pettis then made the conversation personal and singled Specialist Ludgatis out,
making several degrading comments towards Specialist Ludgatis. Specifically, Lieutenant
Pettis addressed Specialist Ludgatis’ assignment as the District Four desk officer and how
Specialist Ludgatis needs to be woman enough to speak to her.

Specialist Ludgatis did not say anything disrespectful or insubordinate to Lieutenant Pettis,
and when Specialist Ludgatis attempted to speak she was “shut down” by Lieutenant Pettis.
Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to “be quiet,” and when Specialist
Ludgatis attempted to speak, Lieutenant Pettis interrupted her by stating “and?” several times.
The conversation between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis was very one-sided, with
Lieutenant Pettis doing the majority of the speaking. Officer Hinkle was disappointed by the
comments made by Lieutenant Pettis, which Officer Hinkle felt were disrespectful and
unprofessional.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Hinkie was on duty in uniform and attended District Four third
relief roll call. At the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief officers,
as well as Mr. Bill Tucker, a member of L.eadership Cincinnati, who was participating in a ride
along that evening.

Lieutenant Pettis stated to the officers that "besides the civilian rider and the sergeant
everybody else in this room is two ranks below her and she was in charge.” Lieutenant Petlis
informed that officers that she did not care if they had 28 years or 28 days on.

Officer Hinkle felt these comments Lieutenant Pettis made were demeaning towards her and
made her feel like she was not part of the relief.

Officer Hinkle had worked with Lieutenant Petiis and Specialist Ludgatis for approximately one
month prior to November 22, 2017. Officer Hinkle had never observed any interaction
between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis that made her believe there were issues
between the two of them.

Officer Hinkle felt Lieutenant Pettis treated each officer equally, no matter their race or gender.
As a white female officer, Officer never felt she was treated differently by Lieutenant Pettis.
Officer Hinkle never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown make any negative comments
about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, or heard them make any statements that were
insubordinate or an attempt to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as relief commander.
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Officer Hinkle was never asked to sign a Form 17 by either Specialist Ludgatis or Officer
Brown.

Officer Hinkle was not aware that the roll call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded and
was unsure who recorded the roll call.

Police Officer Kevin Martin, Badge: P236, District Four

On November 16, 2017, at approximately 2050 hours, Officer Martin was on duty and in
uniform, preparing for District Four third relief roll call. Via his police radio Officer Martin heard
a District Four second relief officer broadcast a shots fired incident. It was not clear if the
officer was shot at or the officer had heard a shot.

Due to the confusion, Lieutenant Pettis attempted to get a definitive answer whether the officer
was shot at or not. While attempting to clarify the incident, Lieutenant Pettis continued with
roli call.

At no point during roll call did any officer ask Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor to
respond to the shots fired incident. At no point during the shots fired incident did Lieutenant

Pettis tell officers they could not respond.

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Martin was on duty, in uniform,
and attended District Four third relief roll call. Officer Martin was not aware this roll call was
being recorded and was unsure who recorded the roll call.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed ali the officers and asked if any officers had any issues regarding
the shots fired incident on November 16, 2017. Specialist Ludgatis mentioned she was upset
that the relief was not sent to assist on the shots fired incident. At no point was Specialist
Ludgatis disrespectful or insubordinate towards Lieutenant Pettis.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to “be quiet,” and also stated to
Specialist Ludgatis that she “sits on the desk every night, you don’t cover nobody.” Officer
Martin felt the comments were belittling towards Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Martin also recalls Lieutenant Pettis stating, “You sit there in the comfort of the office,
in the comfort of the district, and answer telephones every night.” Officer Martin felt these
comments were specifically directed towards Specialist Ludgatis even though other officers

were present.

Officer Martin stated Lieutenant Pettis said "you ain’t taking no supervisory test, therefore |
could care less, could give two craps about what you think.” Officer Martin said that he would
like to believe that his opinion matters even though he realizes that supervisors don’t have to

take his advice.
Officer Martin stated the comments by Lieutenant Pettis made him uncomfortable.

On November 24, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Martin was on duty, in uniform,
and attended District Four third relief roll call.
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Lieutenant Pettis addressed roll call again concerning the shots fired incident on November.
Officer Martin did not recall any specific comments made by Lieutenant Pettis during that roll
call.

Officer Martin was never approached by Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown and asked fo
sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Martin has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat any officer differently based upon
their race or gender. Officer Martin has never heard Lieutenant Pettis say anything
disrespectful about Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown.

Officer Martin has never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown say anything negative
about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Police Officer Jason Wallace, Badge: P70, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2045 hours, Officer Wallace was in uniform
preparing for District Four third relief roll call. Officer Wallace heard, via his police radio, a
District Four second relief officer broadcast shots fired.

There was some confusion on the radio as to whether the officer was shot at or heard shots.
Lieutenant Pettis attempted to clarify and confirm that the officer was shot at. Captain
Swingley arrived on scene and instructed Lieutenant Pettis to stand down and that he would
be handling the incident.

At no time during roll call and while the shots fired incident was occurring did any officer ask
either Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond on the shots fired
incident. Lieutenant Pettis never denied or instructed officers not to respond to the shots fired
incident.

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Wallace was on duty and in
uniform, attending District Four third relief roll call. Officer Wallace was not aware the roll call
was being recorded and was unsure who recorded the roli call.

Roll call was conducted as usual, and at the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed
the officers. Lieutenant Petiis explained the shots fired incident on November 16, 2017 and
why she made the decisions she did that day.

Lieutenant Pettis then switched from addressing the officers to what Officer Wallace described
as a personal attack on Specialist Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis called Specialist Ludgatis out by
name and told Specialist Ludgatis she didn’t cover any officers while working the desk.
Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis she could care less about what she has to say.

Officer Wallace felt like Lieutenant Pettis was attacking Specialist Ludgatis for being assigned
to the desk. Officer Wallace felt these comments were unprofessional to make in front of
fellow officers. Officer Wallace was embarrassed for Specialist Ludgatis.

Specialist Ludgatis said very little and only spoke when addressed by Lieutenant Pettis.
Specialist Ludgatis did not say anything unprofessional or disrespectful to Lieutenant Pettis.
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Officer Wallace assumed Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because Lieutenant
Pettis believed that Specialist Ludgatis made a complaint regarding the shots fired incident on
November 16, 2017.

Prior to this interaction Officer Wallace had not observed Lieutenant Pettis interact with
Specialist Ludgatis in a way that led him to believe there were any issues between the two of
them.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Wallace was on duty in uniform and attended District Four third
relief roll call. Officer Wallace was made aware that Sergeant Dan Hils would be coming to
District Four to speak to them regarding the incidents between Lieutenant Pettis, Officer
Tamera Brown, and Specialist Ludgatis.

After roll call was completed Sergeant Hils arrived and spoke with several officers, including
Officer Wallace, in the roll call room. Sergeant Hils was called to District Four by Officer
Tamera Brown and Specialist Ludgatis to discuss options about what could be done regarding
the way Lieutenant Pettis spoke to Specialist Ludgatis during roll call on November 22, 2017.

Sergeant Hils stated that he represents both the officers in the room as well as Lieutenant
Pettis. He gave the officers different options they could use to seek a resolution. Sergeant
Hils stated that if discipline was taken against Lieutenant Pettis, he would defend her as he
would any member of the union.

Sergeant Hils told the officers about arresting Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago before she was
hired by the City of Cincinnati. Sergeant Hils stated he used force during the arrest of
Lieutenant Pettis, but does not recall Sergeant Hils stating he kicked Lieutenant Pettis’ ass.

A recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was played by an unknown officer for
Sergeant Hils. Officer Wallace stated Sergeant Hils informed officers that if recording roll call
protected them, then to do what you have to do.

Officer Waliace does not recall Sergeant Hils make any comments about Lieutenant Fern.

Officer Wallace was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis by
either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Wallace never heard any comments by either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist
Ludgatis that were disrespectiul towards Lieutenant Pettis or were undermining to her
authority as the relief commander.

Police Officer Christian Schapker, Badge: P407, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2050 hours, Officer Schapker was in unifor
preparing for District Four third relief roll call. Prior to roll call beginning Officer Schapker
heard, via his police radio, a District Four second relief officer broadcast shots fired. It was not
clear if the officer was shot at or heard a shot.
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Lieutenant Pettis attempted to clarify and confirm that the officer was shot at. The officers
involved did not supply Lieutenant Pettis with a definitive answer if they had actually been shot
at or not.

At no time during roll call and while the shots fired incident was occurring did any officer ask
either Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond on the shots fired
incident. Lieutenant Pettis never denied or instructed officers not to respond to the shots fired
incident.

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Schapker was on duty and in
uniform, attending District Four third relief roll call. Roll call was conducted as usual, and at
the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed the shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017 and
asked officers if they had any issues concerning the incident. Specialist Ludgatis informed
Lieutenant Pettis that she believed officers should have been released from roll call to respond
to the shots fired incident.

Specialist Ludgatis was not confrontational towards Lieutenant Pettis. Specialist Ludgatis was
professional and was not insubordinate when speaking with Lieutenant Pettis.

Lieutenant Pettis started to slightly raise her voice and was speaking very strongly, speaking
directly to Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Schapker recalls Lieutenant Pettis telling Specialist
Ludgatis that she needs to just worry about the desk. Officer Schapker recalls Lieutenant
Pettis tell Specialist Ludgatis “you sit there in the comfort of your office, you don’t cover
nobody.” Lieutenant Pettis stated “I could care less. | could give two craps what you think.”

Officer Schapker felt these statements by Lieutenant Pettis were very condescending and
demeaning towards Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Schapker stated the interaction between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis was
very one-sided, with Lieutenant Pettis doing the majority of the speaking.

Prior to November 22, 2017, Officer Schapker had never seen Lieutenant Pettis interact with
Specialist Ludgatis in a way that led him to believe there were any issues between the two of

them.

Officer Schapker never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown make any negative
comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, or heard them make any statements that
were insubordinate or an attempt to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as relief
commander.

Officer Schapker never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat any officer differently based upon
their race or gender, and in general treats all officers equally.

Officer Schapker was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis by
either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.
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On November 24, 2017, Officer Schapker was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. At the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief

officers.

Lieutenant Petlis again explained the shots fired incident from November 16, 2017. Officer
Schapker recalled Lieutenant Pettis make a statement about not caring how long an officer
has been on the job because she was still in charge. Lieutenant Pettis also stated that
besides the civilian rider and the sergeant, everybody else in the room was two ranks below
her. Lieutenant Pettis explained to the officers that she was in charge and ncbody would
question her authority.

Officer Schapker did not recall Lisutenant Pettis mentioning Specialist Ludgatis, who was not
present for this roll call.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Schapker was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. Officer Schapker was informed that Sergeant Hils would be speaking to
officers to discuss Lieutenant Pettis’ actions and comments.

Sergeant Hils arrived after roll call was dismissed and spoke with several of the District Four
third relief officers.

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers the options they had regarding Lieutenant Pettis’
comments and actions. Sergeant Hils stated that if discipline was taken against Lieutenant
Pettis he would defend her as he would any member of the union.

Officer Schapker recalled Sergeant Hils informing the officers that he had arrested Lieutenant
Pettis prior to Lisutenant Pettis being employed by the City of Cincinnati. Officer Schapker did
not recall Sergeant Hils stating he “kicked Lieutenant Pettis’ ass” during the arrest or stating
that Lieutenant Pettis will "bitch and scream” to get what she wants.

Officer Schapker was not present when the recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was
played and does not recall Sergeant Hils making any comments about recording roll call.

Officer Schapker does not recall Sergeant Hils making any comments about Lieutenant Fern.

Officer Schapker was not present for all of Sergeant Hils comments because he arrived after
Sergeant Hils had started speaking and he left before Sergeant Hils concluded.

Police Officer Aubrey Pitts, Badge: P280, District Four

On November 21, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Pitts was in uniform on duty at
District Four and attended third relief roll call. Captain Swingley addressed the roll call and
spoke about a shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017.

Specialist Ludgatis asked Captain Swingley several questions regarding the incident and how
it was handled by District Four third relief supervisors. Specialist Ludgatis never named any of
the third relief supervisors by name and did not make any disrespectful comments about any
of the third relief supervisors while speaking to Captain Swingley.
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Officer Pitts stated he believed that Specialist Ludgatis was just asking questions and was not
being insubordinate.

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Pitts was on duty in uniform and
attended District Four third relief roll call. Towards the end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis
addressed the officers. Lieutenant Pettis went over the shots fired incident that occurred on
November 16, 2017.

At one point Specialist Ludgatis was asked directly by Lieutenant Pettis what Specialist
Ludgatis recalled from that day. Specialist Ludgatis stated that an officer broadcasted via his
police radio that he was shot at, and they remained in roll call. This caused the conversation
to get “heated” and Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis to “be quiet” because Lieutenant
Pettis was speaking.

Lieutenant Pettis continued with how she was going to run her relief and that she was in
command. Lieutenant Pettis continued to single Specialist Ludgatis out and made several
demeaning comments towards Specialist Ludgatis. One of the comments that Officer Pitts felt
was demeaning towards Specialist Ludgatis was when Lieutenant Pettis asked Specialist
Ludgatis, “who do you cover?” referring to Specialist Ludgatis working the district desk.

Officer Pitts felt Lieutenant Pettis continued to demean Specialist Ludgatis even when she
dismissed roll call. Lieutenant Pettis looked at Specialist Ludgatis and stated “you're
dismissed to the desk.” Officer Pitts felt this singled Specialist Ludgatis out because all the
other officers were entering the field.

Officer Pitts felt Lieutenant Pettis was professional at first when addressing the officers, but
when Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out it was unprofessional and should have
been handled behind closed doors and not in front of fellow officers.

Officer Pitts felt that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because of the questions
Specialist Ludgatis had asked the previous day to Captain Swingley.

Officer Pitts has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat other officers differently based upon
their race or gender. Officer Pitts never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat Specialist Ludgatis
differently prior to November 22, 2017.

Officer Pitts never heard Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis make any negative
comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, and never heard Officer Tamera Brown or
Specialist Ludgatis say or do anything that appeared to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’
command of District Four third relief.

After roll call was completed Officer Pitts observed that it appeared that Specialist Ludgatis
was “hurt” by Lieutenant Pettis’ comments, causing Officer Pitts to check on her to make sure

she was okay and see if she needed anything.

Officer Pilts described the District four third relief roll call on November 22, 2017 as the most
“awkward" roll call he has ever attended.
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On November 24, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Pitts was in uniform on duty at
District Four and attended third relief roll call. Lieutenant Pettis addressed ths officers at the

completion of roli call.

Officer Pitts recalled Lieutenant Pettis make the statements, “Besides the civilian rider and the
sergeant, everyone else in this room is two ranks below me,” and, “| don’t care about your
opinion and | don’t care what you have to say.” Officer Pitis felt that it was unfair for
Lieutenant Pettis to make these statements about her subordinates.

Officer Pitts has never been approached or asked to sign a petition or a form against
Lieutenant Pettis by either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Pitts was not aware that the roll call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded and
does not know who recorded it.

Police Officer Estella Spaulding, Badge: P623, District Four

On November 21, 2017, Officer Spaulding was on duty in uniform, and attended District four
third relief roll call. Captain Swingley addressed roll call concerning the shots fired incident
that occurred on November 16, 2017. -

Captain Swingley was speaking about the incident when Specialist Ludgatis voiced her
concerns about the incident, and that she was "appalled” by what had occurred. Specialist
Ludgatis never mentioned Lieutenant Pettis by name only that she believed supervisors
should have sent third relief officers to assist on the shots fired run. Officer Spauiding never
heard Specialist Ludgatis say anything disrespectful about Lieutenant Pettis to Captain
Swingley.

Officer Spaulding never felt Specialist Ludgatis was being disrespectful towards Lieutenant
Pettis or made any comments attempting to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority in front of
other officers while speaking to Captain Swingley.

On November 22, 2017, Officer Spaulding was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. At the completion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers.

Lieutenant Pettis spoke about the shots fired incident that occurred on November 18, 2017
and the decisions she made during the incident. While speaking about the incident Lieutenant
Pettis’ tone changed and Lieutenant Pettis made several comments directed at Specialist
Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis's asked Specialist Ludgatis what she heard during the shots fired
incident. Specialist Ludgatis replied to Lieutenant Pettis about what she heard on November
16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis then began to describe what Lieutenant Pettis had heard and informed
Specialist Ludgatis that she could have come to Lieutenant Pettis if she had an issue with
what occurred on November 16, 2017. Specialist Ludgatis replied she could not speak with
Lieutenant Pettis because Lieutenant Pettis would act the way she was acting now. This was
the only comment Specialist Ludgatis made towards Lieutenant Pettis. Specialist Ludgatis
never made insubordinate comments towards Lieutenant Pettis or attempted to undermine
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.
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At this point, Officer Spaulding said Lieutenant Pettis completely changed from addressing an
issue affecting the relief to a “personal” matter with Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Spaulding
believes that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because Specialist Ludgatis
voiced an issue with Lieutenant Pettis the previous day with Captain Swingley. Officer
Spaulding does not believe Lieutenant Pettis singling Specialist Ludgatis had anything to do
with Specialist Ludgatis’ race or gender.

Officer Spaulding remembered Lieutenant Pettis telling Specialist Ludgatis to be quiet several
times, explaining that she gave Specialist Ludgatis a chance to speak now it was her turn to
speak.

Officer Spaulding also recalled Lieutenant Pettis mention Specialist Ludgatis working the desk
and not covering fellow officers. Officer Spaulding stated the comment was a true statement,
but if the comment was made towards her, she would take it as disrespectful and demeaning.

Officer Spaulding stated she believed that Lieutenant Pettis was professional up until the
conversation became personal, and believes Lieutenant Pettis should have had the
conversation with Specialist Ludgatis in private.

Officer Spaulding has worked with Lieutenant Pettis since April 2017. Officer Spaulding has
never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender.
Furthermore, Officer Spaulding never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat either Officer Tamera
Brown or Specialist Ludgatis any differently than other officers. Officer Spaulding never
observed any actions or comments by either Lieutenant Pettis or Specialist Ludgatis leading
her to believe there were problems between them.

Officer Spaulding has never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown make any
comments about Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Spaulding was never asked to sign a petition or any form by either Specialist Ludgatis
or Officer Tamera Brown.

Officer Spaulding was not aware that the roll call on November 22, 2107 was being recorded
or who recorded the roll call.

Police Officer Derrick Johnson, Badge: P174, District Four

On November 26, 2017 Officer Derrick Johnson was on duty in uniform, and attended District
Four third relief roll call. During roll call Officer Tamera Brown informed third relief that
Sergeant Dan Hils would be attending to address any issues that were occurring with
Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Johnson was dismissed from roll call and prepared his marked police vehicle. When
he returned, Sergeant Hils was in the roll call room speaking with several third relief officers.
Officer Johnson spoke with Sergeant Hils, who was in plainclothes, regarding an incident with
Lieutenant Pettis informing Officer Johnson he could be terminated if caught recording roll call.
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Approximately two months earlier Officer Johnson was pulled into the Lieutenant’s office and
guestioned by Lieutenant Pettis and a third relief sergeant. Lieutenant Pettis asked Officer
Johnson if he was recording roll call with his personal cellular telephone. Officer Johnson
stated he was not recording roll cail and inquired as to why he was singled out. She stated
somebody informed her they observed a red record light on his phone during a previous roll
call.

Officer Johnson explained that he would often take photos utilizing his personal cell phone of
his upcoming court dates to be added to his calendar upon completion of roll call. Officer
Johnson stated Lieutenant Pettis informed Officer Johnson if he was recording roll call he
could be terminated, and supplied him with a copy of City of Cincinnati Human Resource
Policy Regulation 2.17 Recording Devices.

Sergeant Hils spoke with Officer Johnson and addressed his concerns regarding what
Lieutenant Pettis instructed him on.

Officer Johnson stated officers were free to come and go and he could have got up and left if
he wished to do so. The main focus of the conversation between Sergeant Hils and the third
relief officers was & possible EEO complaint against Lieutenant Pettis.

Sergeant Hils stated that if there was an EEO complaint filed against Lieutenant Pettis, as the
Union President he would defend her since she is a member of the Fraternal Order of Police
Union, and he would defend her like any other member.

Officer Johnson does not recall Sergeant Hils make any comment regarding a prior arrest of
Lieutenant Pettis by Sergeant Hils, or any comments about Lieutenant Fern.

Officer Johnson does not recall Sergeant Hils making any comments about recording
supervisors or utilizing the body worn cameras to record supervisors.

Officer Johnson heard a recording played by an unknown officer, and does not recall the type
of device the recording was played on. Officer Johnson siated he felt his issue he wished to
discuss with Sergeant Hils was addressed, and he left the room as the recording began.

While present in the room with Sergeant Hils, Officer Johnson did not hear Sergeant Hils
make. any negative or unprofessional comments about Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Johnson was briefly shown a Form 17 by Officer Tamera Brown concerning an EEO
complaint, and was instructed if he wished to sign the form he could. Officer Johnson never
felt coerced or harassed to sign any form against Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Johnson works with Lieutenant Pettis approximately one day a week. Officer Johnson
has not observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender.

Officer Johnson had never heard Lieutenant Pettis speak bad about or single Specialist
Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown out.
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Police Officer Michael Moore, Badge: P925, District Four

On November 26, 2017 Officer Michael Moore was on duty in uniform, and attended District
Four third relief roll call. During roll call it was announced that Sergeant Dan Hils would be
attending to speak with third relief officers. Sergeant Hils was delayed and arrived after the
completion of roll call.

Officers were not required to attend the meeting with Sergeant Hils and could have left the
meeting at any time if they chose to.

Several officers spoke with Sergeant Hils concerning prior incidents with Lieutenant Pettis that
had occurred during roll call. Officer Moore was not present for any of those roll calls and was
unaware of what occurred.

Officer Moore believes that Officer Defranco played a recording of a previous roll call involving
comments made by Lieutenant Pettis for Sergeant Hils.

After hearing the recording Sergeant Hils informed the officers present that it is against policy
to record roll call, but stated if officers felt uncomfortable during roll call to record it.

Sergeant Hils did not instruct officers to utilize their body worn cameras to record roll call.
Sergeant Hils made several comments regarding arresting Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago,
prior to her becoming a Cincinnati Police Officer. Officer Moore recalled Sergeant Hils making
the statement the he “kicked her ass,” referring to Lieutenant Pettis during the arrest. Officer
Moore also recalls Sergeant Hils stating that Lieutenant Pettis will “bitch” and "complain” to get
what she wants. Officer Moore recalls Sergeant Hils mentioning Lieutenant Fern, but does not
recall the exact comments that were made about Lieutenant Fern.

Officer Moore recalled Sergeant Hils using the phrase “urban ghetto” once or twice while
addressing the District Four officers. Sergeant Hils used the term to describe the type of
neighborhoods the officers were policing. Officer Moore took the term “urban ghetto” to mean
poor neighborhood.

Officer Moore did not believe that any of the comments about Lieutenant Pettis by Sergeant
Hils were based upon Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Officer Moore has worked for Lieutenant Pettis since her transfer to District Four in early 2017.
Officer Moore has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat anybody improper or treat them
differently based upon their race or gender.

Officer Moore was never asked to sign a petition or any form against Lieutenant Pettis by
either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Moore has never heard Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown make any
disparaging comments about Lieutenant Pettis or make any action to undermine Lieutenant
Pettis’ authority.
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Police Officer William Goetz, Badge: P100, District Four

On November 21, 2017, Officer William Goetz was on duty in uniform, and attended District
Four third shift roll call. Captain Swingley addressed the roll call and spoke about a shots fired
incident that occurred on November 16, 2017. Captain Swingley asked the roll call if they had
any questions concerning the incident. Specialist Ludgatis had several questions, mainly
asking why District Four Supervisors did not send third relief officers to assist with the shots
fired run. Specialist Ludgatis did not identify the supervisors by name.

Officer Goetz did not feel that Specialist Ludgatis was insubordinate or undermining any of the
third shift supervisors, only asking for further clarification from Captain Swingley.

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours Officer Goetz was on duty in uniform
attending District Four third shift roll call. Towards the completion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis
addressed the third shift officers.

Lieutenant Pettis made several points regarding her decision concerning the shots fired
incident that occurred on November 16, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis reiterated to the officers that
she is the Lieutenant and is in charge of the relief, and if there are any issues with her
decision to come speak to her directly.

Lieutenant Pettis then went from addressing the relief to what Officer Goetz described as a
personal attack against Specialist Ludgatis by Lieutenant Pettis. Lieutenant Pettis made
demeaning comments referring to Specialist Ludgatis being assigned to the District Four desk
and not covering other officers.

Officer Goetz believed Lieutenant Pettis started out professional, but believed that Lieutenant
Pettis was unprofessional with her attack against Specialist Ludgatis.

Officer Goetz believed that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out due to Specialist
Ludgatis’ comments made the day prior to Captain Swingley. Officer Goetz does not believe
Lieutenant Pettis's treatment of Specialist Ludgatis had anything to do with Specialist
Ludgatis’ sex or race. Officer Goetz has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers
differently based upon their race or sex, and treats all officers equally.

Officer Goetz was transferred to District Four on April 23, 2017. Officer Goetz never observed
any negative interactions between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera
Brown during the seven months prior to November 22, 2017.

Officer Goetz has never observed Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Brown make any comments
that he perceived as attempting to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ supervision and never heard
any negative comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or sex.

Officer Goetz was never asked by Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis to sign a form
or petition against Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Goetz was not aware that the roli call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded and
was not sure who recorded the roll call.
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Police Officer Aaron Watkins, Badge: P292, District Four

On November 21, 2017, Officer Aaron Watkins was on duty in uniform and attended District
Four third shift roll call. Captain Swingley addressed the roll call and spoke about a shots fired
incident that occurred on November 16, 2017.

Specialist Ludgatis questioned why District Four Supervisors did not send third relief officers
to assist with the shots fired run. Specialist Ludgatis did not identify the supervisors by name.

Officer Watkins did not feel that Specialist Ludgatis was insubordinate, but felt the questions
could have been asked at a different time.

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Watkins was on duty in uniform
and attended District Four third shift roll call. Towards the completion of roll call Lieutenant
Pettis addressed the third shift officers.

Lieutenant Pettis explained her decision concerning the shots fired incident that occurred on
November 16, 2017. Officer Watkins was not present on November 16, 2017 and was
unfamiliar with the incident.

Lieutenant Pettis then asked Specialist Ludgatis if she had any questions concerning
Lieutenant Pettis’ decision made on-November 16, 2017. Specialist Ludgatis replied to
Lieutenant Pettis, causing a verbal altercation with Specialist Ludgatis.

The verbal altercation was one-sided, with Specialist Ludgatis saying very few words and
Lieutenant Pettis “scolding” Specialist Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis repeatedly told Specialist
Ludgatis to “be quiet,” made inappropriate comments referring to Specialist Ludgatis being
assigned as the District Four third shift desk officer, and downplayed the role Specialist
Ludgatis contributed to the relief.

Lieutenant Pettis stated to Specialist Ludgatis, “| could give two craps about what you think.”
Officer Watkins stated that this comment made him feel that if Lieutenant Pettis didn't care
what her subordinates thought, then why should he even mention anything to Lieutenant
Pettis.

Officer Watkins believes Lieutenant Pettis should have addressed this issue with Specialist
Ludgatis behind closed doors and not in front of her peers.

Officer Watkins believes that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out due to Specialist
Ludgatis’ comments made the day prior to Captain Swingley. Officer Watkins does not
believe Lieutenant Pettis’ treatment of Specialist Ludgatis had anything to do with Specialist
Ludgatis’ sex or race.

Officer Watkins has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or sex, and treats all officers equally.

Officer Watkins was transferred to District Four on October 22, 2017. Officer Watkins never
observed any negative interactions between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis or
Officer Tamera Brown prior to November 22, 2017.
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Officer Watkins has never observed Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown make any
comments that he perceived as attempting to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ supervision and
never heard any negative comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or sex.

Officer Watkins was never asked by Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis to sign a
form or petition against Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Watkins was not aware that the roll call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded
and was not sure who recorded the roll call.

On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Hix was on duty in uniform, and
attended District Four third shift roll call. Towards the completion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis
addressed the third shift officers.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers regarding her decision concerning the shots fired
incident that occurred on November 16, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis spoke about the incident and
asked if any officers had any questions or concerns. No officer spoke up, at which time
Lieutenant Pettis directly addressed Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Hix was not aware of why
Lieutenant Pettis addressed only Specialist Ludgatis.

Specialist Ludgatis stated she believed the incident on November 16, 2017 could have been
handled differently. Cfficer Hix felt Specialist Ludgatis was not disrespectful to Lieutenant
Pettis and that Lieutenant Pettis was not disrespectful to Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Hix
interpreted the conversation between Specialist Ludgatis and Lieutenant Pettis as a personal

disagreement.

Officer Hix has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or sex, was strict with all officers, and treated them by the book regardless of their race or

Sex.

Officer Hix has never observed Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown make any
comments that he perceived as attempting to undermine Lisutenant Pettis’ supervision and
never heard any negative comments about Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Hix was never asked by Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis to sign a form or
petition against Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Hix was not aware that the roll call on November 22, 2017 was being recorded and
was not sure who recorded the roll call.

Police Officer Andrew Woedl, Badge: P360, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2050 hours, Officer Woedl was on light duty
assigned to the District Four desk. Officer Woed! was preparing for roll call at 2100 when he
heard, via fellow officer's radios, a shots fired run.
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Officer Woedi stated there was some confusion, and the officers involved and supervisors
were “going back and forth” on whether the shots were fired at the officers or not.

Several supervisors, including Lieutenant Pettis, attempted to clarify the incident and ascertain
what actually occurred.

At no time during roll call and while the shots fired incident was occurring did any officer ask
either Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond on the shots fired
incident. Lieutenant Pettis never denied or instructed officers not to respond to the shots fired
incident.

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Woed| was on-duty and in
uniform and attended District Four third relief roll call. Roll call was conducted as usual, and
then at the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers.

Lieutenant Pettis addressed the shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017 and
explained her decisions she made that day, but also made sure that officers were aware that
she was in charge. Lieutenant Pettis was speaking to all of the officers, but was directing all

her comments at Specialist Ludgatis.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to "be quiet” and mentioneded that
Specialist Ludgatis works the District desk and does not cover officers. Lieutenant Pettis also
told Specialist Ludgatis that she could care less what she thinks because she never took a
test to get promoted.

Officer Woedl felt the comments made by Lieutenant Pettis were inappropriate to make in
front of other officers. Officer Woedl felt that Lieutenant Pettis was unprofessional and the
comments were demeaning towards Specialist Ludgatis.

At no time did Specialist Ludgatis question Lieutenant Pettis’ authority.

Officer Woedl! believes that Lieutenant Pettis singled Specialist Ludgatis out because
Lieutenant Pettis believed that Specialist Ludgatis filed a complaint against Lieutenant Pettis
concerning her actions during the shots fired incident on November 16, 2017.

Officer Woedl has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or gender, and generally treats all officers fairly.

Officer Woedl has never heard Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis make any
negative comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Officer Woedl was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis by
either Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown.

Officer Woedl was not aware this roll call was being recorded and was unsure who recorded
the roll call.




Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 89 of 116 PAGEID #: 89

1S Case #17160
Page 45

Police Officer Matthew Mauric, Badge: P272, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2045 hours, Officer Mauric was in uniform preparing
for District Four third relief roll call. Via his police radio Officer Mauric heard a District Four
second relief officer broadcast shots fired. There was some confusion on whether the officer
was shot at or heard a shot.

Several supervisors, including Captain Swingley and Lieutenant Pettis, attempted to clarify
and confirm that the officer was shot at. The officers involved did not immediately make it
clear and did not give straightforward answers.

It was not until several minutes into roll call that the officers finally confirmed they were shot at.

At no time during roll call and while the shots fired incident was occurring did any officer ask
Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond on the shots fired incident.
Lieutenant Pettis never denied or instructed officers not to respond to the shots fired incident.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Mauric was on duty in uniform and attended District Four third
relief roll call. At the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief officers.

Officer Mauric stated Lieutenant Pettis spoke about Specialist Ludgatis questioning Lieutenant
Pettis’ authority, and that Lieutenant Pettis did not want officers to challenge her unless they
are the same rank as her.

Officer Mauric recalled Lieutenant Pettis making the statement to the officers that “besides the
civilian rider and the sergeant, everyone else in this room is two ranks below me.”

Officer Mauric also recalls Lieutenant Pettis stating that “since you don’t have rank you have
no skin in the game.” Officer Mauric was not offended by the comments by Lieutenant Pettis,
but could see how other officers could be offended.

Officer Mauric did feel that it could have been handled differently, in regards to speaking about
an officer when they were not present.

Officer Mauric has never observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their
race or gender, and she treats all officers equally.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Mauric was on duty in uniform and attended District Four third
relief roll call. Officer Mauric was informed by Officer Tamera Brown that Sergeant Dan Hils
would be coming to District Four to speak to them regarding the incidents between Lieutenant
Pettis, Officer Tamera Brown, and Specialist Ludgatis.

Not long after the third relief officers were dismissed from roll call, Sergeant Hils arrived and
spoke with several officers, including Officer Mauric, in the roll call room. Sergeant Hils was
discussing issues between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Hils told the officers about arresting Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago before she was
hired by the City of Cincinnati. Officer Mauric recalled Sergeant Hils stating something similar
to "kicking her ass,” referring to his arrest of Lieutenant Pettis.
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Officer Mauric recalled Sergeant Hils also talking about Lieutenant Pettis “bitching and
screaming about race or gender” to get what she wants.

Sergeant Hils informed the officers that they could author a Form 17 in an attempt to affect
change on the relief, and that if they did file a complaint against Lieutenant Pettis he would
defend her that same as he would any other member of the union.

During the meeting with Sergeant Hils a recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was
played by an unknown officer. Sergeant Hils referenced the recording and stated something
about a policy, but recording roll calls or other situations to protect yourself was acceptable to
Sergeant Hils.

Officer Mauric does not recall Sergeant Hils making any comments about Lieutenant Fern.
Sergeant Hils was speaking with the officers about the area in which they patrol. Officer
Mauric recalled Sergeant Hils using the word "ghetto” when referring to the area, but was
unsure if Sergeant Hils utilized the term “urban ghetto.”

Officer Mauric never heard Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis make any negative
comments about Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Officer Mauric was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis by
either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis.

Police Officer Dennis Barnette, Badge: P19, District Four

On November 22, 2017 at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Barnette was on duty and in
uniform, attending District Four third relief roll call. Officer Barnette was not aware the roll call
was being recorded and was unsure who recorded the roll call.

Roll call was conducted as usual, and at the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed
the officers. Lieutenant Pettis explained her actions during the shots fired incident on
November 16, 2017.

Officer Barnette stated Lieutenant Pettis was addressing all the officers, but then specifically
addressed Specialist Ludgatis. Specialist Ludgatis replied to Lieutenant Pettis, which caused
Lieutenant Pettis to focus her atiention on Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Barnette described it as
a "verbal attack” on Specialist L.udgatis. Specialist Ludgatis would attempt to make a
comment and was told repeatedly to “be quiet’ by Lieutenant Pettis.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis that she “look really good saying that, a person who
volunteers to sit on the desk every night. You don't cover nobody.” Officer Barnette felt
Lieutenant Pettis attacked Specialist Ludgatis and her position as the District Four desk
officer. At one point, when Specialist Ludgatis attempted to speak Lieutenant Pettis cut
Specialist Ludgatis off and stated “and? and? and?”

At no point during the conversation with Lieutenant Pettis was Specialist Ludgatis
disrespectful or insubordinate towards Lieutenant Pettis.
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Lieutenant Pettis stressed that the officer's opinions mean nothing to her. Officer Barnette
was upset by the comments Lieutenant Pettis made and felt they were demeaning to him and
his fellow officers. Officer Barnette felt he should have spoken up but admitied he was fearful
to do so.

Officer Barnette does not believe that Lieutenant Pettis singled Special Ludgatis out based
upon Specialist Ludgatis’ race or gender. Officer Barnette felt that Lieutenant Petlis singled
Specialist Ludgatis cut, believing that Specialist Ludgatis made a complaint against her
concerning the shoits fired incident.

Officer Barnette felt Lieutenant Pettis was unprofessional to address Specialist Ludgatis in this
manner, particularly in front of fellow officers, including several newly hired officers.

Officer Barnette has worked for Lieutenant Pettis in previous assignments and has never
observed Lieutenant Petlis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender.

On November 24, 2017, Officer Barnette was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. At the conclusion of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the third relief
officers. Specialist Ludgatis was not present for this roll call.

Lieutenant Pettis again explained the shots fired incident from November 16, 2017. While
Lieutenant Pettis was speaking about the incident she continued to mention Specialist
Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis stated she didn't care if an officer had 28 days, 28 years or 128
years, unless you're the same rank as her your opinion means nothing to her. Lieutenant
Pettis stated that the officers had “no skin in the game.”

Officer Barnette felt Licutenant Pettis was very aggressive in her tone and was embarrassed
by the comments. Officer Barnette considered transferring from third relief to avoid any more

interaction with Lieutenant Pettis.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Barnette was on duty in uniform and attended District Four
third relief roll call. Officer Tamera Brown informed District Four third relief that Sergeant Dan
Hils would be coming to District Four to speak to them regarding the incidents between
Lieutenant Pettis, Officer Tamera Brown, and Specialist Ludgatis.

Sergeant Hils arrived after roll call had been dismissed and spoke with several officers in the
roll call room. It was not mandatory to be there, and several officers arrived late and some left

early.

Sergeant Hils listened to the officer's concerns related to Lieutenant Pettis’ actions. Sergeant
Hils repeatedly stated that if disciplinary action was taken against Lieutenant Pettis, he would
defend her because she is a member of the union.

Sergeant Hils mentioned arresting Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago before she was hired by the
City of Cincinnati. Sergeant Hils stated he "kicked her ass” when he went into details of
Lieutenant Pettis’ arrest.

Sergeant Hils also stated that Lieutenant Pettis will “bitch, scream, and kick and yell it was
racism, sexism or whatever to get what she wants.”
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A recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was played by an unknown officer for
Sergeant Hils. Sergeant Hils informed the officers that he did not care or know about a policy
against recording roll call, but recording roll calls or anything else that will protect you is fine
and acceptable to him.

Officer Barnette does not recall Sergeant Hils make any comments about Lieutenant Fern.

While speaking to the officers Sergeant Hils stated that they work in the “ghetto.” Officer
Barnette did not think Sergeant Hils was trying to offend anybody, but just meant to tell the
officers they worked in a rough area, referring to the violent crime occurring in District Four.

Officer Barnette was asked to sign a Form 17 by Officer Tamera Brown. Officer Barnette felt
the letter was not insubordinate and that the relief just wanted to speak to Captain Mack to
address their concerns. Officer Barnette signed the form because Lieutenant Pettis
comments made officers on third relief including him feel “worthless.”

Officer Barnette never heard any comments by either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist
Ludgatis that were disrespectful towards Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, or were
undermining to her authority as the relief commander. Prior to November 22, 2017 Officer
Barnetie had never observed any interaction that lead him to believe there were any issues
between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown.

Police Officer Justin Kay, Badge: P365, District Four

On November 16, 2017 at approximately 2050 hours, Officer Kay was in uniform preparing for
District Four third relief roll call. As roll call was beginning or just prior to roll call beginning,
Officer Kay heard, via his police radio, a District Four second relief officer broadcast a foot
pursuit with a shot being fired. It was not clear if the officer was actually shot at.

Lieutenant Pettis attempted to gather information and clarify if the officer was shot at or heard
a shot.

At no time during roll call and while the shots fired incident was occurring did any officer ask
either Lieutenant Pettis or any other supervisor if they could respond on the shots fired
incident. Lieutenant Pettis never denied or instructed officers not to respond to the shots fired
incident.

On November 24, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Kay was in uniform on duty at
District Four attending third relief roll call. Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers at the
completion of roll call.

Lieutenant Pettis spoke about the decisions she made during the shots fired incident on
November 16, 2017. Lieutenant Pettis stated she did not appreciate officers making
comments about her behind her back, and that if officers had concerns they should come
speak to her about them. Lieutenant Pettis seemed agitated while speaking to the officers.

Officer Kay remembers Lieutenant Pettis stating something along the lines of “l don't care
about your opinion or what you have to say.” Officer Kay did not recall Lieutenant Pettis’ exact
wording, but recalled her continuing to mention her lieutenant bars and how she earned them.
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Lieutenant Petlis informed the officers they were several ranks below her, and if they wanted
to make decisions they could take the tests to get promoted.

Officer Kay has not observed Lieutenant Pettis treat any officers differently based upon their
race or gender.

Officer Kay never heard any comments by either Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis
that were disrespeciful towards Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

On November 26, 2017 Officer Kay was on duty in uniform and attended District Four third
relief roll call. Officer Tamera Brown informed third relief officers that Sergeant Hils would be
responding to speak with officers. Sergeant Hils arrived after roll call had been dismissed and
spoke with several officers in the roll call room.

Officer Kay did not feel he was required to come back and speak with Sergeant H:!s and
stated several officers did not return after roll call was dismissed.

Sergeant Hils spoke with officers regarding their concerns with Lieutenant Pettis and the
incident surrounding the shots fired on November 16, 2017. Sergeant Hils informed the
officers of several options, and that if discipline was taken against Lieutenant Pettis he would
defend her as he would any other member of the Fraternal Order of Police Union.

Sergeant Hils mentioned arresting Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago, before she was hired by the
City of Cincinnati. Officer Kay does not recall Sergeant Hils stating he “kicked her ass,” and
does not recall any specific details Sergeant Hils mentioned regarding the arrest.

Sergeant Hils stated he did not understand how Lieutenant Pettis got promoted with her
history, referring to her criminal history.

A recording of roll call from November 22, 2017 was played by an unknown officer for
Sergeant Hils. Sergeant Hils informed officers that if they were in a situation that they were
uncomfortable with, it was okay to record the conversation.

Officer Kay does not recall Sergeant Hils make any comments about Lieutenant Fern.

Sergeant Hils utilized the term “urban ghetto” while speaking to the officers regarding the
areas they patrol. Officer Kay took the term to mean a busy urban area with high violence,
and did not think the term referred to any specific race.

Officer Kay stated Sergeant Hils spoke about Lieutenant Pettis because of the comments she
made, and it had nothing to do with Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, and that he often
represents members of all races and genders.

Officer Kay was never asked to sign a Form 17 or petition against Lieutenant Pettis by either
Officer Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis. Officer Kay stated he was instructed by Officer
Tamera Brown not to get involved because he was a probationary police officer.
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Sergeant Daniel Hils, Badge: S77, Fraternal Order of Police Lodge 69

On November 26, 2017, at approximately 2145 hours, Sergeant Dan Hils was off duty in plain
clothes, when he responded to District Four at the request of a District Four Third relief officer
to discuss officers being “bullied” by their shift commander, and to answer questions officers
may have concerning issues on the relief.

Sergeant Hils met with approximately twelve officers inside the District Four roll call room.
This informal meeting took place after roli call had ended and officers were free to go as they
pleased.

Sergeant Hils spoke with several officers regarding issues concerning Lieutenant Pettis.
Sergeant Hils explained that if discipline against Lieutenant Pettis occurred, the Fraternal
Order of Police would have to represent Lieutenant Pettis the same as any other member.
Sergeant Hils does not recall stating that Lieutenant Pettis will "bitch” or “scream,” but did
state that she is not afraid to file a complaint based upon race or gender.

After the discussion, Sergeant Hils stated to several District Four officers that he had arrested
Lieutenant Pettis 25 years ago. Sergeant Hils stated he did not say he “kicked her ass,”
referring to Lieutenant Pettis during the arrest, but did state that he had to utilize force to take
Lieutenant Pettis into custody.

Sergeant Hils stated he told the officers the story of the arrest and how Lieutenant Pettis did
not get appointed to the Police Academy when retired Police Chief Michael Snowden was
Police Chief, and only managed to be appointed when retired Police Chief Thomas Streicher
became Police Chief.

Sergeant Hils stated he did not have a good reason for telling the story, and was “bull
crapping” about something he should not have been speaking about.

Sergeant Hils stated he made these comments after hearing a recording of Lieutenant Pettis
addressing subordinates during a roll call. ‘Sergeant Hils was angered and upset by the way
Lieutenant Pettis was speaking to the officers, and may have made these comments out of

frustration over Lieutenant Pettis’ comments.

Note: The recording Sergeant Hils heard was the recording of District Four third shift roll
call from November 22, 2017.

Sergeant Hils was never forwarded a copy of the recording or given a copy of the recording.

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers not to record supervisors utilizing their issued body
worn cameras, but there could be a City of Cincinnati regulation against recording supervisors
utilizing any type of electronic device. Sergeant Hils did state that if the officers are being
spoken to improperly he could see how officers might want to record it, but to never utilize the
body worn cameras to do so.

Sergeant Hils stated he did not instruct officers to violate Department Policy and Procedure.

Sergeant Hils never referred to Lieutenant Pettis as "Teflon” or “Teflon Don.”
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Sergeant Hils remembers referring to a relief having similar issues involving Lieutenant Fern,
but does not remember calling Lieutenant Fern a "drunk;” however, he did confirm that he
could have made that statement.

Sergeant Hils explained to the District Four third relief officers that they have to police a tough
area. Sergeant Hils stated he did refer to parts of District Four as the "ghetto,” but does not
remember using the term “urban ghetto;” however, stated he could have used it.

Sergeant Hils intended the term "ghetto” to mean a high crime area with a large volume of
service calls. Sergeant Hils never meant this statement to be negative against any minority
group.

Sergeant Hils acknowledged that he was upset by the comments made by Lieutenant Pettis,
and that he made a bad choice with some of the things he discussed in front of the officers.

The comments Sergeant Hils made regarding Lieutenant Pettis had nothing to do with
Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender, and were made because of the way Lieutenant Pettis spoke
to people.

Sergeant Hils was not aware that the arrest of Lieutenant Pettis was expunged and sealed by
the courts.

Sergeant Hils failed to identify what officer contacted him asking him to speak with District
Four third relief regarding concerns with Lieutenant Pettis. Sergeant Hils also failed to identify
what District Four officers were present when he spoke on November 26, 2017 at District
Four. Sergeant Hils also failed to identify the officer who played the recording of the roll cail
from November 22, 2017.

Note: Sergeant Hiis refused fo answer these questions, stating he was protected from
identifying officers that were possible whistleblowers against supervisors, and based
on his status as the FOP President and that these issues concerned union matters.

Additional interviews:

Note: The following interviews are related to the recording of District Four third relief roll call
on November 22, 2017, and the dissemination of the recording to individuals outside of
the Cincinnati Police Department that was uncovered during the course of this
investigation.

Sergeant Jay Kemme, Badge: $304, District Four

On November 23, 2017, at approximately 0600 hours, Sergeant Kemme arrived at District
Four. Sergeant Kemme was made aware of a recording of District Four third shift roll call from
November 22, 2017, where Lieutenant Pettis addressed roll call.
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Sergeant Kemme was sent a copy of the recording via cellular text message to his personal
cellular telephone by Officer Defranco. Sergeant Kemme believed Officer Defranco sent it to
him because Sergeant Kemme was a former supervisor of Officer Defranco.

Sergeant Kemme made a copy of the recording to a compact disc to give to Captain Mack.
Sergeant Kemme left the copy of the recording on his desk and left the District for several
hours to attend to matters in the field. When Sergeant Kemme returned, he stated several
unknown officers had listened to the recording and was informed by an unknown officer that
several unknown officers had made a copy of the recording.

Sergeant Kemme was contacted by Police Officer Brian Follrod, Badge: P124, District Four
Violent Crimes Squad, who stated he wished to hear the recording. Sergeant Kemme
forwarded the recording to Officer Folirod via either text message or email.

Sergeant Kemme was also contacted by Mr. Jeff Schare, who informed Sergeant Kemme he
was interested in hearing a recording of the roll call and heard that Sergeant Kemme had a
copy of it. Sergeant Kemme forwarded the recording to Mr. Schare via either text message or
email. Sergeant Kemme stated he used to work with Mr. Schare and saw no harm in
forwarding him a recording of the roll call.

Note: Mr. Jeff Schare was employed with the City of Cincinnali as a police officer
from September 15, 1991 to October 16, 2016. Mr. Schare is currently
employed as a private investigator for Schare Investigative Services.

When Sergeant Kemme forwarded the recording to Mr. Schare, Sergeant Kemme was not
aware that Mr. Schare was a private investigator.

Sergeant Kemme stated that besides Officer Folirod and Mr. Schare, he did not forward the
recording to anybody else. After 30 days the recording was automatically deleted from his
cellular telephone.

The location of the compact disc of the recording created by Sergeant Kemme is unknown,
but Sergeant Kemme believes that it was destroyed.

Police Officer Brian Folirod, Badge: P124. District Four Violent Crimes Sqguad

On November 23, 2017, Police Officer Brian Follrod was on duty in uniform inside District Four
police station, when he had a brief conversation with Sergeant Kemme in the hallway.

Sergeant Kemme asked Officer Folirod if he was aware of an incident that occurred during the
third shift roll call on November 22, 2017. Officer Follrod stated he was not aware of any
incident. Sergeant Kemme stated he had a recording of the roll call and would forward it to
Officer Follrod to listen to.

Sergeant Kemme forwarded the recording of the roli call to Officer Follrod via his personal
cellular telephone.
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Officer Follrod listened to the recording with his partner, Police Officer Nicolas Casch, Badge:
P164, District Four. Officer Folirod never played the recording for anybody else, nor did he
copy the recording or forward it to anybody.

Sergeant Ron Hale, Badge: S67, Patrol Bureau

On November 22, 2017, Sergeant Hale was in uniform working an off duty extension of police
services detail in the area of University of Cincinnati, assigned to their robbery prevention
detail.

Sergeant Hale was on a directed patrol when he was approached by Officer Defranco. Officer
Defranco played a recording of District Four third relief roll call that occurred earlier in the
evening, specifically the parts concerning Lieutenant Pettis addressing the third relief officers.

Officer Defranco forwarded a copy of the recording to Sergeant Hale’s personal cellular phone
via a text message. Sergeant Hale stated he did not listen to the entire recording and deleted
the message that evening.

Sergeant Hale did not make any copies of the recording and did not forward the recording to
any individuals.

Police Officer Eddie Hawkins, Badge: P805, Youth Services Section

Officer Eddie Hawkins stated on an unknown date and time, he was provided several
documents related to Internal Investigations Section Case #17160. Specifically Officer
Hawkins was provided with the Form 17 authored by Lieutenant Pettis and the Form 17
authored by Sergeant O'Malley. Officer Hawkins was given these forms by Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Hawkins was the President of the Sentinel Police Association and was assisting
Lieutenant Pettis with an allegation of mistreatment by Sergeant Hils.

Officer Hawkins stated the he and Lieutenant Pettis met with Lieutenant Colonel Neudigate,
City Manager Harry Black, and Chief Isaac. He provided each of the participants with copies
of the Form 17's authored by Lieutenant Pettis and Sergeant O’'Malley.

Officer Hawkins stated on an unknown date and time he was contacted by Lieutenant Pettis
and sent a copy of a Form 17, authored by Lieutenant Colonel Dave Bailey, Badge: LTCO03,
Administration Bureau. Lieutenant Pettis stated she was provided with the form by Ms.
Jennifer Baker, a news reporter for FOX19. Ms. Baker would not disclose how she obtained a
copy of the Form 17 to Lieutenant Pettis or Officer Hawkins.

Officer Hawkins stated that he distributed copies of the Form 17’s authored by Lieutenant
Pettis and Sergeant O’'Malley to members of the Sentinel Police Association after the forms
were released to the media to provide transparency for their members and to avoid
misinformation.

Officer Hawkins stated he never distributed any material, including the Form 17 authored by
Lieutenant Colonel Bailey, to anybody outside the investigative chain.
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Officer Hawkins stated he was not aware of any individuals releasing information to anybody
outside the investigative chain.

Additional Information:

IIS reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Sergeant
Daniel K. O’'Malley, titled “Statements Witnessed,” dated November 28, 2017. The Form 17
described several statements made by Sergeant Hils regarding Lieutenant Pettis.

IIS reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Specialist
Joy Ludgatis, titled "Hostile Work Environment,” dated November 28, 2017. The Form 17
detailed District Four roll calls that occurred on November 22, 2017 and November 24, 2017,
specifically statements made by Lieutenant Pettis towards Specialist Ludgatis.

I1S reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Officer
Tamera Brown, titied “Hostile Work Environment,” dated November 26, 2017. The Form 17
detailed District Four roll call on November 24, 2017 and Lieutenant Pettis’ actions
surrounding a shots fired incident that occurred on November 16, 2017.

IS reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Officer
Tamera Brown, titled “Hostile Work Environment,” dated November 26, 2017. The Form 17
was authored on the behalf of District Four third relief, and requested a conference with
Captain Mack concerning the treatment of officers by Lieutenant Pettis.

IIS reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Lieutenant
Danita Pettis, titled “Request for Internal Investigation: Police Sergeant Dan Hils,” dated
November 28, 2017. The Form 17 detailed comments regarding Lieutenant Pettis made by
Sergeant Dan Hils on November 26, 2017 to several third relief officers.

IIS reviewed the Form 17, Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet, authored by Lieutenant
Colonel David Bailey, titled “Internal investigations . Section Case #17160,” dated December 2,
2017. The Form 17 summarizes the allegations of the complaints made by Lieutenant Pettis,
Specialist Ludgatis, and Officer Tamera Brown, and recommends transfer of those individuals.

IIS reviewed a digital recording of District Four third relief roll call from November 22, 2017.
The recording was created by Officer Thomas Defranco. The recording detailed the
interaction between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis.

IS reviewed the Computer Aided Dispatch report for incident number CPD171116001580
from November 16, 2017, along with all related radio broadcasts.

Conclusion:

Lieutenant Pettis alieged that on November 21, 2017, Specialist Ludgatis made comments to
Captain Swingley that were insubordinate and were meant to undermine Lieutenant Pettis’
authority. Lieutenant Pettis also alleged that on November 22, 2017 Specialist Ludgatis was
very disrespectful and insubordinate to Lieutenant Pettis, challenging Lieutenant Pettis in front
of subordinate officers.




Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 99 of 116 PAGEID #: 99

1S Case #17160
Page 55

On November 21, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Captain Swingley attended roll call at
District Four to discuss an incident that occurred on November 16, 2017 concerning possible
shots fired at officers.

After Captain Swingley finished speaking about the incident he asked if there were any
guestions or comments concerning the incident.

Specialist Ludgatis stated she believed that her relief should have responded to the shooting
from roll call and believed that her supervisor's conducted roll call as usual, and did not send
officers to assist with the shot fired incident.

Specialist Ludgatis was concerned and felt that officers should have been sent to assist her
fellow officers.

Specialist Ludgatis did not single Lieutenant Pettis out in front of fellow District Four officers
and only mentioned Lieutenant Pettis by name when Specialist Ludgatis spoke privately with
Captain Swingley upon completion of roll call.

At no time while Specialist Ludgatis was speaking to Captain Swingley either during roll call or
privately after roll call did Captain Swingley or any officer present believe Specialist Ludgatis
was undermining Lieutenant Pettis’ authority or being insubordinate to Lieutenant Pettis.

On November 22, 2017 Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform conducting third relief roll
call. Atthe end of roli call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the comments made by Specialist

Ludgatis to Captain Swingley.

Lieutenant Pettis admitted that while other District Four third relief officers were present, she
spoke directly to Specialist Ludgatis. Lieutenant Pettis asked Specialist Ludgatis if she had an
issue with Lieutenant Pettis and the shots fired incident. Specialist Ludgatis stated she did,
and gave her account of what occurred during roll call on November 186, 2017,

Lieutenant Pettis challenged Specialist Ludgatis’ account of the incident and felt that Specialist
Ludgatis was very disrespectful and insubordinate challenging her, and was attempting to
undermine her authority as relief commander.

Sergeant Phillips stated Specialist Ludgatis hardly spoke while Lieutenant Pettis was speaking
to her and was not disrespectful towards Lieutenant Pettis. Sergeant Phillips stated Specialist
Ludgatis had a smirk on her face and did not immediately answer Lieutenant Pettis when
asked a question, but never said anything disrespectful to her.

At no time did Sergeant Reynolds observe Specialist Ludgatis say or do anything to
undermine Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as the relief lieutenant.

Several officers that were present stated Specialist Ludgatis only made statements when
addressed by Lieutenant Pettis. When Specialist Ludgatis attempted to speak, Lieutenant
Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis to “be quiet” several times and interrupted her by stating "and?”
several times.
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All the officers present stated Specialist Ludgatis spoke very little and did not say anything
unprofessional or disrespectful towards Lieutenant Pettis, and that Specialist Ludgatis did not
say anything that undermined Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as relief commander.

stlgatnon S recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,
Q EXONERATED % '/

Lieutenant Pettis alleged that on November 24, 2017, Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Tamera
Brown attempted to pressure third relief officers, specifically Officer William Keuper and
Officer Elizabeth McNay, to sign a petition against Lieutenant Pettis, which undermined
Lieutenant Pettis’ authority as a relief commander. Lieutenant Pettis alleged these actions by
Specialist Ludgatis and Officer Tamera Brown created a hostile work environment.

On November 26, 2017, Sergeant Hils spoke to District Four third relief officers regarding
treatment by Lieutenant Pettis. Sergeant Hils gave the officers examples of what they could
do regarding the situation with Lieutenant Pettis, but he could not teli them directly what to do
because Lieutenant Pettis is a member of the Fraternal Order of Police Lodge 69, and he has
a duty to defend her like any other member.

Sergeant Hils gave an example of officers in another district that wrote a Form 17 addressing
congcerns regarding safety issues on their relief, and that each officer signed it to show unity
and invoke change.

Officer Tamera Brown authored a Form 17 on the behalf of third relief officers. The goal of the
Form 17 was to have a meeting with Captain Mack to discuss issues affecting the relief, and
was not meant to be insubordinate or undermine Lieutenant Pettis. The Form 17 was based
upon Lieutenant Pettis’ actions and not based upon Lieutenant Pettis’ race or gender.

Officer Tamera Brown informed several officers that the Form 17 was at the front desk for third
relief officers to sign if they chose.

Officer Tamera Brown never harassed, threatened, pressured, or coerced Officer Kueper,
Officer McNay, or any other officer to sign the Form 17. Officer Brown sent the Form 17 via
email to Captain Mack, Lieutenant Colonel Neudigate, Sergeant Hils, and Chief Isaac. Officer
Tamera Brown is unsure what happened to the Form 17 with the officers signatures on it.

Specialist Ludgatis never harassed, threatened, pressured, or coerced Officer Kueper, Officer
McNay, or any other officer to sign the Form 17, and stated she instructed some of the newer

officers to not sign the Form 17 or get involved. Specialist Ludgatis advised the newer officers
to let the senior officers address the issues with Lieutenant Pettis.

Officer Kueper was shown the Form 17 by Officer Brown and Specialist Ludgatis. Officer
Kueper did not read the Form 17, and when asked to initial the Form 17 by Officer Brown and
Specialist Ludgatis, Officer Kueper declined. Officer Tamera Brown and Specialist Ludgatis
each asked Officer Kueper once to sign the Form 17. Officer Kueper believes either Officer
Tamera Brown or Specialist Ludgatis asked one additional time, Officer Kueper informed
them he did not wish to get involved and declined to sign the Form 17. Officer Kueper never
felt harassed, threatened, pressured, or coerced into signing the Form 17 by either Specialist
Ludgatis or Officer Tamera Brown,
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Officer McNay was asked by Specialist Ludgatis to sign a Form 17. Officer McNay did not
read the form and was not sure what it stated. Officer McNay believes the form was related to
incidents that occurred while Officer McNay was on a scheduled off day. Officer McNay was
asked only once to sign the form by Specialist Ludgatis. Officer McNay never felt harassed,

threatened, pressured, or coerced into signing the Form 17.

The majority of District Four third relief officers were not approached by Specialist Ludgatis
and Officer Tamera Brown and asked to sign the Form 17. Those officers that were
approached and asked to sign the Form 17 stated they never felt harassed, threatened,
pressured, or coerced into signing the Form 17. Officer Gottman and Officer Kay stated they
were informed by Officer Tamera Brown and Specialist Ludgatis not to sign the Form 17, and
to let the veteran officers address the issues.

e l! mves ation HS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,
EXONERA’E‘ED

Officer Tamera Brown a leged that on November 186, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis created a hostile
work environment by her lack of action related to a shots fired incident in which Lieutenant
Pettis did not send third relief officers to assist second relief officers after an officer was shot

at.

“%’

On November 16, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform preparing for third shift roll
call. Prior to the start of roll call Lieutenant Pettis heard, via her police radio, a shots fired run
involving District Four second shift officers.

There was no “officer needs assistance” broadcasted, and some confusion as to whether the
officer was shot at or if the officer heard a shot,

Captain Swingley, two second shift District Four supervisors, and multiple Cincinnati Police
Officers responded the scene of the shots fired run. Captain Swingley identified himself as the
incident commander and began coordinating resources.

Prior to and during roll call, Lieutenant Pettis attempted several times to have the officers on
scene clarify if shots were fired at police. No clear answer was given by the officers involved.
It was not until a canine arrived on scene several minutes later that the officers clarified that
they were shot at.

Upon confirming that officers were shot at, Lieutenant Pettis advised Emergency
Communications Section to implement situational notifications. Captain Swingley instructed
Lieutenant Pettis to stand down, and that he would be handling the incident.

Lieutenant Pettis conducted the roll call as normal, and at the end of roll call asked officers if
they had anything to add.

At no time before, during, or after roll cail did any officer ask to respond to the shots fired run
or did Lieutenant Pettis prevent anybody from going to the run.
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Based on.the HS-investigation, IIS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,

. EXONERATED, W"’w&@

Specialist Ludgatis alleged that on November 22, 2017, and November 24, 2017, Lieutenant
Pettis created a hostile work environment by making humiliating, demeaning, and
unprofessional comments about Specialist Ludgatis in front of fellow officers.

On November 22, 2017 Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform, and conducted third relief
roll call. At the end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers in the roll call.
Lieutenant Pettis addressed the officers concerning the shots fired run on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis explained the shots fired incident, then personally singled Specialist Ludgatis
out in front of her fellow third relief officers. Lieutenant Pettis admitted that although other
District Four third relief officers were present, she was speaking directly to Specialist Ludgatis.

Lieutenant Pettis asked Specialist Ludgatis if she had an issue with Lieutenant Pettis and the
shots fired incident on November 16, 2017. Specialist Ludgatis stated she did and gave her
account of what occurred during roll call on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to “be quiet” and told Specialist
Ludgatis that Lieutenant Pettis “could give two craps about what you think.”

Lieutenant Pettis told Specialist Ludgatis several times to be quiet because Lieutenant Pettis
believed Specialist Ludgatis was trying to interrupt her, and made the statement "I don't care
what you think” under her breath.

Lieutenant Pettis stated to Specialist Ludgatis that she “sit on the desk every night, you don't
cover nobody.” Specialist Ludgatis felt belittled and humiliated by these comments, and the
way Lieutenant Pettis spoke to her in front of other officers.

Specialist Ludgatis felt she was singled out by Lieutenant Pettis because of the history
between the two of them, stemming from a complaint filed by Lieutenant Pettis against
Specialist Ludgatis in February 2015. Furthermore, Specialist Ludgatis felt Lieutenant Pettis
singled her out because of Specialist Ludgatis’ race and gender.

Specialist Ludgatis stated Lieutenant Pettis attempted to make an incident in 2015 a race
issue and believes this is race-related as well, and that Lieutenant Pettis would not have
spoken to her the way she did if Specialist Ludgatis was not a white female. Specialist
Ludgatis did not elaborate on what made her believe this.

Note: [IS reviewed lineups for District Four third relief, which show that Specialist
Ludgatis is not the only white female assigned to the relief, and was not the
only white female present for roll call on November 22, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis stated she singled Specialist Ludgatis out because of the comments
Specialist Ludgatis made about her to Captain Swingley on November 21, 2017. Lieutenant
Pettis did not single Specialist Ludgatis out because of her race or gender.
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On November 24, 2017, Lieutenant Pettis was on duty in uniform conducting third relief roll
call. Atthe end of roll call Lieutenant Pettis spoke to the officers and Mr, Bill Tucker, a civilian
rider, who was present during the roll call. She addressed the relief 1o explain what was
stated during roll call on November 22, 2017 and the incident on November 16, 2017.

Lieutenant Pettis informed the officers that "everybody in this room besides the sergeant and
the civilian rider were two ranks below” her. Lieutenant Pettis also stated that she “did not
care if you have 28 years, 28 days or 128 years on,” that until the officers get promoted they
have “no skin in the game.”

Lieutenant Pettis also stated to the officers that she didn't “care about your opinion and | don't
care what you have to say.”

Sergeant Lynn was the sergeant present in the room with Lieutenant Pettis, and believed the
comments were very demeaning and berating to the officers.

Mr. Tucker, the civilian rider, believed the comments made by Lieutenant Pettis were
unprofessional and very demeaning towards the officers.

Several of the third relief officers present felt these comments were demeaning towards them.
Lieutenant Pettis was transferred to District Four in April 2017. Specialist Ludgatis has never
observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender, and prior
to November 22, 2017 they had no issues and were professional towards each other while
assigned to District Four.

Internal Investigations Section interviewed four sergeants and 23 police officers assigned to
District Four third relief under the supervision of Lieutenant Pettis. None of the sergeants or
officers observed Lieutenant Pettis treat officers differently based upon their race or gender.

Lieutenant Pettis’ comments to Specialist Ludgatis and the District Four third relief officers are
in violation of Rule 1.06A and 1.03 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations and Disciplinary
Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

1.06 A. Members of the department shall always be civil, orderly, and courteous in
dealing with the public, subordinates, superiors and associates.

and:

1.03 Members shall exercise the responsibility and authority of the position to which they
are assigned in accordance with Department Position Classification/Job Description,
Civil Service Classification Specifications, and work rules.

To wit:
City of Cincinnati Administrative Regulation 55, Workplace Behavior Policy
e Employees are required to conduct themselves in a professional manner at all times.

Professional behavior is defined as courteous and respectful treatment. Examples of
unprofessional behavior include making disparaging remarks about anocther.
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Based on the IS investigatio
Lieutenant Pettis be close

%

n, IS reesfmmengds this porti nofthe investigation against
SHSTA P é g g

SUYSTAINED, 07’%,\,3

On December 6, 2017, Lleutenant Pettis was ordered by Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief,
not to go on any radio station regarding the ongoing investigation concerning her hostile work
environment complaint. Approximately fifteen minutes after this order was issued, Lieutenant
Pettis went on channel 1230 AM, WDBZ, with radio host Lincoln Ware concerning the ongoing
investigation.

Lieutenant Pettis’ actions are violation of Rule 4.01 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations
and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

4.01  Members of the Department shail promptly obey the legitimate orders of a superior
officers and other members acting in a supervisory capacity.

W ;ﬁ:icfénmends this portion of the investigation be closed,
USTAINED-OTHER o5 A

Lieutenant Pettis alleged that on November 26, 2017, Sergeant Hils created a hostile work
environment by addressing District Four third relief officers during roll call. While addressing
third relief officers, Sergeant Hils revealed information from Lieutenant Pettis’ past criminal
history and defamed Lieutenant Pettis’ character, which undermined Lieutenant Pettis’
authority as a relief commander.

On November 26, 2017, at approximately 2145 hours, Sergeant Hils was off duty in plain
clothes when he responded to District Four. Sergeant Hils was contacted by Specialist
Ludgatis about concerns with improper treatment by Lieutenant Pettis and was seeking advice
as to how to properly address these concerns.

Sergeant Hils explained to the officers several remedies regarding their concerns with
Lieutenant Pettis. Sergeant Hils explained repeatedly to the officers that if any type of
discipline action were taken against Lieutenant Pettis that he, as Fraternal Order of Police
Lodge 69 President, would represent Lieutenant Pettis same as any other member of the
union.

While speaking with the officers, Sergeant Hils informed them that prior to Lieutenant Pettis
becoming a Cincinnati Police Officer he had arrested her. Sergeant Hils detailed the arrest,
informing officers that he had to use force and had to “kick her ass” in order to take Lieutenant

Pettis into custody.

Sergeant Hils stated to the officers that Lieutenant Pettis was only able to get appointed to the
Police Academy when Police Chief Michael Snowden retired and Police Chief Thomas
Streicher became chief. Sergeant Hils further stated that Lieutenant Pettis “managed to work
her way up and become a lieutenant because she will kick, scream, bitch and yell it was race,
sexism, or whatever.”

The recording of District Four third relief roll call from November 22, 2017, with the interaction
between Lieutenant Pettis and Specialist Ludgatis, was played for Sergeant Hils.
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Sergeant Hils explained to the officers to not record supervisors utilizing their issuad body
worn cameras, but there could be a City of Cincinnati regulation against recording supervisors
utilizing any type of electronic device.

Sergeant Hils did state that if the officers are being spoken to improperly he could see how
officers might want to record it, but to never utilize the body worn cameras to do so.

Sergeant Hils informed the officers of a similar situation involving Lieutenant Fern, specifically
how Lieutenant Fern was treating his subordinates. Sergeant Hils referred to Lieutenant Fern
as a “drunk.”

Sergeant Hils was explaining to officers the tough job they have to do providing services to the
community, and they should not have to deal with being spoken to the way Lieutenant Pettis
spoke to Specialist Ludgatis. While speaking about the community Sergeant Hils referred to
the community as an “urban ghetto.”

Lieutenant Pettis believes Sergeant Hils’ comments against her were based on her race,
because while speaking to District Four third relief Sergeant Hils referred to the community of
Avondale as an "urban ghetto” and referred to Lieutenant Pettis as a "Teflon Don.” Lieutenant
Pettis’ believes being called a “Teflon Don” and referring to Avondale, the neighborhood
where Lieutenant Pettis was from, as an “urban ghetto” refers to her as a criminal based upon

Lt. Pettis’ race.

Sergeant Hils never referred to Lieutenant Pettis as “Teflon” or “Teflon Don.” Sergeant Hils
did refer to parts of District four as the “ghetto,” but does not remember using the term “urban
ghetto;” however, stated he could have used it.

Sergeant Hils intended the term “ghetto” or "urban ghetto” to mean a high crime area with a
large volume of service calls. Sergeant Hils never meant the statement to be negative against
any minority group.

Sergeant Hils’ comments regarding Lieutenant Pettis’ past criminal history are in viclation of
Rule 1.07 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati
Police Department, which states:

1.07 Members shall not exhibit or divuige the contents of any criminal record to any person
except in the conduct of Department functions or in accordance with the provisions of

law.

In addition, Sergeant Hils’ comments regarding Lieutenant Pettis are in violation of Rule 1.03
of the Manual of Rules and Regulations and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police
Department, which states:

1.03 Members shall exercise the responsibility and authority of the position to which they

are assigned in accordance with Department Position Classification/Job Description,
Civil Service Classification Specifications, and work rules.

To wit:
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City of Cincinnati Administrative Regulation 55, Workplace Behavior Policy

o Employees are required to conduct themselves in a professional manner at all times.
Professional behavior is defined as courteous and respectful treatment. Examples of
unprofessional behavior include making disparaging remarks about another.

ends this portion of the investigation against

On December 7, 2017 at 2130 hours, Lieutenant Pettis failed to appear for her scheduled
interview with IIS. Lieutenant Pettis failed to notify IS or District Four supervision that she
would not be in attendance. IS personnel made several attempts to contact Lieutenant Pettis
via her cellular phone, to no avail, and through on-duty District Four supervision, who
indicated they had not spoken to Lieutenant Pettis. At 2330 hours, all lIS personnel
terminated their attempts and secured. A total of $802.81 was charged to the City in overtime
costs for liS personnel from 2100-2330 hours.

Based on the IS investigation-—HSTecamm
Sergeant Hils be clgsed, USTA!NED

Lieutenant Pettis’ actions are in violation or Rule 3.01 A. of the Manual of Rules and
Regulations and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

3.01  A. Members shall report for duty at the time and place required by assignment or
orders and shall be neatly and properly. groomed, as well as physically and mentally fit
to perform their duties. They shall be properly equipped and cognizant of information
required for the proper performance of duty so that they may immediately assume their
duties.

vestigatipn, (IS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,

On December 7, 2017 at 2200 hours, Sergeant O’'Malley failed to appear for his scheduled
interview with lIS. Sergeant O’Malley failed to notify IIS or District Four supervision that he
would not be in attendance. IS personnel made several attempts to contact Sergeant
O’'Malley via his cellular phone, to no avail, and through on-duty District Four supervision. At
2330 hours, all lIS personnel terminated their attempts and secured. A total of $802.81 was
charged to the City in overtime costs for IS personnel from 2100-2330 hours.

Sergeant O’Malley’s actions are in violation or Rule 3.01 A. of the Manual of Rules and
Regulations and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Depariment, which states:

3.01 A. Members shall report for duty at the time and place required by assignment or
orders and shall be neatly and properly groomed, as well as physically and mentally fit
to perform their duties. They shall be properly equipped and cognizant of information
required for the proper performance of duty so that they may immediately assume their
duties.

rihe ilSln\e$tlg ion, IIS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,
SUSTA!NED-OTHER
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On November 22, 2017, at approximately 2100 hours, Officer Thomas Defranco, was on duty
in uniform and attended District four third relief roll call.

Officer Defranco recorded the roll call utilizing his personal cell phone. Officer Defranco
explained this was the only time he recorded a roli call.

Officer Defranco stated he recorded the roll call due to the fact that in the past, when
Lieutenant Pettis addressed roll call she was demeaning towards the officers and made
officers feel “worthless” on several occasions.

Officer Defranco’s actions are in violation of Rule 1.03 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations
and Discipiinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

1.03 Members shall exercise the responsibility and authority of the position to which they
are assigned in accordance with Department Position Classification/Job Description,
Civil Service Classification Specifications, and work rules.

To wit:
City of Cincinnati Human Resource Policy Manual Rule 2.17, Recording Devices:

217 Employees are not permitted to create audio or video recordings of proceedings, but
not limited to, conversations, meetings, and conferences without the express prior
approval from the Human Resource Director or all the parties present at the time.
Employees are also prohibited from this practice in the field and at locations where
they perform their employment duties.

§6d o an HS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,

SUSTAINEDaOTHER M"“‘J\ (;/274

On November 27, 2017 Officer Brown approached Sergeant Phillips and asked to address roll
call regarding Captain Mack wishing to speak with District Four third relief officers. Officer
Brown informed the officers that Captain Mack was addressing issues regarding the
supervision of third relief by Lieutenant Pettis. Officer Brown explained what issues she was
going to address with the Captain and informed officers to speak to the Captain so that the
relief's concerns were heard.

Sergeant Phillips played a recording of Officer Brown addressing roll call on November 27,
2017 that she recorded utilizing her personal cellular phone. Sergeant Phillips stated she
recorded the comments made by Officer Brown because Sergeant Phillips wanted to have a

record of what Officer Brown was saying.

Sergeant Phillips’ actions are in violation of Rule 1.03 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations
and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

1.03 Members shall exercise the responsibility and authority of the position to which they
are assigned in accordance with Department Position Classification/Job Description,
Civil Service Classification Specifications, and work rules.
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To wit:
City of Cincinnati Human Resource Policy Manual Rule 2.17, Recording Devices:

2.17 Employees are not permitted to create audio or video recordings of proceedings, but
not limited to, conversations, meetings, and conferences without the express prior
approval from the Human Resource Director or all the parties present at the time.
Employees are also prohibited from this practice in the field and at locations where
they perform their employment duties. '

ased o investigatiqn, IS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,
SUSTAINED-OTHER. Q/YW

On November 23, 2017, at approximately 0600 hours, Sergeant Kemme arrived at District
Four. Sergeant Kemme was made aware of a recording of roll call from November 22, 2017
of District Four third shift where Lieutenant Pettis addressed roll call. Sergeant Kemme was
sent a copy of the recording via cellular text message to his personal celiular telephone by
Officer Defranco.

Sergeant Kemme was contacted by Mr. Jeff Schare, who informed Sergeant Kemme he was
interested in hearing a recording of the roll call, and heard that Sergeant Kemme had a copy
of it. Sergeant Kemme forwarded the recording to Mr. Schare via either text message or
email. Sergeant Kemme stated he used to work with Mr. Schare when he was employed with
the City of Cincinnati Police Department and was not aware that Mr. Schare was a private
investigator.

Sergeant Kemme’s actions are violation of Rule 1.08 of the Manual of Rules and Regulations
and Disciplinary Process for the Cincinnati Police Department, which states:

1.08 Members shall treat official Department business as confidential and shall not
disclose information concerning department activities when such disclosure would
hinder the accomplishment of police objectives.

Se e lIS inviestigation, IS recommends this portion of the investigation be closed,
SuU AINED-OTHEW
CoA~

KAW/mjv
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SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Lieutenant Danita Pettis, District Three 1.27 A A B C
A Any Corrective Measure QOulline in Rule 8,28, Section A. {1.28 B G D F
B Written Reprimand 1.29 AB B C D
C Hearing (1-5 days suspension) 1.3 C D F G
D Hearing (5-7 days suspension) 1.31 B C D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 C D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demotion, or dism|1.33 A B C D
G Hearing (dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of 48t | prd | ard | gt
H Hearing {suspension without pay) 2.01 A B C D
All ime iengths for repeated conduct are based 2.02 A B C D
on a 36-month period unless otherwise stated, 2.03a A B c D
2.03b C D E F
2.04 AB B C D
Failure of Good Behavior |43 and grd 4th 2.05 A B C D
1.01a A A B C 2.086 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 2.07 B C D F
1.01¢ B C D E 2.08 AB | B C D
1.01d C D E F 2.09 AB B C D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 A/B B C D
1.01f E F G 2.11 AB B C D
1.01g F G 2.12 B C D F
1.02a (three vears) AB 1B C D 213 B Cc D F
1.02b (three vears) 394" c D F G 2.14 AB | B c D
1 1.02b {ihree vears) {3Vpnd D E F G 2.16 AB B C D
1.02b (three years) theft F G 2.16 AB B ] D
1.02¢ (three vears) felony F G 217 AB B C D
1.02¢ felony-violation of G 2.26a F G
1.02d felony traffic/criminal H 2.26b F G
1.03 B C D F Section Three - Attendance | 45t | om0 | ard | gth
1.04 A AB B C 3.01a A AB B C
1.05 (negligent A B C D 3.01b A 1AB 1 B C
1.05 {intentional D F G 3.01c A AB B G
1.06a A A B C 3.01d A AB B Cc
1.06b A B C D 3.01e A AB B C
1.06¢ B C D F 3.02 B C D F
1.06d D E F 3.03 AB B G D
1.07 B F G 3.04 (one year) A A 8 C
1.08 B D F G Section Four - £ | gflemp~gnd | ard | gt
1.09 A B c D 4.01 {non-serious) 2 FLAB | /B C D
1.10a A B c D 4.01 (serious) MG D F G
1.10b B C D F 4.02 A B C D
1.10c B D F G 4.03 A/B B C D
1.10d 8 D F G 4.04 A A B C
1.11 A B C D 4.05 F G
1.12 A B c D 4.06 F G
1.13 B [& D F Section Five - Dishonesty 48 nd | ad 4
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B C D F 5.02 B C D F
1.15a A B c D Section Six -Substance 48t ond | v 4
1.16b B C D F 6.01 c D F G
1.16a B D F G 6.02a F G
1.16b B C D F 6.02b D F G
1.16¢ B C D F 6.03 B C F G
1.18d A B C D 6.04 B C o] F
1.17a C D F G Section Seven - Care of qst | ond | qrd | 4t
1.17b B C D F 7.01 AB B C D
1.18 A B C D 7.02 {category 1 accidents) per lcurreniguideli
1.19 E F G 7.02 {category 2 accidents) per lcurren {guideli
1.20a A A B c 7.03 A AB B C
1.20b A A B C 7.04 A B C 8]
1.21 B C D F 7.05 A AB B C
1.22a {verbal abuse) A B C D 7.08 B C D E
1.22b (physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B8 C D E
1.238 E F G Section Eight - Uniforms 48t ond | grd 4
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B C
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A AB B C
1.24 C D F G 8.02b A AB B C
1.25a B C D F 8.03 A A/B B C
1.25b A B C D 8.04a A AR B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A A/B B C
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SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Sergeant Dan Hils, Chiefs Office 1.27 A A B C
A Any Corrective Measure Outline in Rule .26, Section A, [1.28 B C D F
B Written Reprimand 1.29 A/B B C D
C Hearing (1-5 days suspension) 1.3 c D F G
D Hearing (5-7 days suspension) 1.31 B C D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 C D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demotion, or dism 1.33 A B C D
G Hearing (dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of 45t | ™ | 3d | g
H Hearing (suspension without pay) 201 A B C D
All time lengths for repeated conduct are based 2.02 A B C D
on a 36-month period unless otherwise stated. 2.03a A B C D
2.03b cC D E F
2.04 AB B C D
Failure of Good Behavior |45t and  lard Ath 2.05 A B o D
1.01a A A B C 2.08 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 2.07 8 C D F
1.01¢ B C D E 2.08 A/B B C D
1.01d C D E F 2.08 A/B B C D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 AB B C D
1.0 E F G 2141 AB B C D
1.01g F G 212 B C D F
1.02a (three years) AB  IB C C 213 B C D F
1.02b (three vears) 37940 & D F G 2.14 AB B C D
11.02b (thres years) 152 D __|E F G_ 2.15 AB B c D
1.02b (three vears) theft E G 2.16 AB B c D
1.02¢ (three vears) felony F G 1247 AB B C D
1.02¢ felony-violation of G 2.26a F G
1.02d felony traffic/criminal _|H 2.26b 7 F G
1.03 B c D F Section Three - Attendance | 4%t | o™ | 3 | g™
1.04 A AB 1B C [3.012 A AB B C
1.05 (negligent A B C b @1}3 A A/B B C
1.05 (intentional D F G 3.01c A AB B C
1.06a A A B C 3.01d A AB B C
1.06b A 8 C D 3.01e A AB B C
1.06c B C D F 13.02 B C D F
1.06d D E F 3.08 AB B C D
1.07 B F G 3.04 (one year) A A B C
1.08 B D F G Section Four - 4%t | pnd | ard | gt
1.09 A 1B C D 4.01 {non-serious) AB B c D
1.10a A B c D 4.01 (serious) C D F G
1.10b B C D F 4.02 ) A B C D
1.10c B D F G 4.03 AB B C D
1.10d B D F G 4.04 - A A B C
1.11 A B C D 4.05 F G
1.12 A B c D 4.08 F G
1.13 B [o! D F Section Five - Dishonesty 4%t | omd | 3™ | g
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B C D F 5.02 B C D F
1.15a A B [ D Section Six -Substance 45t | ond | aid | gth |
1.186b B C D F 6.01 C D F G
1.16a B D F G 16.02a F G
1.16b B C D F 16.02b D F G
1.16¢ B C D F 6.03 B C F G
1.16d A B G D 6.04 B C D F
1.17a c D F G Section Seven - Care of 48t | ond ] grd | gt
1.17b B C D F 7.01 AB B C D
1.18 A B C D 7.02 {category 1-accidents) per jcurrenguideli
1.19 E E G 7.02 (category 2 accidents) per_lcurren |guideli
1.20a A A B C 7.03 A AB B C
1.20b A A B C 7.04 A B C D
1.21 B c D F 7.05 A AB B C
1.22a (verbal abuse) A B C D 7.06 B C D E
1.22b _(physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B o] D E
1.23a E F G Section Eight - Uniforms o™ | ard 4% |
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B C
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A AB B C
1.24 C D F G 8.02b A AB B C
1.25a B C D F 8.03 A AB B C
1.25b A B C D 8.04a A A/B B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A AB B C
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SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Sergeant Dan O'Malley, District Four 1.27 A A B c
A Any Corrective Measure Qutline in Rule 8.26, Seclion A. [1.28 B C D F
B Written Reprimand 1.29 AB B C D
c Hearing (1-5 days suspension} 1.3 C D F G
D Hearing (5-7 days suspension) 1.31 B C D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 c D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demotion, or dismi1.33 A B C D
G Hearing (dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of 45t | ond | 3rd | gt
H Hearing (suspension without pay) 2.01 A B C D
All ime lengths for repealed conduct are based 2.02 A B C D
on a 36-month period unless otherwise stated. 2.03a A B C D
2.03b C D E F
2.04 AB B C D
Failure of Good Behavior {450  [ofd  [ard  jgth 2.05 A B C D
1.01a A A B C 2.08 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 2.07 B C D F
1.01¢ B Cc ] E 2.08 AB B C D
1.01d C D E F 2.08 AB B Cc D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 AB B C D
1.01f E F G 2.11 AB B C D
1.01g F G 2.12 B C D F
1.02a {three vears) AB B C D 2.13 B C D F
1.02h_{ihree vears) 3% 4 C D F G 2.14 AB B [ D
' 1.02b (three vears) 15Y2™ D E F G 2.18 AB B c D
1.02b (three years) theit F G 2.16 AB 8 C D
1.02c (three years) felony F G 217 AB B C D
1.02¢ felony-violation of G 2.26a F ¢
1.02d felony traffic/criminal H 2.26b F G
1.03 B c D F Section Three - Attendance | 15 | 27 | ard | gth |
1.04 A AB |IB o 3.01a A A/B B C
1.05 (negligent A B C D 3.01b A A/B 8 C
1.05 (intentional D F G 3.01¢c A AB =] G
1.086a A A B C 3.01d A AB B C
1.06b A B C D 3.01e A AB 3 C
1.06¢ B C D F 3.02 B C D F
1.08d D E F 3.03 A/B B C D
1.07 B F G 3.04 (one vear) A A B C
1.08 B D F G Section Four - st | gmd | 3@ | a4t
1.09 A B C D 4.01 {(non-serious) AB B C D
1.10a A B C D 4.01 (serious) C D F G
1.10b B C D F 4.02 A B C D
1.10c B D F G 4.03 AB B C D
1.10d B ] F G 4.04 A A B C
1.11 A B C D 4.06 F G
1.12 A B C D 4.08 F G
1.13 B C D F Section Five - Dishonesty 4%t _j o ond | avd | g
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B C D F 5.02 B C D F
1.15a A B C D Section Six -Substance 4%t | pnd | ard | gih
1.15b B C D F 6.01 C D F G
1.16a B D F G 6.02a E G
1.16b B c D F 6.02b D F G
1.16¢ B C D F 6.03 B ] F G
1.1€d A B C D 6.04 B C 8] F
1.17a [o] D F G Section Seven - Care of 4st ond | a7 ath
1.17b B C D F 7.01 AB B C D
1.18 A B C D 7.02 (category 1 accidentis) per jcurrenlguideli
1.19 E F G 7.02 (category 2 accidents) per {curren guideli
1.20a A A B C 7.03 A AB B C
1.20b A A B C 7.04 A B C D
1.21 B C D F 7.05 A A/B B C
1.22a {verbal abuse) A B C D 7.06 B C D E
1.22b {physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B C D E
1.23a E F G Section Eight - Uniforms 45t i 3rd ath
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B C
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A AB B C
1.24 c D F G 8.02b A A/B B C
1.25a B C D F 8.03 A AB B C
1.25b A B C D 8.04a A AB B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A A/B B C
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SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Police Officer Thomas Defranco, District Four 1.27 A A B C
A Any Corrective Measure Qutline in Rule 9.26, Section A. 11.28 B Cc D F
B Written Reprimand 1.28 AB B C D
C Hearing (1-5 days suspension) 1.3 C D F G
D Hearing (5-7 days suspension) 1.31 B c D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 C D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demaotion, or dism|1.33 A B C D
G Hearing (dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of 48t | omd | g | a4t
H Hearing (suspension without pay) 2.01 A B c D
All time lenaths for repeated conduct are based 2.02 A B c D
on a 36-month period unless otherwise stated. 2.03a A B C D
2.03b o D E F
2.04 AB B C D
Failure of Good Behavior 4% and  lard 4th 2.05 A B Cc D
1.01a A A B C 2.06 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 2.07 B C D F
1.01¢c B C D E 2.08 AB B C D
1.01d C D E F 2.09 AB B C D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 AB B C D
1.011 E F G 2.1 AB B C D
1.01g F G 212 B C D F
1.02a (three vears) AB B c D 2.13 B C D F
1.02h (three vears) 37940 c D F G 214 AB B [ D
1.02h (three vearg) 1%2™ 1D 1E JF G 2.15 ABI B | C I D
1.02b (three years) theft F G 2:16 AB B C D
1.02¢ (three years) felony F G 217 AB B c D
1.02¢ felony-violation of G 2.26a F G
1.02d felony traffic/eriminal ~ {H 2.26b F G
1.03 B C D F Section Three - Attendance | 45t | ond | ard | gth
1.04 A AB _|B C 3.01a A AB B C
1.05 (negligent A B C D 3.01b A AB B c
1.05 {intentional D F G 3.01¢ A AB B C
1.06a A A B C 3.01d A AB B c
1.06b A B C D 3.01e A AB B C
1.06¢c B C D F 3.02 B C D F
1.06d D E F 3.03 AB B C D
1.07 B F G 13.04 {one year) A A B Cc
1.08 B D F G Section Four- 450 | ond | ard | 4B
1.08 A B C D 4.01 (non-serious) AlB B C D
1.10a A B C D 4.01 (serious) c D F G
1.10b B C D }_F 14.02 A B C D
1.10¢c B D F G 4.03 AB B c D
1.10d B D F G 4.04 A A B C
1.11 A B [o] D 4.056 F G
1.12 A B C D 406 F G
1.13 B C D F Section Five - Dishonesty 48t rd | g 40
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B [ D F 5.02 B C D F
1.15a A B C D Section Six-Substance 2md | 3¢ | at
1.15b B C D F 6.01 C B F G
1.16a B D F G 6.02a F G
1.16b B [ D F 6.02b D F G
1.16¢ B C D F 6.03 B C F G
1,16d A B C D 6.04 B C D F
1.17a c D F G Section Seven - Care of 15t | o 1 2 | g
1.17b B C D F 7.01 AB B C D
1.18 A B C D 7.02 (category 1 accidenis) per__icurren]guideli
1.19 E F G 7.02 (category. 2 accidents) per lcurren guideli
1.20a A A B C 7.03 A A/B B C
1.20b A A B C 7.04 A B C D
1.21 B C D F 7:08 A AB B c
1.22a (verbal abuse) A B C D 7.06 B C D E
1.22b (physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B8 C D E
1.23a E F G Section Eight - Uniforms 48t | ond 1 grd | ath
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B C
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A AB B C
1.24 G D F G 8.02b A AB B C
1.25a B C D F 8.03 A AB B C
1.25b A B C D 8.04a A A/B B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A AB B C
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SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Sergeant Michelle Phillips, District Four 1.27 A A B C
A Any Corrective Measure Outline in Rule 9.26, Section A. 11.28 B C D F
8 Written Reprimand 1.29 AB B C D
c Hearing (1-5 days suspension) 1.3 Cc D F G
D Hearing (5-7 days suspension) 1.31 B C D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 c D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demotion, or dism|1.33 A B C D
G Hearing (dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of 15t 1 2™ | 3¢ | g
H Hearing {suspension without pay) 2.01 A B Cc D
All time lengths for repeated conduct are based 2.02 A B C D
on a 36-month period unless otherwise stated. 2.03a A B C D
2.03b o D E F
2.04 AB B Cc ¥
Failure of Good Behavier |48 and qrd 4th 2.05 A B C D
1.01a A A B C 2.08 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 2.07 B C D F
1.01¢ B c D E 2.08 AB B C D
1.01d C D E F 2.08 AB B C D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 AB B C D
1.0 E F G 2.11 AB B C D
1.01g F G 2.12 B C D F
1.02a (three years) AB IB C D 2.13 B C D F
1.02h (ihree vears) 3%4™ c D F G 2.14 AB | B c D
y q5tiond D E F G 215 A/B B Cc D
1.02b {three years) theft F G 216 AlB B c D
1.02¢ (three years) felony F G 217 AB B C D
1.02c¢ felony-violation of G 2.26a F G
1.02d felony traffic/criminal H 2.26b F G
1.03 B C D F Section Three - Attendance | 45t | 27 | 4 | g |
1.04 A AB B C 3.01a A A/B B C
1.05 (negligent A B C D 3.01b A A/B B C
1.05 (intentional D F G 3.014c A AB =] C
1.06a A A B o 3.01d A AB B C
1.06b A B C D 3.01e A AB B C
1.086¢ B C D F 3.02 B C D F
1.06d D E F 3.03 AB B £ D
1.07 B F G 3.04 {one year) A A B C
1.08 B D F G Section Four - 48t | ond | avd | g%
1.09 A B C D 4.01 {non-serious) A/B B > D
1.10a A B C D 4.01 {seripus) C D F G
1.10b B C D F 4.02 A B > D
1.10c¢ B D F G 4.03 AB B C D
1.10d B D F G 4.04 A A B C
1.11 A B C D 4,05 F G
1.12 A B C D 4.06 F G
1.13 B8 C D F Section Five - Dishonesty 45t o | qid 4t
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B & D F 5.02 B C 3] F
1.15a A B C D Section Six -Substance 48! | omd | qrd 4t
1.16b B C D F 8.01 C D F G
1.16a B D F G 6.02a F G
1.16b B C D F 8.02b D F G
1.16¢ B c ] F 6.03 B c F G
1.16d A B C D 6.04 B C D F
1.17a [ D F G Section Seven - Care of 48t | oM | 3rd | gt
1.17b B C D F 7.01 A/B B C D
1.18 A B C D 7.02 (category 1 accidents) per jcurren |guideli
1.19 E F G 7.02 {category 2 accidents) per jocurrenjguideli
1.20a A A B C 7.03 A AB B C
1.20b A A B c 7.04 A B C D
1.21 B C D F 7.05 A AB B C
1.22a (verbal abuse) A B C D 7.06 B C D E
1.22b (physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B C D E
1.23a E F G Section Eight - Uniforms 45 | pmd | qrd | g
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B C
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A AB B C
1.24 C D F G 8.02b A AB B C
1.25a B C D F 8.03 A AB B C
1.26b A B C D 8.04a A A/B B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A A/B B C




Case: 1:18-cv-00412-SJID-KLL Doc #: 1 Filed: 06/12/18 Page: 114 of 116 PAGEID #: 114

SECTION FIFTEEN - DISCIPLINARY TABLE 1.26 A A B C
Sergeant Jay Kemme, District Four 1.27 A A B C
A Any Corrective Measure Outline in Rule 9.26, Section A. [1.28 B C D F
B Written Reprimand 1.29 AB B C D
C Hearing (1-5 days suspension) 1.3 C D F G
b Hearing (5-7 days suspensiaon) 1.31 B C D F
E Hearing (7-11 days suspension) 1.32 C D F G
F Hearing (11 days suspension or more, demotion, or dismy1.33 A B C D
G Hearing {dismissal) Section Two - Neglect of g5t | g8 | 3@ ] 4%
H Hearing (suspension without pay) 2.01 A B C D
All time lengths for repeated conduct are based 2.02 A B C D
on a 36-month period uniess otherwise stated. 2.03a A B C D
2.03b C D E F
2.04 AB B C D
Failure of Good Behavior  [45 pfd  lard  jgfth 2.05 A B C D
1.01a A A B C 2.08 A B C D
1.01b A B C D 207 B C D F
1.01c B C D E 208 AB B Cc D
1.01d C D E F 2.09 AB B C D
1.01e D E F G 2.10 AB B C D
1.0%f E F G 2.11 AB B C D
1.01g F G 2.12 B C D F
1.02a (three years) AB |B o D 2,13 B C D F
1.02b (three vears) 37410 C D F G 2.14 AB B C D
1.02b (three vears) 12" D E F G 2.18 AB | B c D
1.02b {three vears) theft F G 2.16 AlB B C D
1.02¢ (three years) felony F G 217 AlB B C D
1.02¢ felony-viglation of G 2.26a F G
1.02d felony traffic/criminal H 2.26b F G
1.03 B C D E Section Three - Attendance | 45 | 2™ | 3 | g%
1.04 A AB |IB C 3.01a A A/B B C
1.05 {negligent A B Cc D 3.01b A AB B C
1.05 (intentional D F G 3.01c A AB B C
1.06a A A B C 3.01d A AB B C
1.06b A B C D 3.01e A AB B C
1.08¢c B C D F 3.02 B C D F
1.06d D E F 3.03 AB B C D
1.07 B F G 3.04 {one year) A A B C
1.08 B D F G Section Four - 4 L 2™ | 3 | 4™
1.09 A B C D 4.01 (non-serious) AB B C D
1.10a A B o D 4.01 (serious) C D F G
1.10b B C D F 4.02 A B C D
1.10¢c B D F G 4.03 AB B C D
1.10d B D F G 4.04 A A B C
1.11 A 8 C D 4.05 F G
1.12 A B C D 4.06 F G
1.13 B C D F Section Five - Dishonesty qSt | oM | qrd | gin
1.13a F G 5.01 F G
1.14 B C D F 5.02 B C D F
1.16a A B Cc D Section Six -Substance 4St | o™ | qrd | gth
1.15b B C D F 6.01 C D F G
1.16a B D F G 6.02a F G
1.16b B C D F 6.02b D F G
1.16¢ B [of D F 8.03 B C F G
1.16d A B C D 6.04 B C D F
1.17a [} D F G Section Seven - Care of 4t | ond | ard 4t
1.17b B C D F 7.01 A/B B C D
1.18 A B C 3] 7.02 (category 1 accidents) per curren {guideli
1.19 E F G 7.02 {calegory 2 accidents) per {curren {quideli
1.20a A A B C 7.03 A A/B B o]
1.20b A A B C 7.04 A B [ D
1.21 B C D F 7.05 A A/B B C
1.22a {verbal abuse) A B C D 7.08 B C D E
1.22b {physical abuse) C D F G 7.07 B C D E
1.23a E F G Section Eight - Uniforms qst | ond | mrd | gth
1.23b E F G 8.01 A AB B ]
1.23¢ D E G 8.02a A A/B B C
1.24 C D F G 8.02b A A/B B C
1.25a B c D F 8.03 A A/B B C
1.25b A B C D 8.04a A AB B C
1.25¢ A B C D 8.04b A AB B ]
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Interdepartmental Correspondence Sheet

Date: 5/24/18
To: Colonel Eliot K. Isaac, Police Chief
From: Police Specialist Joy Ludgatis, District Two

Copies to: Captain Aaron Jones, Lt. Colonel Neudigate, F.O.P. President Daniel Hils

Subject: Continued Discriminatory, Unprofessional and Disrespectful Behavior by Lt. Danita Pettis

On April 23, 2018 during a FOP meeting, which | was not present for, in the presence of 128
members, Lt. Danita Pettis lied about me yet again. She stated that | was transferred in 2015 from
CBS to District 4 because | was reprimanded and found guilty of being a racist. P.S. Kathy Harrell
(who represented me for my peer review for this reprimand) told the 128 members the truth that the
reprimand was reversed and the reason for my transfer was because | stated | did not want to work
for Lt. Pettis because | did not trust her. Lt. Pettis then stated the Peer Review panel was selectively
picked to be all male whites for my benefit. P.S. Harrell explained how a Peer Review Panel is
randomly selected.

On April 24, 2018, while P.S. Harrell was on duty working, Lt. Pettis (while off-duty) showed up to
confront Kathy about standing up to her at the FOP meeting the previous night. Lt. Pettis stated
again that | was a racist and accused P.S. Harrell of only siding with me because we were friends.
She again stated the Peer Review Panel was made up of all male white racists. The argument was
disruptive and loud enough for other officers on duty in the district to hear. P.S. Harrell had to
demand Lt. Pettis to leave the district so she could do her work.

This pattern of behavior by Lt. Pettis is very disturbing and | question her mental stability. | worry
what she is going to say about me next or what she might do. This behavior is bizarre in light of the
fact that | have never had a conversation with Lt. Pettis in my entire career, even when | worked for
her. Is she really capable of being in a leadership role? Her obsession with me and her continued
disparaging remarks about me are poisoning relationships with coworkers and creating a sense of
isolation and tension for me. | perceive her hostility toward me only to be because | am female white.
She singles out female whites to verbally attack and demean such as P.O. Tamara Brown and P.S.
Kathy Harrell who are also female whites. She doesn’t treat any of the black or male officers this
way. She uses her aggressive and hostile demeanor to intimidate subordinates into silence which
allows her to violate department rules and laws of Ohio without fear of repercussions.

The City of Cincinnati Administrative Regulation #55 — Workplace Behavior Policy, clearly states that
unprofessional or disrespectful behavior and bullying will not be tolerated. It further states failure to
adhere to this policy may result in corrective action up to and including termination.

So | ask you, how many more years of discrimination and harassment do | have to endure at the
hands of Lt. Danita Pettis just because | am a female white??

JAL/jal



