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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
On August 13, 2025, the County of Shasta (“Client” or “the County”) retained the Oppenheimer 
Investigations Group LLP (“OIG”) to conduct an impartial investigation into complaints concerning the 
appointed County Clerk and Registrar of Voters (“ROV”) Clint Curtis.  Danielle Drossel was the principal 
investigator. 
 
Curtis was appointed Interim County Clerk and ROV on May 13, 2025. Following his appointment, 
employees and union representatives began raising concerns. The investigation was initiated in 
response to complaints submitted by union representatives on behalf of employees in the County’s 
Elections Office. The primary union representatives involved were Ron Copeland, Labor Relations 
Representative for United Public Employees of California, LiUNA Local 792, and  

 
 
The complaint and subsequent concerns raised by employees during interviews and in follow-up written 
communications focus on allegations that Curtis: (1) engaged in political campaign activity during County 
work hours or used County resources in connection with his candidacy; (2) made comments in the 
workplace that were inappropriate, demeaning, threatening, or unprofessional; (3) publicly admonished 

 during a June 17, 2025 open house event; (4) took employment 
actions affecting  promotion, public-facing duties, and professional development 
opportunities following a workplace disagreement; and (5) treated female employees differently than 
similarly situated male employees.  
 
Employees further described a workplace environment characterized by tension and diminished morale 
and asserted that Curtis’s communication style and supervisory approach contributed to that 
atmosphere. 
 
Based on the written complaint and additional information provided by employees during witness 
interviews, the County asked OIG to conduct an investigation addressing the following questions: 
 

1. Did Clint Curtis engage in political campaign activity during County work hours or use County 
resources in connection with his candidacy? 
 

2. Did Clint Curtis make comments in the workplace that were inappropriate, demeaning, 
threatening, or otherwise inconsistent with County standards of professionalism? 

 
3. Did Clint Curtis raise his voice at or publicly admonish  during the June 17, 2025 

open house in a manner inconsistent with County workplace standards? 
 

4. Did Clint Curtis take employment actions affecting  promotion, public-facing 
duties, or professional development opportunities following the June 17, 2025 disagreement? If 
so, were his stated reasons supported by legitimate operational considerations? 

 
5. Did Clint Curtis treat female employees differently than similarly situated male employees in 

terms of tone, responsibilities, or opportunities? 
 

6. Did Clint Curtis engage in conduct that, considered in totality, contributed to an unprofessional 
or intimidating workplace environment? 
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also overheard the call, advised Curtis that campaign calls should not be made while at work, 
but Curtis either did not respond or did not acknowledge the comment.  recalled at least 
one additional call that appeared to be campaign-related, as Curtis was discussing personal 
matters in a way that seemed to lead up to a fundraising request; however,  did not hear him 
explicitly ask for money. 
 

•  reported that  heard Curtis both receiving and making campaign-related calls during 
the June 17 open house.  recalled Curtis discussing campaign supplies, such as flyers, and 
telling someone to "just handle the campaign and get things going." reminded 
Curtis that campaigning at work was not permitted, but he did not respond. 
 

• said that, on the day of the open house,  went downstairs after staff alerted  
about campaign-related phone calls.  then heard Curtis make one or two additional calls, 
which believed were related to campaigning, including references to donations or 
endorsements.  

 
Another employee,  recalled an incident during the summer of 2025 when 
Curtis received a phone call at the Market Street office.  noted that Curtis stepped into the hallway 
to take the call and, although  could not remember the exact details or date, it was evident to  
that the conversation was related to campaign activities. 
 

2. Campaign Flyer 
 
On August 4, 2025, labor representative Ron Copeland emailed County management a photograph of a 
campaign flyer for Curtis. (Exhibit 2.) The flyer reportedly combined campaign messaging with ROV 
announcements and stated, “Clint Curtis for County Clerk.” The flyer also featured imagery related to 
election oversight, was posted publicly, and sought volunteers. 
 
Multiple employees,  reported having knowledge of the 
flyer, but were unable to identify who produced it.  saw a similar flyer posted on a 
public pole and recognized the contact number listed as belonging to Curtis’s  
though  did not know who had created or distributed the flyer. No employee reported direct 
knowledge of County equipment or resources being used to create the flyer; however, several 
employees questioned whether County time or facilities might have been involved. 
 

3. Public Events and Open House Concerns 
 

Multiple employees raised concerns regarding a separate open house, held at the Elections Office on 
Saturday, September 20, 2025, reporting that it appeared to function as a campaign event and blurred 
the distinction between official County business and Curtis’s campaign-related activities. 
 

 said Curtis did not follow the typical interactive communication pattern used for 
previous open houses.  reported that flyers for the event were delivered to the front desk that had 
been created externally rather than internally, and included messaging about meeting Curtis and talking 
with staff. The flyer itself contained the Shasta County Elections Office logo, a professional headshot 
photograph of Curtis in business attire, and promoted an "Election Office Open House" event on 
Saturday, September 20th from 10am-2pm, inviting the public to "Meet Your Register of Voters Clint 
Curtis," tour changes, and talk with staff. (Exhibit 14.)  
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who attended as a member of the public, stated that no regular staff were present and that 
Curtis’s political supporters appeared to be presenting themselves as staff and answering questions. 

similarly reported that members of the public appeared to be working behind staff desks during 
the event. 
 

B. Inappropriate, Demeaning, and Threatening Comments 
 
During interviews conducted for this investigation, several employees reported hearing comments from 
Curtis that they perceived as inappropriate, unprofessional, or threatening.  
 

1. “Spanking” and Violent Imagery 
 

reported that, on election night Curtis stated, “I’m going to have to spank  in reference 
to , in the presence of members of the public.2 also reported that Curtis would 
periodically state he was “going to beat ,” which perceived as demeaning and inappropriate.  
 

, a public observer, stated that on the day after the November 2025 election, Curtis 
asked which employee was doing the worst job, adding, “Because I’ll execute them.” 
 

 reported that Curtis frequently made comments 
involving references to violence, such as saying, “For people who don’t want to follow instructions, we 
will just kill them.”  characterized Curtis’s humor as “unusual rather than malicious.”  
 

2. “Monkey” Comments 
 

 also reported that Curtis made demeaning comments about the nature of election work, 
saying that the work was an “easy job” and that “a monkey could do it.” When told him the 
comment was inappropriate, he replied, “No it’s something a monkey can do; you’re a good monkey 
trainer.”3  
 

3. Appearance-Based Comments 
 
Multiple employees, reported hearing Curtis 
refer to female employees as "pretty" or "dear" on multiple occasions. , a public observer, said 

 heard Curtis refer to  as “dear” and “pretty” on about a 
dozen occasions.  told Curtis "numerous times" to stop calling  "pretty” and that 
these comments eventually stopped.  reported hearing Curtis refer to  as “pretty” 
and state that it is easier to recruit poll workers when someone is pretty. 
 

reported that  heard Curtis make comments about employees’ appearance and 
clothing. said  heard Curtis refer to as “dear” and 
“pretty” on about a dozen occasions.  reported overhearing Curtis tell a  employee, 

 “You’re a really good looking ” after requesting  "suit up" for a press conference. 
 

 
2 This incident was documented in a text exchange  
(See Exhibit 15.) 
3 This comment was also documented in the text exchange See Exhibit 15.) 
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D. Disparate Treatment 
 
Union Representative Ron Copeland reported that several female employees expressed concerns that 
Curtis treated women with less respect, including interrupting them and speaking in a louder or more 
dismissive tone. 
 

reported that Curtis seemed to get “more annoyed when women make suggestions” and listened 
more to the ,  having 
more experience. 
 

 stated that  did not personally observe gender-based differential treatment and noted that 
Curtis also dismissed his input at times. 
 

V. RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS 
 
Clint Curtis was appointed to his role as County Clerk and Registrar of Voters in May 2025. He reports to 
the Board of Supervisors.  
 

A. Background Information 
 
Curtis said he has been working to address election issues for 25 years. He has a background as an 
attorney, specializing in election law and whistleblower protection, as well as extensive experience in 
computer programming. He said he developed a prototype for the first electronic voting machine, 
specifically to demonstrate how computer-generated election results could be manipulated and should 
not be accepted without independent verification. 
 
Curtis said that, upon assuming the role of ROV, he began implementing numerous changes to improve 
transparency, integrity, and public trust. He described  as responsible for irregularities in 
election practices, noting that the Elections Office was disorganized and lacked adequate security, with 
ballots stored without proper visibility or safeguards. To address this, Curtis reorganized the workspace, 
including building an observation area with visible camera access to enhance transparency. 
 
Curtis said one of his first actions was , whom he 
believed exercised undue influence over staff and did not align with his vision for leadership.  
has since announced . 
 
Curtis said he believes the allegations against him are exaggerated and influenced by political alliances 
and loyalty . He later discovered that work account remained active on the 
internal Teams platform and that  may have continued accessing departmental communications. 
Curtis reported this to the and suspects that some staff were aware 
of the situation but failed to inform him. 
 

B. Misuse of County Resources for Political Campaigning 

Curtis said he is fully aware that County policy prohibits the use of County time or resources for 
campaign activity, and has been careful not to violate those rules. He said that when participating in 
podcasts or radio shows where political topics might be discussed, he ensures these activities occur off 
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County property and outside County work hours. Additionally, even during his work breaks at County 
facilities, Curtis avoids engaging in any campaign-related activities. 

Curtis said he does not recall making campaign-related calls during the June 17 open house. He said 
that, due to his hearing impairment, he generally avoids phone conversations and prefers to 
communicate in writing to avoid misunderstandings. When he does need to make a call, he uses the 
speakerphone at a high volume, which would make it obvious to anyone nearby if he were discussing 
campaign matters.  
 
Curtis also said that he could not imagine any need to make a campaign call during the timeframe in 
question. He explained that campaigning before the holiday season would be ineffective because “there 
is no point in campaigning if no one is listening and no one is listening before Christmas.” He said his 
campaign activity has been minimal until recently.  

Regarding the flyer soliciting volunteers for his campaign, Curtis said he did not create, authorize, or 
distribute the flyer and believes it was intentionally fabricated to damage him politically. He said that a 
media outlet contacted him claiming he had violated policy, and he immediately responded, saying that 
the flyer was fake and requesting the identity of the source. (See Exhibit 3.) Curtis suspects the flyer was 
created by a political group called  which recently  He said he 
intends to refer the matter to law enforcement, including the FBI and Department of Justice. 

Regarding the September 20, 2025 open house, Curtis said the event was designed to showcase recent 
improvements to the building and election procedures to the public. He said that because the open 
house took place on a Saturday, he chose to use volunteers rather than pay employees to work on the 
weekend. Curtis clarified that the volunteers were not affiliated with his campaign. 

Curtis said he believes he has been targeted by politically motivated groups, including bloggers and 
media outlets. He said a death threat was carved into his vehicle shortly after he . 
Curtis said these events reinforce his belief that certain allegations are politically motivated. 

Curtis said he has taken extraordinary measures to demonstrate election integrity, including personally 
undergoing a polygraph examination and advocating for a policy requiring Registrars of Voters to take 
post-election polygraphs to confirm they did not alter results. Curtis said he believes such measures 
would deter misconduct and increase public confidence. 

C. Inappropriate, Demeaning, or Threatening Comments 

Curtis said he does not recall making many of the statements attributed to him and denied intending to 
demean, threaten, or belittle any employee.  

Curtis said his hearing impairment significantly restricts his ability to participate in group conversations 
and meetings and affects how he communicates with others. He said, “I don’t talk a lot to people 
because I can’t hear it.” Curtis noted that some people interpret his quietness as being cold, but clarified 
that it is often because he cannot hear what others are saying. 
 
Curtis said that while he considers himself friendly, he does not use humor in professional settings as 
others might. “I can’t hear, so I don’t tell jokes. It changes how you interact with people,” he said. Curtis 
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added that he relies on watching people’s lips to understand them, and he does not hear entire words—
only fragments. He mentioned that certain individuals, including  have vocal tones that he 
cannot hear at all. 
 
When asked whether he ever referred to employees as “pretty” or “dear,” Curtis responded: “Never. I 
barely say that to my wife. I’m not that chummy; I’m pretty stiff.” He said he comes from a professional 
business background and has considered implementing a dress code because he believes employees do 
not dress professionally. However, he emphasized that he would never make comments about an 
employee’s appearance. 
 
Curtis said he does not recall making a “spanking” comment or joke to or about . He said the 
allegation “makes no sense” and that he does not trust staff enough to engage in joking exchanges with 
them. 
 
Regarding the allegation that he referred to election work as something a “monkey could do,” Curtis 
said he did not recall using that specific phrase. However, he clarified that he does believe election work 
is not inherently complex. He said that collecting ballots and tabulating them is straightforward and that 
machines perform the counting. Curtis said he may have described the work as “easy” in the sense that 
it is not intellectually complex compared to other professions, though it requires time and coordination. 
Curtis added, “I will always say it’s easy; it’s not hard work. I’m sorry if that offends them.” 
 
Curtis acknowledged referring to employees’ union representatives as their “mommies.” He explained 
that he used this term when staff were concerned about interacting with the public and requested 
union involvement. Because employees had expressed safety concerns, Curtis established a secure 
workspace upstairs. Later, when staff wanted to return to the main workspace on election night for a 
dinner reception, Curtis told them they would need a letter from their union—referred to as their 
“mommy”—to authorize their entry. He clarified that his intention was to emphasize that the union was 
in charge. 
 
Curtis denied ever telling an employee, “I’ve never seen you work without your shirt on.” He confirmed 
that a video showing him working without a shirt was circulated, but stated he does not recall discussing 
the video with any staff members and described the allegation as “a complete lie.” 
 

D. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 
Curtis said that during the June 17 open house,  publicly challenged his decision to discontinue 
the Poll Pad system. He believes Poll Pads were inaccurate and off by more than 2,700 votes and stated 
that he intends to eliminate them because paper systems are more reliable.  
 
Curtis said he believes  was attempting to lobby a member of the public in favor of Poll Pads 
and that public disagreement over departmental policy at an open house undermines the department’s 
message. He viewed  actions as insubordination. While he addressed behavior, he 
denied raising his voice and said he never yells. 
 
Curtis said that following the incident, he restricted attendance at a conference because he 
believed could not be trusted to represent the department’s position consistently. He also does not 
believe conferences are particularly valuable and described them as largely vendor-sponsored events.  
 



CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 

Oppenheimer Investigations Group LLP  March 2, 2026 
Attorney-Client Privileged   Page 11 of 51 

When asked if conduct at the June 17 open house factored into his decision to cance  
attendance at the conference, Curtis said, “Yes, because if  can’t maintain  in public, I didn’t 
want  being in public and representing the office.” Curtis said the decision was not “punitive,” but 
intended to limit  public exposure until he felt confident could reliably represent the department. 
 
Curtis said he delayed signing off on  reclassification or promotion because he was uncertain 
whether  demonstrated the alignment and responsiveness required for advancement. He said that 
when he asked  questions, he often received “half answers,” and when he requested information 
about polling processes,  would respond, “Why do you want that?” Curtis felt he was receiving “a 
little less than [he] expected” in terms of information and cooperation. While Curtis eventually signed 
off on the promotion, he said he remained unsure about  performance. 
 

E. Disparate Treatment Based on Gender 
 
Curtis denied treating female employees differently than male employees. He said he applies the same 
expectations and standards to all staff, regardless of gender. He reiterated his belief that the allegations 
against him are influenced by political alliances within the office and loyalty to prior leadership rather 
than evidence of discriminatory conduct.  
 

F. Closing Remarks 
 
Curtis said he received information from a member of the public that staff were planning a walkout 
during an election and that he hired approximately 40 extra-help workers to ensure operations could 
continue if such an event occurred. Curtis said he approved all applicants who passed background 
checks and sought political balance among poll workers. Curtis said he believes prior leadership 
excluded conservative applicants. 
 
Curtis said some staff described the extra-help hires as dangerous, but he disagreed and offered 
alternative workspace arrangements for any employee who felt unsafe. Curtis said he even considered 
assigning a deputy to the upstairs workspace but ultimately did not do so because staff did not utilize it. 
 
Curtis said he believes much of the hostility in the office stems from loyalty to  and resistance 
to increased transparency. Curtis said he believes that if he prevails in the upcoming election, workplace 
dynamics will improve. 
 

VI. WITNESS EVIDENCE 
 
The following section summarizes witness accounts in greater detail. Certain information may overlap 
with the Allegations section, above; however, the Allegations section is intended to define the scope of 
the investigation, while the Witness Evidence section provides a fuller account of the factual record, 
including nuance, context, and competing accounts. This structure is intended to ensure clarity of scope 
while preserving a complete factual record for review. 
 

A. Ron Copeland 
 
Ron Copeland is a Labor Representative for United Public Employees of California, Local 792, which 
represents line staff in the Elections Office. His knowledge is based on secondhand information from the 
employees he represents. 
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2. Inappropriate, Demeaning, or Threatening Comments 
 

 said Curtis has complimented women on their appearance, stating things like "Oh, you look 
really nice today" or "I like that you always dress nice."  said Curtis once told  "I'm glad you don't 
wear jeans and look sloppy."  
 

 did not personally take offense to these comments and believed Curtis was 
attempting to be personable and make conversation.  Curtis has not referred to  as “pretty” 
and that  has not personally heard him use that term toward others. 
 

3. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 

 working relationship with Curtis has been difficult and strained since his appointment 
in May 2025. said Curtis frequently assigned extensive and time-consuming tasks, and expected 
staff to work additional hours to meet his requirements. also noted that Curtis regularly made 
critical remarks about Elections Office management, such as stating, "You guys don't know what you're 
doing," and "You're too scared to work." Additionally,  reported that Curtis questioned the staff's 
integrity by accusing them of "running smelly elections" and trying to sabotage his efforts.   
 

 said that one of Curtis's first actions was to discontinue the use of electronic Poll Pads and 
return to paper rosters.  informed Curtis, via email, that the electronic Poll Pads allowed for voter 
check-in and processing in approximately 30 seconds per voter, whereas using paper rosters would 
increase processing time and was associated with a higher error rate. (Exhibit 9). also 
recommended that Curtis discuss these proposed changes with poll workers at the upcoming open 
house to gather their input, as the changes would directly affect them.  noted that Curtis chose not 
to follow  suggestion, which  recognized was his prerogative as ROV, but clarified that  
intention was to ensure staff had complete information ahead of time. 
 

a. June 17, 2025 Open House Incident  
 

 reported that, during the June 17, 2025 poll worker open house,  
asked about the decision to discontinue the use of electronic Poll Pads.4  felt it was 
important to provide accurate information, as the change would affect the responsibilities of poll 
workers. Therefore,  responded by explaining that, while the electronic Poll Pads enabled processing 
times of approximately 30 seconds per voter, switching to paper rosters would increase this time to 
about 8 minutes per voter.  
 

 said Curtis reacted to  explanation by raising his voice and accusing  of 
undermining him and being argumentative.5 and 
witnessed this incident. When asked about Curtis's tone,  explained that, although Curtis is 
hard of hearing and typically speaks loudly, his voice during the incident was significantly more elevated 
than usual and it was clear that  was yelling at  rather than simply talking. Later that day, 

 message saying that  had spoken with Curtis in the parking lot, during 

 
4  said  sent  an email that day to document what happened because  did not want to forget 
the details. (See Exhibit 10.) 
5  was emotional and was crying when recounting this incident.  
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3. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 

 was not present at the June 17 open house, but heard there was a disagreement 
between Curtis involving Poll Pads.  noted that  understanding of the incident is 
based solely on information  received from others, and  does not know whether Curtis directed 

 not to speak with the public or the reasoning behind any such instruction. 
 

 acknowledged that  was aware of discussions regarding being disinvited from a 
conference, but said  believed  ultimately attended the event.  said  does not know whether 

 promotion or reclassification was delayed or the reasons for any delay, stating that such 
matters fall outside his scope.  
 

 has not witnessed Curtis raising his voice at staff, saying, “He’s the opposite of that; he 
doesn’t get upset.” While disagreements have occurred, has not observed staff appearing 
intimidated or hesitant to communicate with Curtis.  believes objections to Curtis’s leadership 
primarily stem from increased workload and organizational changes following his appointment, as well 
as ongoing loyalty to  and influence from the previous administration. 
 

4. Disparate Treatment Based on Gender 
 

 has not observed Curtis treat female employees differently than male employees, noting 
that the staff is predominantly female.  has not heard Curtis refer to female employees as 
“pretty” or make remarks related to gender, appearance, or stereotypes. 
 

5. Additional Context from  
 

 
analysts, noting Curtis's national reputation as a whistleblower and his advocacy for open-source 
election systems. characterized Curtis as "a visionary pioneer” on election system security.  
 

 Curtis inherited a department with little institutional knowledge and considerable 
internal “contempt,” particularly following Curtis’s   on his first day, an action  
said shocked staff and the community.  said Curtis believed  was involved in or enabled 
vote manipulation, which informed Curtis’s decision.  
 

 despite their differing political views,  and Curtis share a commitment to election 
system security.  on a daily basis, frequently discussing operations 
and press relations.  highlighted  role in helping to stabilize a challenging environment that was 
characterized by public conflict and anxiety among employees. noted that Curtis adopted a bold 
approach, hiring individuals who had previously criticized the department;  described this as a 
successful "social experiment" that led to increased public involvement and reduced tensions. 
 

 has not observed anything that would prompt objection or concern regarding Curtis’s 
conduct.  appreciates efforts to ensure fairness for all parties and suggested that Curtis 
may also not be receiving a fair evaluation.  and Curtis are committed to ensuring election 
integrity and that his own background includes being featured in a documentary about activism.  
concluded by expressing support for the broader goal of maintaining secure and transparent election 
processes. 
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L.  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

1. Misuse of County Resources for Political Campaign Activity 
 

 did not report observing Curtis engage in campaign-related activity during  observation 
period.  
  

2. Inappropriate, Demeaning, or Threatening Comments 
 

described several specific remarks  heard Curtis make that  found inappropriate, 
demeaning, or belittling of staff.  
 

said that, on election night,  heard Curtis say that election work is “really easy” and 
"doesn't require a lot of attention to detail or book smarts."  said Curtis made  comments in 
the presence of   asked if  heard 
Curtis refer to elections work as something “a monkey can do,”  did not hear this 
specific comment and clarified that  would have addressed such a statement if  had. 
 

 that, on the day after the election, Curtis asked which employee was “doing the 
worst job” and stated, “Because I'll execute them." interpreted this remark as inappropriate and 
reported the remark  
 

 also heard Curtis tell  "Maybe after you 
brush your hair, you can get to doing X, Y, or Z.” did not visibly react to the 
remark.  also reported overhearing Curtis tell “You’re a really good-looking ” 
after requesting  "suit up" for a press conference. 
 

 heard Curtis refer to female employees— —using 
terms like "dear" and "pretty.” estimated that used these expressions about a dozen times. 
While  believed Curtis did not intend any harm,  still considered the remarks inappropriate.  
 

 also reported  secondhand that Curtis made a remark about "spanking,” but could not 
identify the source.   
 

3. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 

 reported observing Curtis,  publicly criticize staff during interactions with 
media, including attributing delays or procedural issues to staff and stating that “staff is going to have to 
step up."  considered these remarks inappropriate, as  believed staff were making every 
effort to address delays and resolve outstanding issues. 
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 does not interpret it as demeaning or malicious.  described Curtis as approachable and 
easygoing, noting, "He jokes with me; we have a good relationship."  
 

3. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 

 said that, upon returning to the Elections Office in August 2025, she perceived tension and 
resistance among staff toward Curtis’s leadership.  said some employees appeared resentful of 
organizational changes, including the removal of , and changes to established processes.  
reported difficulty obtaining information from certain managers when working on policy and procedure 
updates and described instances in which requests for documentation went unanswered. 
 

 described a December incident in which  raised voice at Curtis over a procedural 
change and walked away from the discussion.  described  behavior as "the most 
disrespectful, defiant thing” had seen and noted that Curtis remained calm and did not respond in 
kind. 
 

 characterized her own working relationship with Curtis as positive, describing him as 
approachable, supportive, and maintaining an open-door policy.  believes staff resistance to Curtis’s 
leadership is largely due to opposition to his proposed changes. In ’ view, she does not believe 
the changes Curtis has implemented have made staff duties more difficult, but noted reluctance among 
employees to adopt new procedures, remarking, “Staff doesn’t want these processes done. They resist 
it, saying this is how we’ve always done it.” voicing criticism about the removal of 
Poll Pads during poll worker training and attributing the decision to Curtis,  occasionally 
expressing similar concerns.  described the overall work environment as adversarial toward 
Curtis’s leadership and indicated that  does not trust most staff members, stating, “I don’t think 
there is a neutral soul in the office.” 
 

4. Disparate Treatment Based on Gender 
 

 is not aware of any concerns regarding disparate treatment of women.  has not 
observed any instances where female staff appeared to be treated differently than male staff by Curtis, 
citing the aforementioned conflict with  as an example of a  staff member standing up to 
Curtis.  
 

5. Concluding Remarks  
 

 respects Curtis’s leadership and believes he is attempting to implement changes 
aimed at improving transparency and efficiency.  acknowledged that staff may disagree with his 
methods but stated that, in  view, disagreements stem from general resistance to organizational 
changes and resentment linked to Curtis’s removal of   
 

N.   
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1. Misuse of County Resources for Political Campaigning 

 
 understands the distinction between community outreach and campaign activity under 

 Elections Code.  has not seen Curtis engage in campaign-related calls or activities during 
County work hours and described Curtis as diligent in complying with laws regarding the proper use of 
resources.  
 

said Curtis conducts office tours for various members of the public, including electoral candidates, 
and that, during those tours,  has not observed Curtis endorse candidates or promote himself.  
described Curtis’s outreach efforts as focused on transparency and civil engagement rather than 
campaign activity.   
 

 has never been asked to perform campaign-related work for Curtis and would not engage 
in such activities during office hours.  based on experience,  no concerns about 
the misuse of county resources for campaigning. 
 

2. Inappropriate, Demeaning, or Threatening Comments 
 

 has not observed Curtis make inappropriate, demeaning, or threatening remarks toward 
staff.  did not hear Curtis make remarks suggesting that election work was easy or comparable 
to work a "monkey could do."  recalled reading about the alleged “monkey” comment in a Facebook 
post or comment and said that, based on understanding of Curtis, if such a remark were made, it 
would likely have been intended to convey that the work is manageable, not to demean   
noted that Curtis often uses self-deprecating humor, referring to himself as a "geek" or "nerd," and does 
not direct such comments toward others. 
 

 has not heard Curtis refer to female employees using terms such as "pretty" or "dear," nor 
has  observed gender-based comments.  does not believe it is in Curtis's nature to behave 
inappropriately. 
 

3. Hostile or Retaliatory Conduct 
 

 described the atmosphere in the Elections Office as tense, noting that staff members were 
resistant and often hostile toward Curtis.  had trouble getting information from colleagues 
and was excluded from office social events, such as a going-away party he only found out about by 
overhearing others. believed this treatment was partly due to perceived association with 
Curtis, since  was  Curtis’s leadership.   
 

 that staff members often resisted Curtis's management decisions.  recalled overhearing 
discussions about potential work actions, such as walkouts, though was uncertain whether these 
talks were limited to the Elections Office or involved the larger union. According to , the opposition 
to Curtis seemed to be politically motivated.  noticed that several employees openly supported 

—Curtis’s  . 
Wylie observed that staff would intentionally slow down their work and resist implementing changes, 
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frequently disputing procedures and pointing out how  would have handled things 
differently. 
 

 working relationship with Curtis as both positive and professional.  stated that 
Curtis is approachable, offers clear guidance, and listens to concerns about office dynamics.  added 
that, if Curtis were not present, would not continue in position due to what  sees as a generally 
unprofessional environment. 
 

4. Disparate Treatment Based on Gender 
 

 is not aware of disparate treatment of women in the Elections Office.  reported that, in 
experience, Curtis communicates consistently with staff regardless of gender and offers equal 

opportunities for professional growth. 
 

recounted an incident where staff members accused Curtis of sexism after  told a female 
employee that  “couldn’t measure a bathroom.”  felt this accusation was either fabricated or 
exaggerated to make it seem sexist and demeaning, although does not believe that was Curtis’s 
intention. 
 

5. Additional Context  
 

 believes many of the allegations against Curtis are unfounded and influenced by broader 
political tensions within the County and by disagreement over organizational changes. described 
much of this as “small town drama” and  

 In 
his view, the situation resembles playground conflict, with individuals exchanging blame and escalating 
disputes. 
 
VII. DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE  

 
A. Campaign Flyer and Related Correspondence 

 
On August 4, 2025, labor representative Ron Copeland emailed County management a photograph of a 
campaign flyer for Curtis. The flyer, reportedly created at Curtis’s direction, appeared to combine 
campaign messaging with Registrar of Voters (ROV) announcements (see Exhibit 2). 
 
In his interview, Copeland reported that had taken the photo of the flyer and sent it to 
him. Copeland then forwarded the image to County management on August 4, 2025. 
 
Below is the flyer that Copeland included in his email to County management: 
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B. Open House Flyer 
 
The following image (also in Exhibit 14) shows the flyer for the September 20, 2025 open house: 
 

 
 

C. Text Messages  
 
The investigation reviewed screenshots of text messages provided by  
(See Exhibit 15.) The screenshots reflect contemporaneous communication between  

  
 
In these messages,  reported that Curtis made a remark referencing “spanking” in connection 
with a workplace interaction. The messages also reflect report that Curtis referred to extra 
help staff as “working monkeys” and said, “the job was something monkeys could do” and referred to 

as “a good monkey trainer.” The messages reflect that  expressed concern about 
the comment shortly after the alleged incident.9 The screenshots are attached as Exhibit 15. 
 

D. Emails Re: Poll Pad Termination 
 
The investigation reviewed an email exchange dated June 13–18, 2025 regarding the decision to 
discontinue use of electronic Poll Pads and return to paper poll books. The emails reflect that Curtis 
initiated the change and requested information regarding termination of the existing agreement. 

provided written concerns regarding operational impacts, including error rates, reconciliation 
time, retraining needs, and voter processing time. The County Administrative Office confirmed that the 
Agreement permitted termination without cause upon 60 days’ written notice and that the Registrar 
had authority to initiate termination. The emails are attached as Exhibit 9. 

 
9 The text messages do not include a date, but mention the “spanking” comment as happening “last night.” 
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The documents provide the following summary: 
 
In Fall 2024, prior to Curtis’s appointment, . The 
CAO’s Office denied the addition of positions and directed the department to submit reclassification 
paperwork if employees were working out of class. Reclassification requests were submitted for  

  
 
According to Personnel Resolution 2010-02 (see Exhibit 16), personnel staff—not the department 
head—are responsible for reviewing and making determinations on reclassification requests. The Board 
of Supervisors holds final approval authority. 
 
On February 18, 2025, the Department of Support Services (“DSS”) recommended denying  
reclassification request. On April 23, 2025,  recommended approving  reclassification. 
(See Exhibit 16.) Both findings were incorporated into the 2025/2026 budget process, with changes 
effective June 29, 2025.  was reclassified effective that date. 
 
Following the denial of  reclassification, the Elections Office requested a new, second  

 position to meet business needs. The  approved this request to be 
included in the 2025/2026 budget.  was later promoted to the newly established position 
following a department-only recruitment in July 2025, where  was the sole applicant. The promotion 
requisition was approved by  

These documents further set forth the following timeline:  

• Fall 2024: The department's initial request to add  (including one for 
was denied by the . 

• February 18, 2025: A memorandum was issued finding reclassification request to 
 unsubstantiated by . 

• Spring 2025: The Elections Office was notified of the denial and subsequently requested a new, 
second , which was approved by the  to go 
with the budget changes. 

• June 29, 2025: The budget position changes, including the , were approved by 
the Board of Supervisors, making the position officially established. 

• July 7, 2025: The requisition for the new  position was 
submitted by  approved by . 

• July 8, 2025: The requisition was approved by  in the  
• July 15–17, 2025: The position was advertised for a department-only recruitment, and  

applied and was selected. 
• July 27, 2025:  promotion to  became effective. 

 

 

// 
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It is plausible that these tensions and polarization impacted how each witness viewed the events in 
question and thus had some impact on what they noticed and how certain remarks landed with that 
individual. The analysis did not assume that polarization rendered any witness inherently unreliable. 
Rather, contextual factors were considered when weighing competing accounts.  
 
In assessing credibility, the undersigned considered internal consistency, corroboration, 
contemporaneous reporting, specificity of detail, demeanor, plausibility, and potential bias or motive. 
Where allegations were supported by multiple independent witnesses describing materially similar 
conduct, greater weight was afforded to those accounts. In several instances, witness accounts were 
corroborated by contemporaneous text messages or written communications reflecting immediate 
reactions to events. Such documentation enhanced reliability by reducing the likelihood of retrospective 
reconstruction. 
 
Conversely, where accounts lacked corroboration, were speculative in nature, or were contradicted by 
documentary evidence, those allegations were not sustained. The investigation also considered whether 
witnesses acknowledged limitations in their recollection. Testimony that included concessions regarding 
what was not remembered, or that distinguished between firsthand observation and secondhand 
information, was generally afforded greater credibility. 
 
Curtis denied many of the allegations, including specific remarks attributed to him. In some instances, 
his denials were categorical and consistent across contexts. Consistency over time was considered as a 
credibility factor. However, where multiple independent witnesses described similar remarks or 
conduct, and where contemporaneous reporting existed, the corroborated accounts were deemed more 
persuasive than generalized denials. 
 
Curtis’s hearing impairment was also considered. During his investigative interview, Curtis requested 
that closed captioning be enabled, which the undersigned observed was necessary to facilitate effective 
communication. Multiple witnesses described Curtis as having difficulty hearing in group settings. This 
impairment may reasonably have affected his perception of tone, conversational flow, or the impact of 
his remarks. While this factor provides context, it does not fully account for some of the problematic 
conduct independently corroborated by multiple witnesses. 
 
The investigation also considered whether witnesses had apparent motives to fabricate or exaggerate 
allegations. Although workplace polarization was evident, no evidence established coordinated efforts 
to manufacture claims. Where testimony came from individuals who otherwise described positive 
working relationships with Curtis, or who expressed reluctance in reporting concerns, such testimony 
was afforded greater weight.  
 
In sum, credibility determinations were made based on the totality of the evidence rather than on 
alignment with either faction within the office. Where corroboration, consistency, and 
contemporaneous documentation were present, those accounts were credited. Where allegations 
lacked evidentiary support or were outweighed by contrary evidence, they were not sustained.  
 
 
 
// 
 
 



CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 

Oppenheimer Investigations Group LLP  March 2, 2026 
Attorney-Client Privileged   Page 40 of 51 

B. Factual Findings 
 

1. Did Clint Curtis engage in political campaign activity during County work hours or use 
County resources in connection with his candidacy? 

 
Sustained in part. A preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Curtis engaged in campaign-
related calls during County work hours. A preponderance of the evidence does not support a finding 
that Curtis used County equipment or resources to create or distribute campaign materials, nor does it 
establish that the September 20 open house, Fourth of July event, or routine office tours constituted 
campaign activity within the scope of this investigation. 
 
Employees and union representatives reported concerns that Curtis engaged in political campaign-
related activity during County work hours and used County resources in support of his candidacy. The 
concerns fell into four categories: 
 

• Alleged campaign-related phone calls during work hours; 
• Alleged use of County equipment in connection with a campaign flyer; 
• Alleged use of public-facing events to advance Curtis’s candidacy; and 
• Alleged statements to members of the public about his political opponent in a manner 

constituting campaign activity. 
 
The analysis below addresses each category of alleged campaign-related activities. 
 

a. Campaign-Related Calls During Work Hours 
 

reported observing Curtis receive a phone call at the Market Street office, walk down the hall, 
and engage in a conversation that  believed was campaign-related. Although  did not recall exact 
wording, stated that it was “definitely about campaigning.” 
 
In addition,  reported hearing Curtis making 
campaign-related calls during an open house for poll workers at the Elections Office on Tuesday, June 
17, 2025. Those witnesses described Curtis taking calls that referenced campaign matters while 
physically present at a County-sponsored event during work hours.  
 
Curtis denied engaging in campaign calls during work hours, stating that there would have been “no 
point” in campaigning during the specific time period in question (i.e., at the June 17 open house) and 
that he conducted fundraising calls at night.  
 
The lack of detail regarding the exact content, duration, or frequency of the calls limits the scope of the 
finding. No call logs, recordings, or electronic records were produced establishing the precise timing or 
subject matter of the calls. The available evidence therefore does not show systematic or prolonged 
campaign operations during County time 
 
However, unlike a single isolated report, the allegation here is supported by multiple independent 
witnesses describing similar conduct during different occasions. Even though the witnesses’ 
recollections of the exact language used during the calls was limited, their accounts were consistent in 
substance — namely, that the conversations pertained to Curtis’s candidacy rather than County 
business. Notably,  account carries heightened credibility because described a generally 



CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 

Oppenheimer Investigations Group LLP  March 2, 2026 
Attorney-Client Privileged   Page 41 of 51 

positive working relationship with Curtis, did not present as adversarial, and reported the observation in 
a measured and limited manner.  willingness to acknowledge what  did not recall further 
supports the reliability of  testimony.  
 
Although the evidence does not establish ongoing or substantial campaign operations, the corroborated 
observations of multiple witnesses outweigh Curtis’s generalized denial and assertion that there would 
be “no point” in campaigning at that time. The evidence supports a finding that Curtis engaged in at 
least one campaign-related phone conversation while physically present at a County workplace during 
work hours. It is likely that he engaged in such activities a handful of other times, as discussed by the 
witnesses This finding is limited to campaign-related conversations occurring during County time. The 
investigation does not establish the use of County equipment in connection with those calls. 
 

b. Use of County Equipment or Resources – Campaign Flyer 

An August 4, 2025 email from Union Representative Ron Copeland (at Exhibit 2) attached an image of a 
campaign flyer posted on what appeared to be a public utility pole and raised concerns about potential 
misuse of County resources. The email did not identify evidence that the flyer was created, printed, or 
distributed using County equipment. 

Curtis consistently denied creating or distributing the flyer. In written communication to the News Café 
(at Exhibit 3), in statements reported by employees, and during his investigative interview, Curtis 
maintained that he did not author the flyer and believed it may have been circulated in an effort to “set 
him up.” While the investigation did not substantiate the “set up” theory, Curtis’s denial remained 
materially consistent across contexts. 

The investigation did not identify print logs, electronic data, email transmissions, or witness testimony 
linking the flyer to County printers, computers, email systems, or staff time. The evidence reflects that 
the flyer circulated externally before being brought into the office. The authorship of the flyer remains 
undetermined.  
 
The mere presence of a campaign flyer within a County facility, absent evidence that it was created, 
printed, or distributed using public resources, does not establish misuse of County property. 
Accordingly, this portion of the allegation is not sustained.  
 

c. Statements to Members of the Public Regarding  
 

reported hearing Curtis make negative remarks about the  while interacting with 
members of the public. In mid-September 2025, recalled a voter asking about previously used 
electronic voting machines. According to , Curtis responded that such machines could be 
tampered with and added that  “liked those machines,” implying  was not trustworthy. 
 

also described an instance in which a visitor commented that the office looked different. 
Curtis reportedly provided a tour and stated that the Elections Office would now be “better and more 
transparent,” and that  had “hidden things from people” and that he had reported  to the 
Department of Justice. 
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These statements, as reported, reflect criticism of Curtis’s political opponent during interactions 
occurring in the Elections Office. The investigation considered whether such statements constitute 
campaign activity within the scope of this allegation. 
 
The evidence does not establish that Curtis solicited votes, requested political support, distributed 
campaign materials, or explicitly advocated for his candidacy during these exchanges. However, the 
statements—if made as described—reflect commentary about a declared political opponent in the 
course of official interactions with members of the public. 
 
While such commentary may raise separate concerns regarding professionalism or political neutrality in 
an official capacity, the evidence does not establish that these remarks constituted campaign activity 
involving solicitation, fundraising, or advocacy during County time. Accordingly, this evidence does not 
independently support the allegation that Curtis engaged in campaign operations using County 
resources. 
 

d. September 20, 2025 Open House and Public Events 
 
Witnesses expressed concern regarding the September 20 open house, including the presence of 
individuals perceived as aligned with Curtis and the lack of formal notification to certain staff.  

, who attended the event, said Curtis did not campaign, solicit votes, or advocate for his 
candidacy and that the event was focused on transparency and public education. 
 
Curtis denied campaigning, soliciting votes, or advocating his candidacy during County-sponsored 
functions. Regarding the September 20, 2025 open house, Curtis said the event was designed to 
showcase recent improvements to the building and election procedures to the public. He said that 
because the open house took place on a Saturday, he chose to use volunteers rather than pay 
employees to work on the weekend. Curtis clarified that the volunteers were not affiliated with his 
campaign. 
 
The evidence does not establish that campaign materials were distributed, votes were solicited, or 
County resources were used to promote Curtis’s candidacy at the event. While the composition of 
attendees and the perceived alignment of certain individuals may have contributed to concerns 
regarding optics, the available evidence does not demonstrate that the open house constituted 
campaign activity within the meaning of the allegation. 
 
The undersigned also considered witness evidence from  who reported that, during a Fourth of 
July event at the Anderson Fairgrounds, Curtis directed staff to distribute County-funded flags. said 
that, in  view, the event focused more on Curtis greeting members of the public than on voter 
registration or updating voter information. However, the evidence does not establish that this activity 
occurred during County work hours, involved County equipment or materials, or included advocacy for 
Curtis’s candidacy in the course of County-sponsored duties. 
 

e. Overall Conclusion 
 
A preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Curtis engaged in at least one campaign-
related phone call during County work hours and likely a few more. The investigation did not identify 
sufficient evidence that Curtis used County equipment, facilities, or staff time to create or distribute 
campaign materials, nor does it establish that the September 20 open house, the Fourth of July event, 
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office tours, or statements about Francescut constituted campaign activity involving misuse of County 
resources within the scope of 
this investigation. 
 
Accordingly, this allegation is sustained in part and not sustained in part. 
 

2. Did Clint Curtis make comments in the workplace that were inappropriate, 
demeaning, threatening, or otherwise inconsistent with County standards of 
professionalism? 

 
Sustained. A preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Curtis made several remarks in the 
workplace that were inconsistent with County standards of professionalism. 
 
Several employees alleged that Curtis made comments referencing physical discipline, violent imagery, 
employee intelligence, and employee appearance or gender. Curtis generally denied making certain of 
the specific statements attributed to him, did not recall others, or characterized his communication style 
as informal, humorous, or intended to reduce stress and make complex tasks seem manageable. Curtis 
consistently denied any intent to demean, threaten, or discriminate against employees. 
 
In evaluating the allegations of inappropriate remarks, the undersigned applied the definitions set forth 
in Chapter 22 of the Shasta County Personnel Rules, which prohibit verbal harassment and derogatory 
remarks and define abusive conduct as behavior that a reasonable person would find hostile, offensive, 
or unrelated to legitimate business interests. The analysis therefore focuses not solely on Curtis’s stated 
intent, but on whether the comments, viewed objectively and in context, were inconsistent with the 
County’s standards of professionalism and workplace conduct. 
 
The analysis below addresses each category of remarks. 
 

a. Remarks Referencing “Spanking” and Violent Imagery 
 

 reported that, on election night, Curtis made a comment in front of a group stating he 
would "spank  According to  this remark came after Curtis notified her that an election 
observer was present. replied that the relevant process had already been completed and 
noted  had not been informed about observers attending. As walked away, Curtis allegedly 
said, "There  goes again just doing  thing," followed by, "I’m going to have to spank  
 

 also described Curtis 
using similar language.  stated that on the day after the November 2025 election, Curtis asked 

 which employee was performing the worst, then added, "Because I’ll execute them."  
reported several instances where Curtis used exaggerated or violent imagery, including a comment 
about throwing disgruntled voters "into the baler." 
 
Curtis denied making the alleged remarks, asserting that the allegations “make no sense” and that he 
does not trust staff enough to engage in joking exchanges with them. 
 
In evaluating these conflicting accounts, the undersigned considered consistency, corroboration, and 
contemporaneous reporting. The evidence ultimately supported the allegation. 
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 account was internally consistent and specific regarding timing, location, and wording. It 
was also corroborated by text messages sent to  shortly after the incident (at 
Exhibit 15), referencing the comment and reflecting  immediate reaction. The contemporaneous 
nature of these communications supports their reliability. 
 
Additionally, descriptions of violent imagery were independently reported by at least  – 

 and were consistent in theme, even where wording differed.  
 
Based on the evidence, including consistent witness accounts and contemporaneous reporting, it is 
more likely than not that Curtis made the “spanking” remark to  and used exaggerated violent 
imagery in the workplace. The corroboration among multiple witnesses and the reliability of  
immediate communications support this conclusion. 
 
While such remarks appear to have been hyperbolic in the sense that they were not literal threats, the 
use of violent imagery by a supervisor in a workplace setting can reasonably be perceived as belittling 
and intimidating. Comments invoking physical discipline or violent imagery carry heightened significance 
when used by an elected official and department head toward subordinate staff. Even if intended as 
humor, such remarks are inconsistent with the County’s standards of professionalism and appropriate 
workplace conduct.  
 
Therefore, this allegation is sustained. 
 

b. “Monkey” Comments and Other Belittling Remarks 
 

 reported that Curtis referred to election work as something a “monkey could do.” Other 
witnesses, including described comments in which Curtis characterized election work as 
“easy” or not requiring “book smarts,” though phrasing varied. Several witnesses also described Curtis 
telling a group of employees they needed to obtain letters from their union—which he referred to as 
their “mommies”—to receive permission to work on election night. These witnesses described the 
remarks as minimizing the professional expertise of Elections Office staff. 
 
Curtis denied recalling the specific “monkey” phrasing but stated that he believes election 
administration is not inherently complex because machines tabulate ballots and procedures are 
straightforward. Curtis said that when he describes work as manageable, his intent is to reduce stress 
rather than belittle staff. Curtis acknowledged referring to union representatives as employees’ 
“mommies” in the context of staff seeking union involvement regarding workspace and safety concerns.  
 
The most persuasive evidence supporting the “monkey” remark is the contemporaneous text messages 
sent by  (at Exhibit 15) shortly after the incident occurred. Those 
messages reflect the substance of the comment and strengthen the reliability of  account.  
 
Although there were no direct witnesses to the “monkey” remark, descriptions of Curtis minimizing the 
work of Elections Office staff were independently reported by other witnesses, including , and 
were consistent in theme, even where wording differed. 
 
Moreover, the consistency between Curtis’s statements and the witnesses’ accounts, as well as his 
acknowledgment of referring to union representatives as “mommies,” further strengthens the reliability 
of the allegations. Specifically, Curtis acknowledged that he views election administration as 
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uncomplicated, citing the use of machines and straightforward procedures. He explained that his intent 
when describing the work as manageable is to alleviate staff stress rather than belittle their expertise. 
While Curtis denied recalling the specific “monkey” phrasing, his general characterization of the work as 
“easy” aligns with the reports from multiple witnesses. This alignment between Curtis’s perspective and 
the witnesses’ descriptions reinforces the plausibility that remarks minimizing the complexity of election 
work were made. Moreover, the comment is similar in tone and meaning as the derisive “mommies” 
comment which Curtis admitted making. 
 
Thus, based on the evidence, including consistent witness accounts, contemporaneous reporting, and 
Curtis’s partial acknowledgment, it is more likely than not that Curtis made the “monkey” remark or 
language substantially similar in meaning and referred to union representatives as employees’ 
“mommies.”  
 
Statements minimizing the intelligence required for professional work or infantilizing employees 
reasonably fall within conduct that a reasonable person could find offensive or humiliating, particularly 
when made by the department head. With respect to the “mommies” comment, which is undisputed, 
the remark can reasonably be perceived as characterizing employees as childlike or dependent. In a 
supervisory context, such language diminishes employees’ professional agency. 
 
While Curtis may have intended to reduce stress or describe processes as manageable, the impact of 
language describing professional work as something a “monkey could do,” or referring to employees’ 
representatives as “mommies,” can reasonably be perceived as derisive and belittling and inconsistent 
with the County’s standards of professionalism and appropriate workplace conduct.  
 

c. “Shirtless” Comment 
 

stated that after a video circulated showing Curtis working shirtless in the office on a 
weekend, Curtis asked if  had shared the footage, which  denied. According to Curtis 
then remarked that the video proved he was a “hard worker” and “the only hard worker.” When 

 replied that others also worked hard, Curtis said, “Well, you’re not a hard worker. I’ve never 
seen you work without your shirt on.” described the remark as inappropriate and shocking. 
 
Curtis denied ever saying, “I’ve never seen you work without your shirt on.” He confirmed the shirtless 
video was circulated but said he does not recall discussing it with staff and called the allegation “a 
complete lie.” 
 
There were no additional direct witnesses to the alleged comment. Accordingly, this finding turns on a 
credibility assessment. 
 

provided a specific account of the statement and described it in a manner consistent with the 
known existence and circulation of the shirtless video. The allegation was not vague or generalized; 
rather, it was tied to a particular context.  account remained consistent and was not undermined by 
other evidence. 
 
By contrast, Curtis’s denial was categorical but not accompanied by any alternative explanation for how 
or why the allegation arose. His acknowledgment that the video existed and was circulated makes 
discussion of it plausible in context. While lack of corroboration was considered, the investigation does 
not require multiple witnesses where one account is more credible than the other. 
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Based on the totality of the evidence and the relative credibility of the parties, it is more likely than not 
that the comment occurred as described. 
 

d. Appearance-Based and Gender-Referenced Remarks 
 

 reported 
hearing Curtis refer to female employees as "pretty" or "dear" on multiple occasions.  said  
told Curtis multiple times to stop calling  "pretty” and that these comments eventually stopped. 

also reported that, during a discussion involving measuring office space, Curtis told  "You 
probably don't know how to use a tape measure because you're a female." 
 
At least one witness,  reported that Curtis referred to a  as a “good looking 

” in the context of preparing for a public appearance. 
 
Curtis denied referring to female employees as “pretty” or “dear,” stating, “Never. I barely say that to 
my wife… I’m not chummy.” Curtis denied making gender-based remarks and rejected the suggestion 
that he treated employees differently based on gender. 
 
The evidence reflects that appearance-based comments were made. In evaluating these accounts, the 
undersigned again considered consistency and corroboration. The gender-referenced comment linking 
competence to being “a female” was described consistently and carries inherent professional 
significance because it explicitly ties perceived ability to gender. The record reflects multiple witnesses 
reporting appearance-based language directed toward female employees.  
 
The evidence also reflects that at least one male employee was described using appearance-based 
language. This mitigates against a finding that such comments were directed exclusively at women. 
However, recurring appearance-focused or gender-referenced commentary in a supervisory context 
reasonably oversteps professional boundaries.  
 
Based on the consistent witness accounts, it is more likely than not that Curtis made appearance-based 
remarks toward female employees and made at least one gender-referenced comment linking ability to 
being female. 
 
Although not all employees found these remarks offensive, comments made by a department head 
toward subordinate staff can reasonably be viewed as diminishing and fall within conduct that a 
reasonable person would consider “offensive” or “humiliating” under the County’s Personnel Rules. 
Additionally, such comments reflect an inappropriate level of familiarity in a supervisory relationship. 
When a supervisor consistently makes appearance-based or personal remarks, it suggests an emphasis 
on physical appearance, which can cause discomfort among employees and imply that professional 
merit is being overshadowed by subjective judgments. The cumulative impact of these comments is a 
workplace environment where attention to appearance may undermine professionalism and mutual 
respect. Accordingly, this allegation is sustained. 
 

e. Overall Conclusion 
 
Considering the remarks collectively, the evidence supports a finding that Curtis engaged in a pattern of 
informal, exaggerated, and appearance-focused commentary that exceeded appropriate professional 
boundaries for a supervisory official. While the evidence does not establish malicious intent, and not all 
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employees perceived the comments as offensive, the preponderance of the evidence supports a finding 
that Curtis’s communication style, as manifested in the remarks described above, was inconsistent with 
County standards of workplace professionalism. 
 

3. Did Clint Curtis raise his voice at or publicly admonish  during the June 
17, 2025 open house in a manner inconsistent with County workplace standards? 

 
Sustained in part. A preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Curtis publicly admonished 

 during the June 17, 2025 open house in a manner inconsistent with County workplace 
standards. The evidence does not support a finding that Curtis raised his voice. 
 
Several witnesses described an incident at an open house on June 17, 2025, during which Curtis 
reportedly  in front of staff members and a poll worker after  responded to a poll 
worker’s question regarding  transition from electronic Poll Pads to paper rosters.  event was 
reported by , as well as by other witnesses, including  

 stated that Curtis was loud enough for everyone present to hear, causing 
people to turn and look. 
 
Curtis characterized the interaction as  “fighting” with him publicly and attempting to lobby a 
member of the public in favor of Poll Pads. He said he viewed actions as insubordination. 
While he addressed behavior, he denied raising his voice and said he never yells. 
 
Significant weight was given to the account witness to the June 17 open 
house interaction  with Curtis. 

reported that asked questions regarding the transition from electronic Poll Pads to paper 
rosters because  was concerned the transition would be more time-consuming and less efficient.  
stated that when attempted to respond to those questions, Curtis interrupted  in a manner 
that appeared disciplinary, stating words to the effect of, “Don’t be saying that,” and “That’s not true.”  
 

account was internally consistent and measured. Importantly, when asked whether Curtis 
raised his voice,  clarified that he was not yelling. This clarification weighs against a finding 
that Curtis raised his voice and supports a more precise characterization of the conduct as an 
interruption or public correction rather than shouting. 
 
Other witnesses described the exchange as tense and uncomfortable, though descriptions of tone 
varied. The consistent theme across accounts was not volume, but the public nature of the correction 
and the visible disagreement between Curtis  during a County-sponsored event 
 
Curtis acknowledged correcting  and stated that he believed she was undermining 
departmental policy in front of an attendee. He maintained that employees should not contradict 
departmental direction in public settings. His explanation provides context for his conduct but does not 
dispute that the exchange occurred in front of a member of the public. 
 
While Curtis’s concern about maintaining consistent public messaging was not unfounded, the manner 
in which the correction occurred is central to this finding. Addressing a subordinate employee in a 
corrective or disciplinary tone during a County-sponsored public event carries heightened impact, 
regardless of whether the underlying policy disagreement was legitimate. 
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In summary, the evidence does not establish that Curtis yelled, but it does establish that he publicly 
corrected and interrupted in a manner that appeared disciplinary during a public-facing 
County event. Although Curtis had previously communicated his policy decision regarding Poll Pads and 
was entitled to expect alignment in public settings, the decision to correct a subordinate in front of an 
attendee rather than address the disagreement privately reflects poor supervisory judgment in context. 
 
Accordingly, this allegation is sustained in part. 
 

4. Did Clint Curtis take employment actions affecting  promotion, 
public-facing duties, or professional development opportunities following the June 17, 
2025 disagreement? If so, were his stated reasons supported by legitimate operational 
considerations? 

 
Sustained in part. A preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Curtis restricted  
public-facing duties and cancelled r attendance at a conference following the June 17, 2025 open 
house disagreement. The evidence supports that Curtis articulated operational considerations for those 
actions. However, the evidence does not support a finding that Curtis improperly delayed or controlled 

reclassification or promotion.   
 
The evidence establishes that, shortly after the June 17 event, Curtis restricted  public-facing 
duties and canceled attendance at a conference. Curtis acknowledged that the June 17 incident 
factored into these decisions. He said that he did not believe could be trusted to consistently 
and appropriately represent the department’s position in public settings, following what he viewed as a 
public challenge to his direction.  
 
As department head, Curtis possessed managerial discretion to determine conference attendance and 
assign public-facing duties. Maintaining consistency in public messaging during County-sponsored 
events constitutes a legitimate operational consideration. The evidence supports that Curtis genuinely 
viewed  conduct at the June 17 event as undermining departmental direction in a public 
forum. His explanation for canceling the conference and restricting  public-facing duties is therefore 
supported by an articulated operational rationale. 
 
At the same time, the proportionality of the response is relevant. The June 17 exchange involved a 
policy disagreement in a public setting. The evidence does not establish insubordination, refusal to 
follow direction, or formal discipline arising from the event. Yet the resulting actions—removal from a 
professional conference historically attended and restriction of public-facing duties—had tangible 
professional consequences. While within Curtis’s managerial authority, the timing and scope of these 
measures were closely tied to a single disagreement and reasonably may be perceived as reactive and 
disproportionate to the conduct described. 
 
Accordingly, this portion of the allegation is sustained. 
 
Regarding reclassification, documentary evidence from County personnel confirms that Curtis did not 
have authority to approve or deny  reclassification. (See Exhibit 16.) In Fall 2024, prior to 
Curtis’s appointment, the Elections Office requested the addition of two Manager positions. The CAO’s 
Office denied the request for new positions and instead instructed the department to submit 
reclassification paperwork for any employees working out of class. As a result, reclassification requests 
were submitted for both . (See Exhibit 16.) 
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In February 2025, the Department of Support Services (DSS) recommended denying s 
reclassification request By April 2025, DSS recommended approving s reclassification. 
According to Personnel Resolution 2010-02, personnel staff—not the department head—are responsible 
for reviewing and deciding on reclassification requests, with the Board of Supervisors making the final 
approval. These recommendations were included in the 2025/2026 budget process, with changes taking 
effect on June 29, 2025.  reclassification became effective on that date. 
 
After  reclassification was denied, the Elections Office requested approval to add a second 
Manager position through the budget process. This position was approved, effective June 29, 2025. 
Since it was a new position, it had to go through the standard recruitment process. The recruitment 
timeline is as follows: 
 

• Budget changes approved effective June 29, 2025 
• Requisition submitted July 7, 2025 
• Approved July 7–8, 2025 
• Recruitment posted July 15–17, 2025 (department-only) 
•  was the sole applicant 
• Promotion effective July 27, 2025 (next pay period) 

 
The documentation shows that County personnel denied  reclassification before the 
recruitment process began, and her subsequent promotion followed the standard recruitment timeline. 
There is no evidence indicating that Curtis influenced the reclassification decision or delayed the 
recruitment process. The promotion was completed about one month after the budget was approved. 
 
While Curtis expressed concerns about  responsiveness and alignment following the June 17 
incident, the evidence does not demonstrate that these concerns caused any improper delay in  
reclassification or promotion. The reclassification decision was made by County personnel, and the 
recruitment proceeded promptly and according to established procedures. Accordingly, this portion of 
the allegation is not sustained. 
 
In conclusion, a preponderance of the evidence establishes that Curtis restricted  public-
facing duties and canceled  conference attendance following the June 17, 2025 disagreement and 
that Curtis articulated legitimate operational considerations for doing so. However, the evidence does 
not support a finding that Curtis improperly delayed or controlled reclassification or 
promotion. Accordingly, this allegation is sustained in part and not sustained in part. 

 
5. Did Clint Curtis treat female employees differently than similarly situated male 

employees in terms of tone, responsibilities, or opportunities? 
 
Not sustained. A preponderance of the evidence does not support a finding that Curtis treated female 
employees differently than male employees, including by making gender-referenced or appearance-
based remarks, disciplining women more harshly, and restricting professional opportunities. 
 
Several witnesses reported that Curtis referred to female employees using terms such as “dear” or 
“pretty.” Some witnesses perceived these remarks as condescending or gendered. Witnesses also 
expressed concerns that certain female employees, particularly , were publicly 
corrected or subject to tense interactions. 
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Additionally, Curtis’s hearing impairment, observed during the investigative interview, may have 
affected conversational tone and interpersonal dynamics. However, this factor does not account for 
independently corroborated remarks or supervisory decisions that carried workplace impact. 
 
Balancing these considerations, and recognizing Curtis’s heightened influence as a department head, the 
evidence supports a finding that certain of his conduct materially contributed to an unprofessional 
workplace environment, even though broader political and organizational tensions also played a 
significant role. Accordingly, this allegation is sustained. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
 
Danielle Drossel  
 

 
 
Amy Oppenheimer 
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United Public Employees of California, Local 792  
Laborers’ International Union of North America, AFL-CIO  

“Serving Those Who Serve Our Communities”  

2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214 · Redding, California 96002 
     530-245-1890  ·  Fax 530-246-1651  ·  www.upec792.com 

                  

   

July 7, 2025 

 

 

 

Monica Fugitt  

Director of Support Services  

County of Shasta  

1450 Court Street, Suite 348  

Redding, CA 96001  

 

RE:  Elections Office Working Conditions  

 

Dear Ms. Fugitt,  

 

Please consider this letter notification of a complaint regarding working conditions from the Shasta 

County Elections Office employees that we represent.  We formally request that your office 

investigate and document these issues, so appropriate action may be taken. 

 

As you know, current County Clerk/Registrar of Voters (ROV), Clint Curtis, was appointed just two 

months ago to fill the term vacated by prior appointee, Thomas Toller.  Unfortunately, due to factors 

such as a lack of experience in elections offices and avoiding established procedures and policies, 

Mr. Curtis has created an untenable environment for the employees to function and perform their 

duties appropriately for the community. 

 

We understand that new department heads may change procedures or implement other changes 

upon entering the office.  However, such changes are usually made with the assistance of senior 

staff, who have the necessary historical knowledge to avoid issues, and such changes do not 

typically flout County Personnel Rules. 

 

Besides  which employees do not 

dispute he had the right to do, there is a pending exit of other long-term employees to retirement 

or other potential employment due to working conditions, which creates a loss of historical 

knowledge.  Contributing to this issue is Mr. Curtis’ bypassing of the chain of command in place. 



 

Mr. Curtis is directly discussing policy and procedures with employees without involving their 

supervisors or managers, placing employees in the awkward position of answering their 

Department Head on items under the authority of their management, which inherently creates a 

conflict.  Workloads for employees are also increased due to these interactions and any directions 

provided by Mr. Curtis, as employees must share and address such matters with their supervisors, 

which leads to insufficient time being available for their regular duties. 

 

Not involving management also leads to inefficiency and the potential perception that employees 

are not using their time appropriately if management is not aware of such interactions by Mr. 

Curtis.  When employees are open to providing input and suggestions on these or more appropriate 

matters, though, Mr. Curtis continues to shop for opinions outside of those involved in performing 

the duties discussed.  For example, he asks other Elections Office employees not involved in the 

assignments and even other County departments for information rather than reaching out to other 

County ROVs, state election offices, and again, his own management staff. 

 

We understand that department heads may implement new practices and procedures, but such 

practices and procedures must not deviate the offices and their staff from the regulations applicable 

to them.  Departments must also not disfavor or favor employees in place by their practices.  For 

example, Mr. Curtis has dismissed the contributions of employees, while highlighting and favoring 

those of other employees. 

 

Such favoring has led to Mr. Curtis essentially promising employees a promotion in the face of 

Personnel Rules, requiring the posting and appropriate recruitment for vacant positions.  Other 

personnel issues have involved statements regarding the greater surveillance of employees and the 

Elections Office itself, including comments regarding body worn or other cameras, without 

apparently planning to discuss the matter with Personnel or the applicable employee Unions. 

 

Several employees have also received what they feel is discouragement to remain in the Elections 

Office, where they may have contributed for years.  Mr. Curtis has repeatedly stated that he could 

fill vacant positions or staff the office with “my people” from San Francisco or other areas. 

 

Mr. Curtis has also used the phrase “my people” in reference to a direct safety concern for 

employees.  A gate with employee keycard access was installed during Cathy Darling Allen’s tenure 

as County Clerk/ROV based on DOJ’s in-person survey of the building and Elections Office for safety 

measures.  Mr. Curtis is planning on removing the gate for publicity and the benefit of access for 

"his people," which presumably references his community supporters in this comment. 

 

These comments have not been limited to private staff meetings, but have occurred publicly at 

outreach meetings.  The public meetings have also directly illustrated Mr. Curtis’ lack of knowledge 

regarding elections regulations, or inattention to following them, as employees have witnessed him 

campaigning for the 2026 election.  The foregoing matters and other issues such as Mr. Curtis 

stating that he would buy a building and move the department in 90 days with a private $200,000 



donation indicate to employees that his oversight of the department is not in accordance with 

County policies and procedures, of which he either has insufficient knowledge or is directly 

contradicting. 

 

We reiterate our request that these working conditions be investigated and that all Elections Office 

employees be interviewed, so the issues may be appropriately documented and addressed by the 

County.  The employees that we represent believe their management would also favor such an 

investigation.  If further information is needed, or if you would like to meet with employees from 

the Elections Office regarding these matters, please let us know.  We would be happy to arrange a 

meeting at our office to limit fears of retaliation from employees being witnessed at your office.   

 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely,  

  

  

  

Ron Copeland  

Labor Relations Representative 
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 ,
 
Thank you, Brittany, and CEO Rickert again for meeting with the employees.  We
look forward to the follow-up meeting.
 
As a follow up to the press release about hiring employees, I wanted to provide
you with a picture of a flyer apparently posted at the direction of County
Clerk/ROV Clint Curtis.  Apart from other potential issues ( i.e., combining
campaigning with Clerk/ROV announcements, using County resources to
campaign, etc.), the posting touches again on the hiring issues that we have
discussed.
 
Thank you,
Ron

  
         

         
       



Ron Copeland
Labor Relations Representative
United Public Employees of California, LiUNA Local 792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:  rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___www.upec792.com___.YzJ1OnNoYXN
0YWNvdW50eTpjOm86MTFiNGM1ZmU4ZjdkZGE0YzVlNGU0NDJlNDI1MDVkYj
Q6NzpiMGQwOjc1NzY2ZDc3YTk0Mjg2NGI3NGFjNTI5ZjMwZTYyZmVlMmE2Mjl
mNTdmYTdjODdkYmVlNWE3ODQ5ZjI4M2RkOWU6dDpGOk4
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the
intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is
prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
 

On Jul 22, 2025, at 7:18 PM, Ron Copeland
<rcopeland@upec792.com> wrote:

 Thank you, Monica.
 
Ron Copeland
Labor Relations Representative
United Public Employees of California, LiUNA Local 792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:  rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___www.upec792.com___.YzJ1
OnNoYXN0YWNvdW50eTpjOm86MTFiNGM1ZmU4ZjdkZGE0YzVlN
GU0NDJlNDI1MDVkYjQ6NzpiYTBiOjNhNGUxZWIyN2M4NTdhY2E0
MDgwMzNmNDI1ZmZiZGFhN2U4NTc1Nzk3YWYxNWU1ZWRjNmMx
ZTE5ODhjNTRhNmM6dDpGOk4
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents
may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act.
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and
destroy all copies of the communication





 
Thank you,
Ron
 
Ron Copeland
Labor Relations Representative
United Public Employees of California, LiUNA Local 792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:  rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/ _www.upec792.co
m___.YzJ1OnNoYXN0YWNvdW50eTpjOm86NTFjMzc3N
GI3YTg5ZDY5ZjNhYjFkMTU3NjZlMDRjZGQ6Nzo4MWY5
OjRkZWIwMzI1Mjc0ZWFlYmNhOWMzYzZkNTJhOGFmYj
g0YWVmMDA1ZTM1NTk1ODcwMjM0NjUxMzFmNzI2ZG
EzNDQ6dDpUOk4
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its
contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged
information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws
including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender and destroy all copies of the communication.

On Jul 22, 2025, at 4:52 PM, Monica Fugitt
:

Ron,
 
Sorry I missed your call. Do you have time for a
call tomorrow morning?
 
I’m free between 8-10 and 1-2; let me know if
sometime in there would work to touch base about
these issues. 

Thank you,
 

<image001.jpg>

 

-





Ron Copeland
Labor Relations Representative
United Public Employees of California, LiUNA
Local 792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:  rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___www.
upec792.com___.YzJ1OnNoYXN0YWNvdW50
eTpjOm86M2ZhY2E5ZWFmMmNhYmQ0OTY4
MzI0OGFkODI4NGM1MjM6NzoyMTAwOjkzMT
g5NDVkMTIwMzdkYWFlODkwZjBlYzEwNDE5
YTI1MzFmZTFmNGQ4NjI2ODViNzIxZTg4Yzc5
MjgzODNjMzI6dDpGOk4
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This
communication with its contents may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged
information. It is solely for the use of the
intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or disclosure is
prohibited and may violate applicable laws
including the Electronic Communications
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and
destroy all copies of the communication.

On Jul 18, 2025, at 4:29 PM, Ron
Copeland
<rcopeland@upec792.com> wrote:

 Hi Monica,
 
I am just confirming that you
received the letter on behalf of the
Elections Office staff and if you can
provide an update on the steps
taken, or if scheduling a meeting
with the employees would be
beneficial.
 
Unfortunately, other employees
have felt the need to take medical



have felt the need to take medical
leave due to the working conditions.
 
Thank you,
Ron
 
Ron Copeland
Labor Relations Representative
United Public Employees of
California, LiUNA Local 792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite 214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:  rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r0
1/___www.upec792.com___.YzJ1O
nNoYXN0YWNvdW50eTpjOm86M2
ZhY2E5ZWFmMmNhYmQ0OTY4M
zI0OGFkODI4NGM1MjM6NzplYzAx
OjkwNWFmZWVjOGY0MjJjMDg2Y
2ViMGM3NTM5MGQxZjdlMGI1MTA
5OTkwMDY3ZjI0NzAzOGEyNWZm
NDIwZmM5ZTU6dDpGOk4
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This
communication with its contents
may contain confidential and/or
legally privileged information. It is
solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited and may
violate applicable laws including the
Electronic Communications Privacy
Act. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender
and destroy all copies of the
communication.

On Jul 8, 2025, at
4:43 PM, Ron Copeland
<rcopeland@upec792.co
m> wrote:



Good afternoon Monica,
 
Please find attached a
letter on behalf of the
Elections Office
employees for your
review.  We look
forward to
your response.
 
Thank you for your
consideration.
 
Sincerely,
Ron
 
 
Ron Copeland
Labor Relations
Representative
United Public Employees
of California, LiUNA Local
792
2195 Larkspur Lane, Suite
214
Redding, CA 96002
Cell:  530-941-0393
Fax:  530-246-1651
Email:
 rcopeland@upec792.com
Website:
 www.upec792.com
CONFIDENTIALITY
NOTICE: This
communication with its
contents may contain
confidential and/or legally
privileged information. It is
solely for the use of the
intended recipient(s).
Unauthorized interception,
review, use or disclosure
is prohibited and may
violate applicable laws
including the Electronic
Communications Privacy
Act. If you are not the
intended recipient, please
contact the sender and



contact the sender and
destroy all copies of the
communication.
<Elections Office
working-
conditions.7.7.25-
digitally-signed.pdf>
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Sent: onday, ugust , 2025 9: 6 
To: 
Subject: FW: Your Campaign Post Violates the Hatch Act
 

 
From:  
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2025 9:09 AM
To: 
Subject: FW: Your Campaign Post Violates the Hatch Act
 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

www.shastacounty.gov 

     
 
 
 
 
 
From: Clinton Curtis > 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 3:04 PM
To: R.V. Scheide <rvscheide.jr@gmail.com>; David Rickert
<drickert@shastacounty.gov>; annelisepierce@protonmail.com; Kevin Crye
<kcrye@shastacounty.gov>; Allen Long <along@shastacounty.gov>; Corkey Harmon
<charmon@shastacounty.gov>; Matthew Plummer <mplummer@shastacounty.gov>;
Christopher Kelstrom <ckelstrom@shastacounty.gov>
Cc: mmangas@krcrtv.com; clintcurtis@clintcurtis.com
Subject: RE: Your Campaign Post Violates the Hatch Act
 
Dear A News Café:
 
I will need the information on who provided you with that flyer. It is obviously a fake and
since it was published with the intent of defamation, legal action will be filed against the
individuals that produced this fake. I have already shown this “flyer” to individuals with
police experience in hopes they could locate the white brick building used in the photo.
They had a much sharper eye than I and believe that the image was not real as the
supposed posting had no visible means of attaching itself to the telephone pole and the
“flyer” overlayed other images in the composite. In addition, they believed that the
scene had been concocted because the image of the telephone pole did not align
properly and a small section by the yellow marking had an odd line by it. The flyer itself
also was out of proportion since it seemed to curve at both the top and the bottom. In



addition, the focus on the pole is not consistent with the focus on the wall behind it.
 
Such a flyer not only links the office with my campaign which is a violation of campaign
laws but also is missing the “Paid for by Clint Curtis for County Clerk 2026” disclaimer
which is required by campaign rules.
 
I am requesting that you provide the name of the individual that contacted you
regarding this fake poster. By publishing a false document, they have already
committed libel, if they contacted the FPPC then they also likely committed perjury, and
I will seek criminal charges as well. In addition, they have willfully violated 18 U.S.
Code § 35 - Imparting or conveying false information of which both federal civil and
criminal penalties exist.
 
If you fail to provide the information, and I cannot obtain it elsewhere, I will name your
company in the suit along with John Doe as the parties in this case. I am sure you are
aware of the case law which defeats any claims of confidential sources in libel actions
where the plaintiff can prove the falsity of the claims.
 
This is your chance to take the high road and expose the person who both libeled me,
the Shasta County Election Office, my campaign for county clerk/rov and who would
place your company in a position where they would have to defend themselves in a
protracted legal action.
 
This message has been cc’ed to other media sources so they can assist in the effort to
unmask this individual or individuals.
 
Clint Curtis
 
From: R.V. Scheide <rvscheide.jr@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 12:49 PM
To: Clinton Curtis <ccurtis@shastacounty.gov>; Elections Email

Subject: Your Campaign Post Violates the Hatch Act
 

⚠ EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not follow links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Greetings Mr. Curtis,
R.V. Scheide here from A News Cafe. Please see that attached flier for your ROV
campaign. This flier appears to violate the Hatch Act because it mixes the
business of the elections office with your personal campaign. Here are my
questions.
1. Do you think your flier violates the Hatch Act?
2. Who paid to print the flier?
3. Who distributed the flier?
 
--
Sincerely

 



Sincerely,
 
R.V. Scheide
530-782-4756
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Recent hiring, a  she explained something to him from  notes, he 
proceeded to yell.  Other o?ice sta? said they heard. Later was told that  got the 
job. 

They say that they won’t go into the meeting without a witness, because it gets twisted or 
his tends to elevate his voice. 

With  not the same issues, but they don’t feel like they can approach him as he is 
out of the o?ice often & lacks experience. 

CC has 3 phones, so not sure which ones.  At the open house, June 17 & 18th 
(campaigning). 

Safety – changing procedures that could potentially put sta? at risk because they are 
unsecured, one plan is having them drive in POV hours away multiple times.  Weather is a 
concern. 

What procedures have changed at the polling places? 

Ballots to be counted within 2 hours after closing.  Deliver to precincts. 

For this upcoming Special election or all future elections? 

Just plans.   

Currently, there are reimbursement procedures or rental vehicle opportunities.  How is this 
di?erent. 

It’s the timing that is an issue, increasing the driving distances in less time, it’s risky. 

Is it the intent to count ballots at the precinct? Yes.  When they expressed concerns, then 
he mentioned his second team. 

Makes a habit of saying that his $2mill can easily buy the election.  Mentioned that 
someone could donate $$.  Just odd to say this to sta?. 

Just clarifying if this is campaign funds or donation to buy the building.  Separate issues? 

The sta? are professionals & want to follow these rules & he’s just dismissive. 

He’s shopping for those that agree. 

Anything he wants to do to make changes, we want to meet & confer. 

Concerned about the security fencing during the special election. 

Not sure election law allows concealed carry. 



Right, but those people aren’t concerned. 

We would need to know right away, even employees aren’t allowed.  Public safety issue. 

We all know that there is at least one gentleman who doesn’t think that applies to him. 

It’s going to be an observer who reports this & it gets brought to CEO. 

Discussion about additional cameras at the BOS meeting? 

Only in the Jo Anns building, but the item didn’t pass so it’s a moot point. 

He would have to work with IT & purchasing on those cameras. 

Members are worried about little, tiny cameras all over. 

I’m not concerned about the , they’re honest.  But the idea of surveillance all over is 
unnerving.  

The emphasis is more on the observing the process, not as much with the employees.  Just 
transparency by allowing public observation. 

They are worried about the crazies & access they will get if the fence is removed.  Sure, 
telling people that they can’t see something that’s PII, & then there’s push back & the  
feels threatened because there is no physical barrier to provide safety. 

Even if he doesn’t directly violate policies, he flaunts his power.  Like, I can just have 
Monica transfer you.  Male sta? treated di?erently than females. 

It’s discouraging that he seems to enjoy the turmoil chaos.  Just playing with the Ees.  
Saying inflammatory things.  That’s a comment we heard from two Ees, “it seems like you 
are unhappy with your job, I can call  transfer you”. 

I have not heard from him about that. 

Just the way that he is projecting it to the Ees, creating an environment that is borderline 
hostile.  This is a problem with Electeds, we understand that.  But they have an MOU they 
follow & laws. (??) 

In a meeting with Mr. Curtis, do you want us to present grievances? 

Some of the specific things, focus on meet & confer type issues & then bring mistreatment 
to me & Dave.  Be tactful. 

Need to guarantee the fence isn’t coming down & the safety of the staH.  Defining who 
‘my people’ & ensuring hiring of staH complies with policies. 



Expressing importance of prioritizing SAFETY. 

Management style is more discretionary. 

What does resolved look like? Because it shouldn’t be his removal. 

Tone it down, don’t scare employees by taking down fencing. Don’t let the predators in 
our room.   

Volunteer processing is a concern, not the same background required. 

One advantage is the specific rules to allow observers.  Meaning, you can have observers 
too.  

As the appointed Elected head, he has taken this to mean he can do whatever. 

Blatant violations of the law should be reported to Dave & Monica. 

I want to make sure you understand, the fact that he is elected doesn’t mean that you 
aren’t heard.  But I can’t guarantee reports will remain confidential, like with investigations.   

I don’t think that the majority of our ees have an issue sharing these things. 

The picture provided was helpful.  Do you know if a sta? was asked to place the flier? IT was 
noticed by an EE on a telephone pole downtown & they took the pic. Clint Curtis for ROV, if 
interested contact my executive assistant at the elections department…. 

Exec Assistant is CONF, unrepresented. 

If this was produced on County time with County materials, this is a concern. 

 Anything from the County side we can do? 

I think a conversation with Mr. Curtis about employee safety would be helpful.  Encourage 
members to document & let Monica know about violations of policies. Dates. Times.  

And, we an also talk about communication.  Deidentify the information too for sta?’s 
protection. 

Let’s set up the next meeting…. 8/21 2pm, 22nd back up. 
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From: shastafinance@co.shasta.ca.us <shastafinance@co.shasta.ca.us>
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2025 3:47 PM
To: D.AU Whistleblower 
Subject: New Whistle Blower Form Submission | ID: 37
 
A new Whistle Blower Form has been submitted.
See the details below.

Whistle Blower Form Submission:

Id: 37
Date Of
Incident: Ongoing

Incident Person
/ Agency Name Clint Curtis

Incident
Description

I believe County resources (desk phone, cell phone, computer,
email) are being used for campaign purposes and campaign
activities are being performed during County business hours.
Possible Witnesses: 

Additional
Details:

Frequency of
Incident: Often

Department
Where Incident
Occurred:

Elections

Address of
Incident: 1643 Market Street

City Where
Incident
Occurred:

Redding

State Where
Incident
Occurred:

Ca

Zip Code
Where Incident
Occurred:

96002

   
 

 
     

   



Occurred:
Phone Number
of Incident
Person/Agency:

Contact Name:
Contact Email:
Contact
Address:
Contact City:
Contact State:
Contact Zip
Code:
Contact Phone:
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From:
Subject: Fwd: June 17, 2025

Date: October 12, 2025 at 8:53 PM
To:

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:
Date: June 17, 2025 at 9:16:51 PM PDT
To: 
Subject: June 17, 2025

Clint Curtis told me yesterday, June 16, 2025 in a management meeting that we were canceling the Poll Pads. I tried to convince him to
wait until CACEO to speak with Knowink and other county’s to get their input. He initially agreed. We discussed in mgmt how effective the
poll pads are for voters being faster while syncing to our database every two mins, cuts down on CVRs, makes balancing election night
and Canvass easier, etc. He said “my friends don’t like it so I don’t like it”. After the meeting, he sent an email stating to cancel it. When I
asked about the CACEO chance to talk to other county’s he wrote back “the poll pads are gone”. 

He also stated to our staff and mgmt meeting several times that poll workers will be shipped batches of ballots to count at the end of the
election at the precinct. We said the poll workers would be exhausted after a 14 hour day and he replied “my friends will do it”. He also
said he would get new poll workers and we don’t want any of the “old” poll workers back.  We discussed only staff can touch ballots and
gave him reasoning why it’s a bad idea to take ballots from a secured warehouse, ship them in vehicles to unsecured poll places, just to
package them up and ship them back to our warehouse. 

Back to poll pads, the CAO had concerns when I called 6/16, but on 6/17 said they would work with him to cancel the contract. Knowink
was very disappointed has he never reached out to them discuss, which was my opinion to him. He told me to support his decision. I said
I do not support the decision to cancel the contract, but I will do whatever I am told and move forward with his plan as I am given
direction. 

an open house today from 3-6pm. Only two inspector showed up. They were very disappointed about the canceling of the poll
pad and going back to paper rosters. One actually said “we’re going back to the Stone Age”. When I mentioned this is a plan that Clint
Curtis would like to do, they told him it was a bad idea to his face. He seemed to get very uncomfortable. I was standing with

 and ,  told him it’s going to take a lot longer at the polls. I said it will take a lot longer, processing a
voter takes seven minutes on the paper roster versus about one minute on the poll pad. I also stated at the end of the night closing
procedures will also take an additional 20 to 30 minutes to process the paper roster and do the math. I also said the number of CVRs will
be in over 100 instead of around 10. These are all facts I already stated to him previously in our management meetings. Clint Curtis got
very aggressive with me in front of , and told me that I need to support his decisions
and not debate with him in front of poll workers and staff. I told him I was answering questions, I was not debating or arguing. If someone
asked me a question I’m going to answer it honestly. He was also very irritated when  brought up the closing of the polls.
He said closing of the polls at the end of the night should only take 20 to 30 minutes which replied it takes about one and a half
hours to close.  also said it will take probably an additional 20 to 30 minutes to process at the end of the night with the paper rosters.
He became extremely agitated and frustrated. He then said that he is going to have his own people go to the poll place to set up and tear
down. He told  that would help with the end of the night closing procedures. said that is not possible because to close a poll
place you have to do it at one step at a time. We can’t do one step until the previous step is finished. There’s math and equations
involved to add up how many voters voted and how they voted. turned around (about 2 feet from me) to do an interview with 
He then scolded me telling me to not debate him in front of people and to never bring up poll pads. I told him I was answering
questions because we can’t blindside the poll workers by not telling them what changes are coming. I told him I am clearly supporting the
move because I printed an entire table with paper rosters for poll workers to look at and remember how we did the process 4 years ago,
prior to poll pads. He was extremely agitated. It is very clear He does not understand any of these processes and has no idea what his
“plan” entails. 

After he scolded me, One of our staff  asked him at the open house if he would like to see the processes up close. His
reply was no he has seen them before other places and he doesn’t need to see it.  said  came from  county and it’s
a completely different process than Shasta County does.  asked again if  would like to process a voter on the paper and he again
replied “no”. He had zero interest in learning or doing our processes. Destiny said “he pushes us to do all these changes but doesn’t want
to learn or be hands on with any of them”.  was confused and disappointed with his lack of understanding our processes but wanting
to change them all. He left the building immediately after he spoke to  

 waited outside for us and was shocked at his demeanor and what he is doing to the office.  said  might not be a poll worker
under him after meeting him and hearing his plans.  said would only come back for us and pointed to  and  

 called and messaged me (see messages) stating he saw Clint in the parking lot was not at the open house)
and Clint was told him I openly debated him and if  can’t speak to the public, he would find someone who can. That is a threat to my job. 

It is very clear that Clint Curtis knows absolutely nothing about this position. He knows nothing about elections or how an office runs. He
repeatedly is misquoting facts and election code. If we try to support a decision and debate his practices in anyway, like something illegal,
he tells us if there’s no election code for it, then it doesn’t matter. He frequently will ask for the election code and our reasoning why which
we gladly supply, and then goes against what we are providing him. I stated my opinion several times that keeping the pole pad would be
our best option and he repeatedly said his friends do not like them so he does not like them. 

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jenaes Email jaccija@yahoo.com
Subject: Fwd: 7/21

Date: October 12, 2025 at 8:51 PM
To: Danielle Drossel danielle@oiglaw.com

I forgot to send to you. 

Jenae  
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:
Date: July 22, 2025 at 9:05:38 PM PDT
To: 
Subject: 7/21

Clint has been asking for  information on how many  we have refused to let work for about a month. He claimed it’s a lawsuit with
DOJ. Previously he said he was information for a lawsuit for discrimination against . He also said he knows “we discriminate
against trump supporters”, 
I responded immediately, a month ago, that since I have worked, two people were refused.  and 

 He repeatedly asked where the missing information was to which I again said there was no more. He even had
 ask me multiple times for information I was “hiding”. I even confirmed with  that the info I had was accurate. After a

month and multiple emails going back back forth, he called  to schedule a meeting on 7/21 at 3:15. Since my previous
conversations with him have not gone well, I added  to the invite. He told me to uninvite them and they were not
allowed.  called into the 3:15 meeting as  was out of town and  Clint myself was present. Clint immediately started
questioning me and belittling me about all the missing information and that I am purposely keeping information from him and that I don’t
listen or do what I am told. When I again told him there was none, he then said “I want all observer information and hiring of staff
information and you can’t even get me that” because he knows that “we discriminate against Trump supporters”. I told him and showed
him the emails that he never requested observer or hiring information from me but only requested poll worker information. I said if I had
clear direction from the beginning, I could’ve at least gathered the information for him. He never apologized or acknowledged the mistake
or the way I was treated.
I let him know that the observers are handled by  But from my knowledge, we have never told an observer that they
cannot observe.  chimed in and said anyone can observe from the public.  also stated that we have never told someone
that they cannot observe. We have had to tell people that if they don’t calm down, they would have to leave and come back the next day
to observe. Clint seemed more intent on listening to  than anything that I had to say. Even though we were saying the same exact
thing. He then asked about hiring  staff practices. I said it is illegal for us to ask how somebody votes and that we would never know or
would we care. I did apologize for any miscommunication on my end, however, it was very clear that Clint did not give me the information
that he was actually looking for nor did he acknowledge his mistake.
After the meeting was over, he said “since this communication mishap is over, I guess I can give you your promotion now”. This is a
reclass that I started back in September 2024 it was supposed to go into affect June 29 2025 but Clint halted the hiring decision for it and
it’s now, that he approved it today, will be effective July 27, 2025. A month after it could have been approved. I feel like he purposely held
this over me and thought he wouldn’t give me the job until I brought him something worth reporting, which we don’t have. See emails
going back and forth where I clearly did my due diligence.

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Subject: Curtis open house

Date: October 13, 2025 at 3:48 PM
To:
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From:
Subject: Reclass/Recruitment Timeline and Information

Date: February 25, 2026 at 12:57 PM
To:
Cc:

Hi  thank you for the conversation earlier. Below I have outlined information
related to the reclassification and recruitment timeline for both  

.  Please let me know if you have any questions about
the information provided.
 
Related to the reclassification/position change timelines.
 

Fall 2024, the department (including administration prior to Mr. Curtis) requested to
add  positions to their department which they wanted to promote 

 into. These position requests were denied by the  and the
department was told if they felt the employees are working in a higher capacity out of
class they needed to submit reclassification paperwork. Subsequently, the department
submitted reclassification forms for both .
Spring of 2025, the department was notified that reclassification was approved
and  was denied (finalized memo’s with reasoning attached). As outlined in
policy resolution number 2010-02, personnel is in charge of reviewing and making a
determination on these requests not the department. The position changes if
substantiated are also wrapped into either the mid-year or regular budget process
depending on when the findings were made. In this case they went with the 2025/2026
budget changes effective 6/29/2025.
With  reclassification being denied, the department then requested through the

 to add a second  due to their business needs. This second
position was approved to go with the budget position changes in June. Because this
was a normal position being added to the  budget, to fill the
position, the department head had to approve the recruitment take place and
employees had to complete for the position. No one was not entitled to the position as

 was through  reclass process.
Budget position changes were approved and  was reclassified to a 
–  effective 6/29/2025.

 
Timeline for the  position which was ran in July. Supporting documents
attached are the  requisition request form, the recruitment email
string which also kind of paints a picture of the timeline and finally the email about the
recruitment between the .
 

Budget position changes were approved by the board effective 6/29/2025.
Requisition submitted by  on 7/7/25; approved on 7/7/25 by ;
approved on 7/8/25 by  in the CAO Office.
The  was advertised from 7/15/25 to 7/17/25 and ran as a dept only
recruitment for current full-time .
Only  applied and was selected for the position beginning the following pay
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cd
 
���








Cc: Clinton Curtis

Subject: RE: Reclass
Thank you for the clarification, we appreciate the help.

Shasta County Clerk/Elections
   

From: 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 8:30 AM
To: 

Cc: Clinton Curtis <ccurtis@shastacounty.gov>; 

Subject: RE: Reclass
Hi all, I will let the team run with the recruitment but I just want to clarify that this is not a
reclass. The UPN was changed in budget but  reclassification was not substantiated.

 of course can apply and be promoted through the regular recruitment process.
Brittany
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 8:26 AM
To: 

Cc: Clinton Curtis <ccurtis@shastacounty.gov>;

Subject:  Reclass
Good morning,
I just spoke with Mr Curtis and  regarding  Reclass. They
would like to move forward with the process for this.
Please post today with a closing date of Thursday at 5:00.

 is currently out of the office, so please be sure to include me in
correspondence regarding this.
Thank you for assistance,

Shasta County Clerk / Registrar of Voters




