


On January 6, 2021, the Coordinator notified the parties of a change in supportive measures. 

Selection of Investigator and Overall Investigation Approach 

Upon receipt of this formal complaint, the District contacted Investigator on November 30, 2020, to 
conduct an investigation under Board Policy GAAC. Mr. Tim Reves was also contacted and asked to 
assist the Investigator. Both determined that they did not have a conflict of interest or a bias against 
Complainant or Respondent generally or against the Complainant or Respondent. 

Upon receiving the formal complaint, the Investigator and Mr. Reves immediately scheduled a personal 
interview with the Complainant. Again, in accordance with board policy, she was offered the 
opportunity to bring representation with her to this interview. The Complainant noted that Mr. H.J. 
Heistand, NEA Uniserv Director, would be in attendance and serve as her representative. The 
Complainant requested to meet via Zoom and an appointment was sent on December 7, 2020, for the 
scheduled interview on December 10, 2020. The Complainant, Mr. H.J. Heistand, Mr. Tim Reves and the 
Investigator met via Zoom to conduct the interview on December 10th. Additional witnesses were 
identified by the Complainant and included: 7 people. 

In the interview with Witness #1 she referenced Witness #2 as another witness to the Respondent's 
behaviors. Thus, an interview was also conducted with Witness #2. Lastly, the Respondent was 
interviewed and offered an opportunity to share his response to each allegation made by the 
Complainant Through this interview, the Complainant noted additional witnesses, including other staff 
members that he supervises: 4 people. Each of these individuals were also interviewed by Mr. Tim 
Reves and the Investigator. Their respective insight is included within the report. 

Per Board Policy GAAC, the Complainant and Respondent were provided the investigation summary 
report for review and response for the Investigator's consideration. The Complainant and Respondent 
were provided t_h is report on Thursday, January 14, 2021, and advised that they had the opportunity to 
submit a response by the end of the day, Friday, January 29, 2021. The Complainant and Respondent 
submitted items for consideration on Friday, January 29, 2021. After receiving feedback from each, the 
Investigator and Mr. Tim Reves considered these responses, and the report was adjusted accordingly. 

All interviews were held via Zoom and began with a review of Board Policy GAAC. 

On February 17, 2021, the Investigator sent the investigation report to both parties and their advisors in 
electronic format. The Investigator also provided the Decision�Maker a copy of the report that same 
day. The investigation report fairly summarized the relevant evidence. The Investigator conducted an 
objective evaluation of the relevant evidence and made credibility determinations that were not based 
on the person's status as Complainant, Respondent, or witness. 

After receipt of the investigative report and before reaching a determination regarding responsibility, 
the Decision-Maker afforded each party the opportunity to submit written, relevant questions that the 
party wanted asked of any party or witness, In this respect, on March 5, 2021, the Decision-Maker 
informed both parties electronically that each party had until March 12, 2021, to submit written 
questions. 
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On March 12, 2021, the Complainant sent to the Decision-Maker eleven questions for the Respondent, 

four questions for Wilson Witness #1 an interviewee, one question for Wilson Witness #2, an 

interviewee, and two questions for the Investigators. The Decision-Maker requested that the 

Coordinator forward all submitted questions to the appropriate parties on March 26, 2021, with the 

exception of the two questions for the Investigator, as they are not a party nor witness. The 

Coordinator did so on March 26, 2021, indicating that all responses were due by noon Friday, April 2. 

No response was received from Wilson Witness #2 by the deadline. Both the Respondent and Wilson 

Witness #2 notified the Coordinator that they did not intend to respond to the questions by the noon 

deadline. On April 5, 2021, the Complainant and Respondent were notified electronically that no 

responses were received. 

Findings of Fact and Applicable Policies and/or Conduct Rules 

Although the Complainant first indicated verbally to the Coordinator that she wished to file a formal 

complaint under the District's Sexual Harassment Policy GAAC, her submitted complaint indicated she 

was alleging sexual discrimination on the basis of sex/gender not, sexual harassment. She indicated she 

did not want her complaint dismissed if there were no findings of sexual harassment but did prove other 

wrong doings just because it was investigated under Policy GAAC Sexual Harassment. The Investigator 

assured her that all wrong doings would be considered. While most discrimination would fall under 

Board Policy KN, I concur with the Coordinator's decision to proceed with the investigation in 

accordance with Board Policy GAAC in order to provide the Complainant the most comprehensive and 

in-depth investigation allowed under policy. 

Based on my objective evaluation of all relevant evidence, including the questions and answers provided 
· by the parties during the decision-making process, and based on my credibility determinations that were

not based on the person's status, I have made the following findings of fact:

On November 10, 2020, the Respondent looked a woman up and down as she passed in the 

hallway. While the Respondent does not recall the incident, he does indicate, "it is fair to say 

that if someone walked behind me in the hallway, I probably would have looked to see who it 

was, but not because I was checking them out but trying to see who it was." Based upon 

interviews with other parties, I find the Respondent did in fact look up and down at the woman 

passing by. 

On November 25, 2019, the Respondent called the Complainant "sadistic" after the Complainant 

indicated a new assessment would be difficult on some staff. While the Respondent does not 

recall using the word, he does remember the conversation. When he received notice of the 

allegation, he had no idea that the word had a sexual connotation to it. He never intended to be 

sexual or that she was going to gain pleasure for the pain she was going to put the teachers 

through. Rather, the comment would have been made in jest/fun. They were not discussing 

anything sexual so he thought she understood his intent. I find that the Respondent did call the 

Complainant "sadistic." 

On "countless occasions", the Respondent "eyeballed" women's bodies. Several female 

interviewees, as well as (a male witness, have witnessed this behavior from the Respondent. 

While the Respondent admits noticing people and understands why the parties would have their 

perceptions, he never intentionally looks females up and down in a manner intended to make 

them uncomfortable. I find the Respondent look both females and males up and down. 
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