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. OVERVIEW AND INITIATION OF INVESTIGATION
On February 202020,the LouisvilleMetro Councilthrough the Government Oversight
and Audit CommitteéGOAC) adoptedemergencyresolution021, Series 202@itiating an

investigation into allegations sexual harassment and other misconduct by folfA&RC
ExecutiveDirector, FerdinandRisco. This resolution was approvedMgyor Greg Fischer and
Metro Council President David JamesMarch 3, 2020.

The resolutiorprovided that the scope of the investigation would include:

1 Working with the GOAC, Counsel for GOAC/Louisville Metro Council, and its
designated investigator.

1 Exploring the hiring policies and practicesI&RC (including kut not limited to the Board
of Directors for TARC), and Louisville Metro Government, by identifying current hiring
policies and practices and analyzing them in conjunction with the allegations in this case.

1 Identifying any errors or omissions in the process and decision leading to the appointment
of DirectorFerdinandRisco Jr. as thExecutiveDirectorof TARC.

1 Identifying all relevant documents, policies, cultures, customs, processes, and practices
which were in place at Louisville Metro Governmenflé&tRC and bore on the outcome
of the processes and decisions leading to the appointmBtestor FerdinandRisco Jr.
as theExecutiveDirectorof TARC.

1 Identifying and Investigating any allegations of sexual harassment or other misconduct
(including but not limited to financial mismanagement) occurrinigt@® C duringDirector
FerdinandRisco Jr.'s tenure as tl&ecutive Director of TARC, or still occurring. For
purposes of explanation, and not limitation, it is presently contemplated that investigative
actions shall include Identifying and interviewing all persaevisile protecting and
preserving victings rights, pivacy, and anonymity (unless otherwisguired bystatute or
law) and/or bodies who either:

o made allegations against forni@irector FerdinandRisco Jr. as thExecutive
Directorof TARC,

o made allegations of ongoing misconducTaRC,

1 SeeExhibit 1.



0 were presented with allegations of sexual harassment or misconduct occurring at
TARC during formemirector FerdinandRisco Jr.'s tenure as tBxecutive
Directorof TARC,

o0 are believed to possesdormation relevant to any of the foregoing allegations, or
information which may reasonably lead to information relevant to any of the
foregoing allegations, or

o were materially involved in the process and decision leading to the appointment of
Director FerdinandRisco Jr. as thExecutiveDirectorof TARC.

By emergencyResolution 02, Series 2020dated March 3, 2020,Louisville Metro
Council,resolved to retain the professional services of David Biyassist the GOAC with the

investigationadopted in Resolution 21, Series 2620.

Il. SEPARATE TARC INVESTIGATION AND REPORT
Onor aboutlanuary 24, 2020 ARC Board Chairperson Mary Morrow, was notified of

improprieties involving théfARC ExecutiveDirector FerdinandRisco. Soon thereaftethe law

firm of Dinsmore& Shal, LLP,was r et ained by the Mayorods of fi
into the alleged improprietiesSometime latemepresentation was shifted T@RC rather than

t he May or 6S3eptanbdr8, 2080, the T@nsit AuthoofyRiver City (TARC), issued a
report captioned iFerdinandiscadh elrrevi eigeRCOREegtoiAidn 0i nt o

. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A. OVERVIEW:

In late 2016, TARC undertook a nationwide search to identify a candidate for the position
of AssistantExecutiveDirectorto replace Alyce French Johnson wiexannounced her
retirement. An advertisement was placed in the American Public Transportation Association
Journal which was an industry trade journal. In addition, EheatutiveDirectorBarry Barker
(hereinafter Brker)made inquiries with vendors and otlietecutiveDirectors from
transportation agencies asking if they knew of anyone who would be a suitable candidate for the

position ofExecutive AssistariDirector.

2 SeeExhibit 2



Ultimately, the search produced 19 candidatesom this list of 19, three candidates
were interviewed by a panel consisting of Barker, Deputy MBjlen Hessepand Board Chair
Cedric PowelandWitness 25 As part of the interview proce
someone who could beshsuccessot.At the conclusion of the interviews, it was determined
thatFerdinandRiscq hereinafter Riscayas the best candidaté&n offer was made to Risco
which he accepted. He began workingT&RC in February 2017.

Thereafter, Risco embartt®n a pattern of behavior that can best be described as that of
a sexual predator. This behavior resulted in untold emotional trauma to his manydvietiths
employees aTARC and an outside contractor. It also resulted in a significant financiabtoll t
TARCA funds that could have been better used to support the operatibARGfand, thereby,
benefit the many lovincome elderly and disableARC consumers dependent ®ARC for
transportation.

Risco also expended financial resources many timestiwed predecessor. He traveled
extensively and lavishly oRARC fundsd again, funds that could have been better utilized to
assisiTARC6s consumers or provi didRCemployees t o t he ma

Riscoalso entered into questionable contracthinends and acquaintances. He
entered into contracts for work thattuld have been handled by-bnardTARC employees. He
ultimately was allowed to resign on February 11, 2020, after one of his victims notified the
Board Chair about his behavior.

Unfortunately, at no time during theitial hiring process was a formal background
investigation conducted by anyone involved in the hiring process. Had a thorough background
investigation been conducted, it is quite likely that sufficient negative infaymatuld have
been developed to prevent this calamity from ever occutring.

As part of this investigatiomaelectronic search of federal court cas@sconducted.

Thissearch eveal ed a case had been filed in 2014 a
which Risco was identified as inappropriately terminating a-tomg employee who had

received fiexceptional 6 and foutstandihargo perf

3 Barker stated that Alyce French Johnson had been the heir apparent prior to her announcing her retirement.
“4lronically, a background investigation was conducted by TARC when Barry Barker was hired in 1994. At that
time the background report was providedMargaret Handmaker (who was later appointed as part of the Interim
Executive Team at TARC after Risco left). Barker proved to be an excellent leader of TARC during his 24 years at
TARC. SeeExhibit 3.



supervisoP. The facts of this case dike Ri s c 0 6 s BARE af taigatimg loagterm
empl oyees wh oonwho avould hottapitulate tb hisksexual overtures.

Eight MARTA employees whinew orworked with Risco were intervieweddany
recounted troubling behavior by Risco exceedingly similar to that reporfEARE victims.

MARTAG &ener al Counsel, Elizabeth OO6Neill, we
sometime around 201142015 there were complaints madeNMRARTA employees coneering
executives in MARTAO6s Human Resources Departm
Directorof Di versity and Equal Opportunity at the
Staff attorneys handled the matter. Employees in HR were interdialveut the management
style of HR executives. The complaints alleged micromanagement, abrasive and tyrannical
behaviod again, very similar to complaints voiced by mamRC employees.

At the conclusion of the review, MARTA contracted with an outside o provide coaching
and team building to the management team which included Risco.

The information provided by the MARTA General Counsel and other MARTA
employees was obtained without a subpoena and by simply placing telephone calls to
MARTAOG basic bacground investigative work. Had a thorough background investigation been
conducted, the above information could have been obtained prior to hiring Risco and, thereby,
preventing this entire calamitous matter.

Moreover, there was no background check cotetlior climate survey conducted prior
to his promotion to Executiv@irecto® which would likely have uncovered negative
information about him.

In addition to the lack of any background investigation, there was little substantive
oversight of Risco during his tenure. By statute, TARC board has responsibility to manage,
control, and conduct the business affair§ARC.® Although theTARC Board is composed of
many very talented people with prestigious backgrounds, the information developed from
interviews coupled with the Board minutes demonstrates a lack of sufficient oversight which
could have prevented or pacterdARCYy reduced RiscoO

Even though change of Board members was cited as reason for lack of overight

TARC Report there remained incumbent members with lengthy tenure and experience who

5U.S. District Court, Northern District of Georgia, Atlanta Division, case-tvt83667ZLMM.
6 KRS 96A.040



could have and should have askeolingoversight and accountability questiongurthermore
the board chair who served for 15 years was on the board during at 9 months téRise@s
Executive Director.
Moreover,TARC lacks a uniform training program for new employees r@asboard
members. Numerous employees stated they received little, if any, onboard training/sRGut
policies, procedures, sexual harassment, or equyalbgment opportunity matters (EEOJhe
employee handbook provided out of date information about who to coBt@atd members also
stated they did not receive any onboard training or sexual harassment/EEO training.
Risco dismantled the training depagnt when he becant&ecutiveDirector. There is
no record in the board minutes that the boahkof or approved of this significant
organizational change. An organization the sizEARC should have a robust training program
that includes comprehensionb oar d training with continued ¢tr
career.
In particular, sexual harassment and EEO training should be an essential pasbafan
and ongoing training. Ri scob0s behavistates and t
that such training is critically neededTaéRC.
Ri scobs victims felt helpless and unabl e t
else. AlthougifTARCe st abl i shed a tip | ine after their i
concernig that employees felt uncomfortable notifying the board. A collegial relationship
between a board and tBgecutiveDirectoris important, but it should not so familiar as to
suggest to employees (especially management level) that they cannot trusirthié bo
inappropriate behavioreeds to beeported
Additionally, members of thEARCs eni or | eader ship team were
troubling behaviad both the sexual harassment and financial improprietiesdid nothing
with the information. Emplyees in the senior leadership team should not stand idly by watching
inappropriate behavior. They should demonstrate leadership skills and take theemitiat
report inappropriate or concerning behavior within the organization. Again, this shoolayot
be written in policy, but sufficient training provided to ensure everygone leadership team
understands their role to include reporting violations of policy or other significant inappropriate

behavior.

"TARC Report p. 40.



Finally, State law subjectBARC to annuakudit requirement®.Specifically, TARC is
required to Aemploy a certified public accoun
[TARC] 6s financial accounts and affairs, and to
the auditor regarding lwether or not the authority is in compliance with statutory requirements
and with | awful covenants and commitments mad

The TARC website does include copies of the financial audits which have been submitted
to Louisvlle Metro Government and appear in the Louisville Office of Management and Budget
Annual Audit® However, the audit®xcept forthe 2020 auditlo not appear thaveincluded a
comprehensiveeview of internal controls which may have helped dlestlpard to potential
financial improprietie? Theseshortcomings will be discussed in further detail in the body of

this report.

B. SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS:
1 Overall, systemic failure of oversight and accountability from the initial hiring to
day Riscowas akedtoleav®é f r om t he Mayor 6s.Aspdrésiultce t o t
of this failure:
o Significant numbers of TARC employees were victimized
o0 TARC incurred substantial financial losses
o TARCOGS reputation as wel |l as Metro Lou
tarnished
1 No formal background investigation was conducted beRiseowas hired.
T No one at Riscob6s former employer (MARTA)
1 A preemployment background could have disclosed negative information that likely

would have disqualified Risco for his initial positionTé8RC.

8 KRS 96A.190

9 The Single Audit (also known as the Office of Management and Budget (OMBBAaudit) is a rigorous,

organizaion-wide audit of governments and agencies such as Louisville Metro Government that receive and spend
more than $500, 000 of federal funds. The Single Auditd:
spent properly. Each year the city pregaaeComprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). This report includes

the audited financial statements for Louisville Metro Government and its departments and agencies for the fiscal

year ending June 30thttps://louisvilleky.gov/government/manageménidget/singleaudit

10 The audits for the years 2016 through 2019 contain the same boilerplate language concerning the internal controls;
the 2020 audit which was prepareceafthe revelations about Risco were made public and referenced as part of the
TARC report does identify internal control issues.


https://louisvilleky.gov/government/management-budget/single-audit

1 No climate survey or internal inquiry of Risco was conducted prior to appointing him
ExecutiveDirector.

1 Concens voiced byTARC union officials and employees were largely ignored or
di smi ssed pri or ExecutiRveDiecto®d sthopugo vatting ofon t o
these concerns may hageen pauséo promoting Risco to permaneBkecutive
Director.

1 Lack ofboard oversight and accountability contributed to the damage caused by
Riscg the board was put on notice of internal controls issues in August'2018.

1 TARC Senior Leadership failed in showing leadership in not reporting concerns or
Ri s anapprspriate bhaviot

1 TARC lacks sufficient training throughout the organization on basic polids
proceduresncluding sexual harassment and equal employment oppor{&ity)
matters.
TARCent ered into numerous questionabl e con
Ri sshehévior fostered a culture ahaial harassment amkppropriate racial
comments
TARC6s audits do not appedARCG icrotmemrredle nso
Metro Government lacks a comprehensive policy on hiring protocols for hiring
executive level personnel.

1 Overall Employees did not have a safe place to go to report their concerns.

Each of these findings will be discussed in detail indibey of this report.

V. LEGAL ANALYSIS AND TARC STANDING
A. OVERVIEW
TheTransitAuthority of River City (TARC) is a statutoryentity, organizedpursuanto

KentuckyRevisedStatuteKRS) Chapter96A, to promoteanddevelopmasstransportationn
the JeffersonCounty/LouisvilleMetro areaandadjoiningareasTARC wasoriginally
establishedby the Louisville-JeffersonCountyCooperativeCompactpeforemerger,and

continuesn themergedJeffersonCounty/LouisvilleMetro Government.

11 August21, 2018 BoardMeeting MinutesseeExhibit 4.
9



Statelaw characterize$ARC asanfi a g eandi yn s t r u ma lotisvilleiMetrp 0
Government? Statelaw alsocharaterizesTARC asafi p o | subdivisi@nandpublic body
c or p owithathe® g e n epowersdf aprivatec o r p o rt3altoiisville Mayor Greg
Fischerhascharacterize@ARC asaf r e laagteendndad p u fsdctorp a r t totlee City

of Louisville

B. TARC LEADERSHIP: T AR CBGARD AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TheMayoris chargedwith appointingmembergo the TARC Board® andappointing
T A R CBExecutiveDirector. *® With respectotheMa y oappbistmentso the TARC Board,
statelaw plainly directsthattheappointmentsresubjectto the approvalof the Louisville Metro
Councill” With respectotheMa y oappbistmendf the TARC ExecutiveDirector, statelaw
doesnot statethattheappointmentsresubjectto the approvalof the Louisville Metro Council.
Rather KRS 96A.070(9)stateghatfi aExecutiveDirectore shallbeappontedby andshall
serveatthepleasureof, thema y oThesamedanguageappearsn Louisville Metro Code§
32.720(B).

Historically, the Mayor hasappointedlT ARC ExecutiveDirectors without Metro
C o u n approv@lsFor examplethereis norecordof Metro Councilapprovingthe
appointmenbf former TARC ExecutiveDirector FerdinandRiscad® or currentTARC Executive
DirectorCarrieButler!® As such,KRS 96A.070(9)andLouisville Metro Code§ 32.720(B
appeato havebeeninterpretedy the Office of the Mayor asprovidingthe Mayor with

exclusiveapprovalauthorityof T A R CExecutiveDirectors.

2KRS 96A.020(1)

3.

“See Mayor Greg Fischeros Af@ioved Executive Budget f ol
15 KRS 96A.040(6),KRS67C.139(2)

16 KRS 96A.070(9)Louisville Metro Code§ 32.720

17 KRS 96A.040(6) KRS 67C.139(2)

BA Louisville Metro Archive SeaaledmorélewanthifisRi scoo conduct ¢
<http://louisville.granicus.com/ViewSearchResults.php?view_id=2&types%5BClip%5D=0on&types%5BAgendalte
m%5D=0n&types%5BNote%5D=0n&types%5BVote%2CMotion%5D=0on&types%5BCaption%5D=on&allwords=

risco>

19 A Louisville Metro Archive Searchfai Car ri e Butl er o conducted on 2/17/ 21 r
<http://louisville.granicus.com/ViewSearchResults.php?view_id=2&types%5BClip%5D=0on&types¥%5BAgendalte
m%5D=0n&types%5BNote%5D=0n&types%5BVote%2CMotion%5D=0on&types%5BCaption%5D=0n&allwords=

risco>

10


http://louisville.granicus.com/ViewSearchResults.php?view_id=2&types%5BClip%5D=on&types%5BAgendaItem%5D=on&types%5BNote%5D=on&types%5BVote%2CMotion%5D=on&types%5BCaption%5D=on&allwords=risco
http://louisville.granicus.com/ViewSearchResults.php?view_id=2&types%5BClip%5D=on&types%5BAgendaItem%5D=on&types%5BNote%5D=on&types%5BVote%2CMotion%5D=on&types%5BCaption%5D=on&allwords=risco
http://louisville.granicus.com/ViewSearchResults.php?view_id=2&types%5BClip%5D=on&types%5BAgendaItem%5D=on&types%5BNote%5D=on&types%5BVote%2CMotion%5D=on&types%5BCaption%5D=on&allwords=risco

TARCO Boardis providedwith statutoryauthorityto i ma n aogtel,andcondud¢é 0
thefi b u s iactigtiessandaffairs® 0of T A R G°% The TARC Boardholdsthe statutory
authorityto engagel ARC employeesndfix theirpay?! However,accordingto TARC Bylaws
Article VII, Section7,the TARC Boardhasdelegatedo the TARC ExecutiveDirectorthe
authorityto i e mp tischargeanddirectall officersandemployeegof TARC] . 0

Pursuanto Statelaw, the salarieswagesandothercompensationf TARC employees
aretheobligationsof TARC, payablefrom T A R Crévenuesbutarenot consideredabligations
of Louisville Metro 22

C. TARC FUNDING

A majority of T A R Cfangding (nearly60 percentf® comesfrom thelocal TransitTax,
whichis anoccupationatax on businessesperatingn Louisville Metro?* Thoseoccupational
tax revenuesiredepositednto the MassTransitTrust Fundandremittedto TARC.2® The
TransitTaxandMassTransitFundareadministeredy the City of Louisville. Theserevenues
meetthedefinitionof i P u b~ luin doandin Louisville Metro Code§ 10.06(B)?® Annually,
the Louisville Metro Councilvotestofi a p pord v e a p p A ® Cliidget for thereleaseof
thesefunds?’ Presumablyif the Louisville Metro Councilfoundcertainaspect®f T ARC 0 s
budgetto be unsatisfactorythe CouncilcouldrequireTARC to takecertaincorrectiveactions
beforeapprovingT A R Chiudget.

In additionto thelocal TransitTax funds, TARC reportsthatit receivesi n e 49 | vy
percentf its funding from thefederalgovernmentand15 percentfrom fareboxcollectionand
pas s €°sTARC stateshatfi [ t rémmiadeicomesfrom a combinationof Kentuckyand
Indianastatefunding, speciaffares,advertisingrevenueandadditionalminorfundings o ur2 e s . 0

TheLouisville Metro Councilhas,on occasionappropriatectapitalinfrastructurdundstowards

20KRS 96A.040

2L KRS 96A.070(6)

22 KRS 96A.070(6)

23 https://www.ridetarc.org/aboutus/budget/

24_ou. Metro Am. Ord. No. 112008

25KRS 96A.350;Louisville Metro Code§ 110.02(C)

26 Sumsactuallyreceivedn cashor negotiabldnstrumentfromalls o u r doethedenefitofany éaut hor ity é. ¢
2TKRS 96A.360

28 https://www.ridetarc.org/aboutus/budget/

21d.

11



TARC-relatedprojects® Likewise, Louisville Metro Governmenhas,on occasionmanaged
infrastructureprojectsfor the benefitof TARC. Forexamplejn 2020,the Departmenbf Public
Worksandthe Office of ManagemenandBudgetcontractedor TARC Bus Stopimprovements

throughoutLouisville Metro3! Theprojectwasin conjunctionwith a federalaid grant®2

D. TARC PROCUREMENT POLICIES AND CODE OF CONDUCT
TheTARC BoardsetsT A R Cposuremenpoliciesandcodeof conductfor its officers
andemployees? TARC doesnotappeato beboundto follow Louisville Metro procurement
policies,asexplainedbelow. Statelaw stategshat TARC mayvoluntarily adoptthe Kentucky
Model Procuremen€odebutis notrequiredto do so3* TARC stateghatit is subjectto
procuremenfi r e q u i undemstateandsederall a W .Copiesof T A R Cposurement
policiesdo notappeato be madepublicly availableonline but weremadeavailableto this

investigator.

1. Louisville Metro Procuremeneolicies

Louisville Jeffersm CountyMetro Governmentby andthroughthe Office of
Managemen& Budget(OMB), promulgates ProcuremenPolicy & Manualwhich guides
Aidepar dbfiMetno GowebnmentThephrasei d e p a r ts noedefineslio the
ProcuremenPolicy & Manualand,assuch,it is unclearwhetheror notthe OMB considered
TARCtobeaf d e p a r datthe@nmethéProcuremenPolicy & Manualwasestablished.
However,giventhatKRS 96A.040stateghatT A R Cfolsu s iactidgtiessanda f f afare]s é
managedcontrolled,andc o n d uloyT & & €Bbard,it canbeinferredthatthe OMB would
noti man@age n ttmed b 0 s iactigtessanda f f afi TARCO As such,it would
appearcontraryto KRS 96A.040to classifyTARC asafi d e p a r withirethre tootextof the

OMB 6RrocuremenPolicy & Manual.

30 Seee.g.,Louisville Metro Council Resolution CIF101619PW2 T Apropriating $50,000 from District 21
Capital Infrastructure Funds to Public works to Install a New Sidewalk on the Sidgtlof West Kenwood Drive
using TARC 50/5® matching funds. 0

31 https://louisvilleky.bonfirehub.com/opportunities/25509

321d.

3SeeegThe Transit Authority of River Ci,pyMsll,BExxOer nal

34 KRS 45A.343(1)
351d. at 12.

12
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Louisville Metro Codeof Ordinance$20.20promulgatesertainrecordkeepingand
auditrequirementsor City Government.However,820.20(F)stateghatfi t Isect®nshallnot
applyto appropriation®f public fundsby externalagenciesuthorizedoy the Kentuckyrevised
St at uheplsasdl e x t @ g @ A ¢shotdefimedin the Louisville Metro Code.
However,in certainkey respectdf ARC doesappeato meetthe definition, giventhatit is an
agencyof the City of Louisville, authorizedoy statute with alevel of autonomythatotherCity
agencieslo notenjoy. As such,it would appeathat TARC is not boundto therecordkeeping
andauditrequirementsetforth in the Louisville Metro Codeof Ordinancesper82020(F).

Theseconclusionsappeaitto be consistentvith the practicesof the OMB, who do not
appeato engagen any managememf TARC procurementnatters. For example a searchof
the City of Louisville ProcuremenPortaP® showedno openpublic procuremenbpportunitiesor
pastpublic procuremenbpportunitiesvhere6 T A RAZf T r aAutkarity of RiverC i twasd

listedasai Depart ment . 0O

2. Commonwealtlof KentuckyModelProcurementCode

As statedabove the provisionsof the KMPC only applyto alocal governmentahgencyif
theagencyin questionchoosego adoptthem?’ Therefore TARC is notrequiredto follow the
KentuckyModel Procuremen€ode. However,the TARC reportstatesTARC hasadopteca
i Pr o c uPokicyiekedpingwith its requirementsinders t at a &. 0

3. FederalProcurement.awsandRegulations
TARC reportsthatnearly19 percentof its fundingcomesfrom Federalources?® To

thatextent, TARC mustcomplywith applicableFederalawsandregulationsjncluding,but not
limited to: FederalTransitLaw at Title 49, United StatesCode,Chapters3; FTA regulations

36 https://louisvilleky.bonfirehub.com/portal/?tab=pastOpportunities
https:/louisvilleky.bonfirehub.com/portal/?tab=openOpportunities
37KRS 45A.343(1)

38p.12

39 https://www.ridetarc.org/aboutus/budget/

13
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containedn the Codeof FederaRegulationsat49 C.F.R.Parts601-699;U.S.DOT regulations
containedn the Codeof FederaRegulationsat 49 C.F.R.parts1-99.

E. TARC ISSUBJECTTO STATE AUDIT REQUIREMENTS
Statelaw subjectsTARC to annualauditrequirement$? Specifically, TARC is required

toi e mpdcertifiedpublicaccountantor firm thereof,to makeanannualauditof[ TARC] 6 s
financialaccountsandaffairs,andto makeareportthereof,includingcommentof theauditor
regardingwhetheror notthe autority is in compliancewith statutoryrequirementsandwith
lawful covenantandcommitmentsnadein its contractorbondp r o ¢ e e A dopygf the ©
auditreportis to befiled andkeptopenfor publicinspection. Theauditmustbein compliance
with standardssetforth in Statelaw.** Specifically,i T raes d ishaléconformto:

1. Generallyacceptedjovernmentaauditingor attestatiorstandardsywhich meanghose
standardgor auditsor attestation®f governmentabrganizationsprogramsactivities,
ard functionsissuedby the ComptrollerGeneralof the United States'?

2. Generallyacceptedhuditingor attestatiorstandardsywhich meanghosestandard$or
all auditsor attestationpromulgatedy the Americaninstituteof Certified Public
Accountants.

3. Additional proceduresndreportingrequirementasmay berequiredby the Auditor

of PublicAccountso

F. TARC LEADERSHIP APPEARSTO BE BOUND BY THE LOUISVILLE METRO

ETHICS CODE

Chapter21 of the Louisville Metro Codeof Ordinancepromulgatesan EthicsCodethat
appliestoi Me ©Of & i clrerelevantpart,thetermfi Me Of 6 i ixdefinadlasi a person
appointeda s &gencyDirectoré or anypersonnominatedbr appointedoy the Metro Mayor or
the Metro Councilto a Metro Agencywho hasregulatoryauthority or hasindependenauthority
to expendpublicf u n dTeeteamiit Me tA g @ n is notaefinedin the Louisville Metro Code
of Ordinances.

40 KRS 96A.190
41 KRS 96A.190
22 KRS 65A.030(d)

14



As appliedto TARC, it would appeathatT A R CBoardandExecutiveDirectorare
subjectto the Louisville Metro EthicsCode. TARC BoardMembersandthe TARC Executive
Directorareil n o mi ar appantedoy the Metro Mayor or the Metro Councilto a Metro
Agencywho hasregulatoryauthorityor hasindependenauthorityto expendpublicf und s . 0
While the Metro Codeof Ordinancesloesnotdefineii Me tAig @ n KRS,9®A.020(1)does
plainly statethat TARCisanfi a g eandi yn s t r u ma lotisvilleiMetryp Government.

G. TARC ISBOUND BY THE OPENRECORDSACT
TheKentuckyOpenRewrdsAct appliestofi P u [Algie m cwihiehss atermthatis
definedto includefi [ e ] statear lgcal governmenboard,commissionanda ut h d*rAsa y . o
KRS96AR t r autherityd (emphasiedded),TARC meetsthedefinition of a PublicAgency,
for the purpose®f the OpenRecordsAct. Thisinterpretations consistentvith prior treatment
by the KentuckyAttorney General* T A R C@psnRecordsPolicyis publishedonits website?®

H. METRO COUNCIL: SCOPEOF INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY; SUBPOENA

POWER

TheLouisville MetroC 0 u n &GoverdmenOversightandAudit Committee( A GOA C0 )
hasthe powerto issuesubpoenato compelany officer of TARC or memberof the TARC Board
to appeambeforethe GOAC andto compelthe submissiorof anywork papes or documentghat
arepertinentto the TARC investigation. KRS 67C.103(13) (& (14).

KRS 67C.103doesnot statewhethersubpoenamay beissuedo formerofficersor
BoardMembers. However the KentuckySupremeCourtrecentlyconsidered similar question
in thecaseof Lassiterv. Landrum 2018 SG-0657DG. It foundthatthe KentuckySecretaryf
the Financeand AdministrationCabinetwasauthorizedo subpoendormeremployeeFrank
Lassiter who wasthe former ExecutiveDirectorof the Office of AdministrativeTechnology
Serviceswithin the KentuckyCabinetfor HealthandFamily Services The KentuckySupreme
Courtfoundthatit wouldbefi a b s to moldi thata formeremployeecould notbe madesubject

to agovernmentasubpoena.The Courtfoundthatthe statuteshouldnot beinterpretedo allow

4 KRS 61.805(2)(a)
4 Seee.q.,ORD-125
45 https://www.ridetarc.org/wygontent/uploads/2020/11/Exterm@penRecordsRequesPolicy-2020-2.pdf93
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asituationwhereanemployeewasallowedto i e mb efrora the@reasuryon Monday,resign
on Tuesdayandclaimto beimmunefrom questioningon Wednesdaysimply becausdie or she
is nolongera stateenployee. The Courtfoundthatsucharesultwasnot only absurdputit
would alsoseverelyhandicapthe Secretary'sbilitiesto fulfill his dutiesasthe protectorand
overseepf the Commonwealth'sinancialwell-being. While this casedid not consider
subpoenassuedunderLRS 67C.103(14)andfor thatreasons not bindingauthority,the case
may serveaspersuasivauthorityon the questionof statutoryinterpretatiorunderKRS
67C.103(14).

KRS 67C.103(13prantsthe Louisville Metro Counciltheauhoritytoi En a c t
or di n aRedesvthebudgetsf andappropriatenoneyto the consolidatedocal
governmenta n dAdoptabudgeto r d i n aAs peetadndo TARC, theonly ordinanceghat
havebeenenactedy the Louisville Metro Council, relativeto TARC, arethoseordinances
which established ARC andpertainto the appointmenbf the TARC BoardandExecutive

Director.

V. ADMINISTRATIVE NOTE:

TARC Interim General Counsehrticipatel in all theinterviews of current employees;

all former employees who were interviewed stated they would not feel comfortable having the
Interim General Counsel participate in their interview; several also stated that they believed his
participation i n tviewswoudrhaveanchiling effectomthese 6s i nt er
employees completely confiding with the interviewtris unknownwhether this actually did
impact the witnesses from being completely candid, but the concerns voiced by former
employees gives insight into tkestrust they had for the TARC leadership.

Someti me afterGehkAR@ds Clontnereil @rARCdtelgplaonet ur e f
calls were made to the new permanent TARC General Counsel requesting additional information
to assist with this investigatiomNo reply was received from the new General Counsel. Instead,
the former Interim General Counsel advised that requests for any information cbtirdie to
be made to him oFARCO eutside counsddut not to contact the new General Coutsslause

theywer e tr yi ng offram thieiRisce mdttéet e hi m

46 Telephone call from former TARC Interim Counsel on January 19, 2021, followed by and email of January 20,
2021.
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VI. INITIAL HIRING OF RISCO 1 NO DUE DILIGENCE
Riscowas initially hired byTARC in February 2017, as an Assist&ixiecutiveDirector

to thenExecutiveDirectorBarry Barker.He was one of the top three candiddtem a pool of

19 who were selected beinterviewed by a panel consisting of Deputy Maktien Hessen

then Board Chair Cedric Powelitness25, andBarker. After the interview procesfisco was
believedto be the best caidate and was offered the positiofihe followingareinterview
summaries of those involved in the initial hiriagd reveal a glaring lack of due diligence when

Rico was initially hired

A. LOUISVILLE WITNESSES
1. MAYOR GREGFISCHER

Fischer recalled first meetirigiscoduring the first quarter of 2017 when Barker brought
him over t o Barkertoll EiscliesthabRistoihadgrogressive ideas and had a
strong background inthetrahsi i ndustry. Fischer relied on Ba
Risco was first hired. Fischer stated that t
any due diligence at the time Risco was first hired BRC as AssistanExecutive Directar He
reiterated he relied on Barkerdéds judgment in

brought in to be groomed as the nexe&utiveDirectorwhen Barker retired.

2. DEPUTYMAYOR ELLEN HESSEN

Hesserfirst metRiscoin 2016 when he was a candidate for the Assistaatiive
Directorposition. Hesserwas a member of the hiring committee which consistddesten
Barker, then Board Chairman, Cedric PovesltlWitness 25 Hessemoted that Barker did not
needHesseb s appr oval t xecitiveDiectoabnt bekauseiwboevarwas hiked
as Assistant ¥ecutiveDirectorwould likely transition to EecutiveDirectorbased on a
succession plan suggestedBarker,she and Barker thought it prudent that she lvegidhe
initial hiring process She did not initiate or conduct any background check on Risco prior to his

initial hiring or ask anyone else to do.so
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3. CeDRIC POWELL, FORMERBOARD CHAIR

Powell was on the interview panel that intervieigcowhen he was initially hired by
TARC. Also on this committee welitness 25Barry Barker and Ellerlessen Powell stated
that a national search was conducted. At the time Risco was hired,ahti@gated that
whoever was hired for the AssistdftecutiveDirector position likely would move into the
permanenExecutiveDirectorposition when Barker retired sometime in the futufee TARC
Board itself including Powell did not do any backgrodnnvestigation of Risco when he was
initially hired when Risco was promoted as the successor to Barlask anyone to do so.

4. BARRY BARKERT FORMEREXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

At no time during the initial hiring of Risco was any type of formal background
investigation conductedBarkerstated he calledroundto people in the industry to see if any of
his contacts had had experiences with Risco. The feedback that Barkezdeteas positive
and there was no mention by the pergonshomhe spoke that Risco had any issues that would
be troubling if he were selected as AmsistanExecutiveDirector. When asked for names of
persons whom heontacted, heould only recall oa namePaul Larousse.

Barker stated he knew Larrougkeough his associationith the American Public
Transportation Association (APTA)Larrousse had beemAPTAG6 s ¢ h Riscolma@ r s o n
served as a vice chair on APTA and then later became #ire ¢larrousse did not provide any
negative information to Barker concerning Risco. Barker had had a longstanding business
relationship with Larrousse and trusted his opinionically, Barker noted that Risco was a
member of the Workforce Developmebommittee of APTA which dealt with the human side of
business to include sexual harassment and human trafficking issues. Barker stated that he had a
great friendship with Larrousse and believes he would have told him had Larrousse had any
negative informtion about RiscolUnfortunately this information could not be corroborated as

Larroussepassed awain 201847

47 https://www.legacy.com/obituaries/mycentraljersey/obituary.aspx?naaas
larrousse&pid=190752518&fhid=27080
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At the time ofhisinitial interview, Barker could not provide any other names of people
he had contacted in vetting Riscob6s name. B a
he provided the name of BataGannonas a person in the industry to whom he had spoken.

Gannon was interviewed. Gannon advised that she has worked as a consultant in the
transportation industry for 45 years. She met Barry Barker when hExeastiveDirectorfor
TARC. She learned much from him over the years. She participated with amaats
conferences. It was her opinion that Barker was always very professional and concerned about
the community he served. Gannon also met Alice French Johnson while she was Assistant
ExecutiveDirectorat TARC. She also held Frenelohnson in high gard.

In her interactions in the transportation industry, she often learned of persons in the
industry looking for career advancement. Sometime in 2017, Barry Barker contacted her to ask
if she knew of anyone in the industry who might be a suitable catedior Frenckl o hns on d s
position as Frencliohnson had informed Barker she was planning to retire. Gannon gave Barker
several names as possible candidates. One of the candidates she suggé&dtmhwas

Gannon had worked with Risco as aat@ir on one bthe APTA Human Resource
Subcommittees. Risco had expresseGannoran interesin career advancement in the
transportation industry. Risco had presented himself in a professional manner during her
interactions with him on the APTA Subcommittee. Stated that Risco never touched her
inappropriately or made any sexual advances toward her. She also did not recall him using
profanity or vulgarity during her interactions with him.

She stated she was blindsided by the allegations of his behaVidR& She noted she
was disappointed as his behavior tarnished the imagaRE which she noted had an excellent
reputation in the industry.

Barkerwas interviewed on three separateasion® two in person and one
telephonically.The | ast two i nt PARGRemwsr twe r.f Dsarfgtles u @ ch e
three interview, Barker stated that fikd not contact the Atlanta Metro Area Regional
Transportation Authority (MARTA) as part of the vetting process. Barker was unsure whether
the TARC Human Resources Department conducted any type of background investigation as

part of the hiring process. aBker noted, however, that it was his experience that if a prior

48 The TARC Report was issued on September 8, 2020.
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employer were to beontactedthey would simply provide the dates of employment and nothing
of substance.
IntheTARC Reportitisstatedthat Bar r y 6 s v e[sid] sSpeakingtdhec | udi ng
ExecutiveDirectorat MARTA for any indications of problems with the candidét On
November 12, 202@arker was reinterviewerbncerning this statement inet TARC Report
During this reinterviewBarker was specifically asked whether he perdprantacted anyone
at MARTA to seek input abotRiscoprior to Risco being hired. In his initial interview on
March 13, 2020Barker stated he had not personally contacted anyone at MARTA prior to hiring
Risco. During this follow up interview, Barkegain stated he had not contacted anyone at
MARTA about Risco prior to Risco being hired.
OnNovember 13, 202Markerwas interviewed by telephone clarify his two prior
statemerd thathe had not spoken to anyone at MARTA before Risco was hired. ldiéicgdly
stated thathe didotma k e fii t a pxecutiweDirettarat MARITA beford Risco was
hired. o He al so st adseatMARTEA befaredhirimgdrisco madudinga ct an
anyone from MARTAOGs Human Resource Department
He did recall a chance encounter with a female whom he believed was the CEO at
MARTA after Risco was selected for the position. He believed he encountered her at a
corference he and Risco were attending. During the encounter, the CEO was very congenial
with both Barker and Risco. Barker stated he believed the congeniality exhibited during the
chance encounter would halveendifferent had there been a problem withd®isvhile he

worked at MARTA. Barker could not recall at which conference he encountered this person.

5. WITNESS25
Witness 25 has a Master of Science in Business Communications from Spalding
University. She worked for TARC for approximately 19 years. |8t§ ARC in December of
2017. During her course of employment, she had the opportunity to work with both Barry
Barker and his assistant, Ferdinand Risco. She was asked to serve on a selection committee
when former AssistariixecutiveDirector Alyce French Johnson retired. Witness 25 was
selected for this position because the Human ResobDioasor, Kim Blanton was a candidate

for the job and could not participate on the committee. Consequently, Witness 25 was selected

4 TARC Report p. 17.
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for this position. Although \ithess 25 is a minority, the primary reason she was selected was

thatBlantoncould not be on the committee.

She recalled that a national search was conducted and that many people applied for the
job. She considered the job a highly coveted positiomated that several local leaders in the
Louisville community had applied for the job. Witness 25 told forercutiveDirector Barry
Barker that whomever they hired needed to be someone who could take TARC to the next level.
Barker responded thathga eed wi th that assessment but t hat
to be a white guy. o Early in the process, Ba
by himself. Around the same time, Barker and Witness 25 were going to an APTA Coaferen
in Atlanta. Witness 25 recalllseeing Barketalking toRisco at the conference facility. Her
i mmedi ate thought was Athat was probably goin

job. o

Witness 25 learned that Barker became aware of Riseopotential candidate when one
of Barkerod6s close industry, Barbara Gannon, h
in conversations after the turmoil involving Risco, Gannon had expressed to her that she feels

somewhat responsible because Ria@s hired based upon her recommendation.

When Witness 25 and Barker returned to Louisville after the APTA Conference, Witness
25 saw indications that Barker had already made his mind up to hire Risco. After returning, the
selection committee interwesd three potential candidates to include Risco. The interviews
were conducted at the Louisville Metro Way Office conference room. Barker wanted to hold the
interviews at this location so that it would not interfere with the operations of TARC or cause
rumors within TARC. After the interviews, Witness 25 was of the impression that the others on
the committee preferred another person who was not a minority; however, Barker seemed to be
swayed by the strong recommendation of his close industry colleague.

Ri sco ficertainly was noto her pick for the
Predictive Index performed on Risco said he was not a good fit. Witness 25 stated that the
Predictive Index is a data driven tool that the city uses for other hitesa@hker businesses.

Based on her personal experiences and her research on the index, she firmly believes it is a good
predictor of a candidateés fit for a job. Sh
a personob6s r aasenshoeld beisategtedtorhtizelr qualificatiand not their
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race. She again mentioned that she was only a part of the process becBusettref

Human Resources who would normally participate in the process was a candidate for the job.

She alsaoted that prior to the Atlanta APTA Conference trip where she saw Barker
talking with Risco, Barker had conducted some telephone interviews of others for the position.
Again, it appeared to her that when they returned from Atlanta, Barker seemed ishaied
made up as to who he was going to select for AssiBteadutiveDirector.

Sometime after Risco was hired and had moved to Louisville, Witness 25 received a call
from a female who had previously wor Red at MA
The person stated that there was a sense of relief from many people at MARTA when Risco was
selected by TARC. The person indicated that there was much dissatisfaction about Risco and
that there may have been an investigation that was going to béeidhiioncerning him had he
not been hired by TARC. Witness 25 had previously had dealings with this former MARTA
employee. Witness 25 told this person thatditlenotcontact anyone at MARTA because she
was not authorized to conduct any due diligenakthat the process was supposed to be kept

confidential.

Witness 25 noted th#teith Parker was thExecutiveDirectorat MARTA whenRisco
washiredby TARC. She described Parker as a transformatibiactorwho saved MARTA
and made many changes at MARTA. However, Barker did not have a good working relationship
with Parker. Because of this absence of a good relationship with Parker, Witness 25 believes
Barker did not reach out to him or make efforts to aohhim prior to Risco being hired.

Witness 25lsobelieves that Barker did not contact anyone at MARTA because of the
strong recommendation from his industry colleague, Gannaddition tohis lack of a close

relationship with Keith Parker.

Former AssistanExecutiveDirector Alyce French Johnson had very strong operational
experience. Risco on the other hand never worked in operations. When he came to TARC, he
mistreated the persons primarily responsible for the operations of TARC 0 srs. drrenclv e
Johnson on the other hand would attend funerals of family members of TARC drivers. Risco

would not even acknowledge drivers. He felt that the drivers were beneath him.
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Sometime after Risco was hired, Witness 25 went to lunch with Ba8tes told him
that multiple TARC employees had come to her to state that Risco was a problem for TARC. In

response, Barker stated, fAThey donoé6t need to

Witness 25 stateWitness Four was hired after Witness 25 TeRRC in 2017. She did
observe that Witness 4 lacked any knowledge or experience in the diversity and inclusion arena
before being hired by TARC.

After she had left TARC, Witness 25 called board President Cedric Powell and told
Powell that people werealling her about Risco, and that numerous people had told her about
mistreatment by him. She told Powell that they needed to pay attention to Risco and the way he
treats employees. The employees calling her stated that he was treating the employees very
badly. Powell responded that he appreciated the input. This telephone call to Powell occurred
around the time that Risco had promoted Witness 7 and Witness 10. ®ttvieirhethought

Risco would make some good changes at TARC.

Witness 25 was familiar with Witness 10. She had worked with her before Witness 25
left TARC. She described Witness 10 as a very nice person but not very smart. She thought that
she lacked common sense and critical thinking skills. She also notsti¢hats a very pretty
girl and her nice personality and beauty seeto@yershadow her inadequacies. She also
thought that Witness 10 could be easily fooled which made her a prime candidate to be
manipulated by Risco. She concluded that she thoughiivaéss 10 never should have been

promoted to chief of staff.

At no time did Risco ever proposition Witness 25 for any sexual activities. She did state
that he bullied employees and would do to people what he could get away with. She described
him asa classic narcissist. She recalled a female employee named Kim who worked in the
Marketing Department who told her that Risco had spoken so abruptly with her that it made her

cry.

At the conclusion of Witness 2obthaRissanpl| oy me
was not a good fit for TARC remained intact. There was nothing that he did while at TARC to
change her opinion. In fact, his behaviors reinforced her initial opinion that he was not a good fit
for TARC.
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6. KiM BLANTON I DIRECTOROF HUMAN RESOURCES
Kim Blanton,Directorof Human Resources, stated neither she nor anyone in the Human
Resources Department conducted anygangloyment background check on Risco or made any
effort to contact anyone at MARTAIlanton was one of the candidatestfoe Assistant
ExecutiveDirectorposition when Risco was hired. Consequently, she did not participate in the

selection process or vetting of him.

7. OTHERMEMBERS OFTARC LEADERSHIPTEAM
Moreover, the entire leadership teanTARC was interviewed. Based on these
interviews,no one else alARC made any effort to contact anyone at MARTA about Risco to
validate his credentials, verify his resume, or speak to anyone in an effort to determine whether
there were any issues in his baakghd or employment at MARTA which would al&ARC to

any potential issues.

B. PURPORTED EFFORTSTO CONTACT MARTA PRIOR TO INITIAL
HIRING 7 ATLANTA WITNESSES
As noted above, the TARC Report stated that Barker performed due diligence by
contactingthe MAR AGs Executi ve Di r mone ofthe threeiintervienRi sc o6 s
with Barker, he alluded to a conversataiout Riscawith a female Executive Director at
MARTA. This investigation determined that Barker did not contact anyone at MAJRiIOAt0
Risco being hired. The conversation with the female Executive Director occurred after Risco

was on the job.

The following are the interview summaries with current or former MARTA employees
that reinforce the conclusion that no one at MARTA was corddnteanyone involved in the

initial hiring process:

ATLANTA WITNESSES
1. ELizaBeTH O 6 \LL T MARTA GENERAL COUNSEL
On November 17, 2 0ChiéfCoursél forzVlARTALWas irdedvidveed | |
to gain insight into whorBarker may have spoken after Risgas hired who would have been a
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female CEO at MARTA O 6 N eadlvisdd that she has been employed in the legal department of
Marta for 20 yearand has bee@hief Counsel since 200éxcept for a short period of time
(September 20lrApr i | 2018) when she held the positi ol
ManagerChief Executive Officer (GM/CEQ). She was appointed to this interim postiicen
Risco had left MARTA.Risco left MARTA9 months earliein January 2017.
O 06 &éill was never contacted by anyone frda®mRC prior to Risco being hired byARC.
She did state that she had a happenstance meeting with Barry Barker and Risco after Risco had
been hired byfARC. This chance meeting occurred in February 2018 at the Akargart.
O6Neill was traveling from Atlanta to Miami,

Seminar. Barker and Risco were also traveling to the APTA conference. Upon arrival in Miami,

O6Neill shared a cab with B#atotkeezonferancahot&i sco fr
During this chance encounter, OO6Neill exchang
O6Neill was not asked at this time or any

also stated that she would have been the only femI€E0 at MARTA with whom Barker
would have spoken as she replaced a male CEO, Keith Parker, who was hired by MARTA in
2012 and who left MARTA after Risco was hired DRC.>?

O6Neill stated that Keith Par keiSeptemaber t he G
2017. Thus, Parker would have been the GM/CEO during Risco tenure at MARTA (August
20127 January 2017). The current GM/CEO Jeffrey Parker (no relation to Keith Parker) became
GM/CEO in April 2018 after Risco had left MARTA.

Accordingly,O 6 Nlavould have been the only MARTA CEO who was a fentale
whomBarkecoul d have spoken. Again, OO6Neill becam
O6Neill acknowledged that Risco could be abra

experienced any inditars that he was prone to sexual harassment.

® ndependent research revealed that the 2018 APTA Tran:
T February 12, 2018. TARC hired Risco the year bédfebruary 2017. Barry &ker was one of the presenters at

the conference on Monday, February 12, 20%8e
https://www.aptagateway.com/eWeb/DynaRage.aspx?webCode=evtProgram&evtKey=80e 1-d®83-417b
bb9bb45074518a33

51 Barker stated in his November 13, 2020, interview that he recalled talking to a female who was the MARTA CEO
sometime after Risco was hired.
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2. JEFFERYPARKERT CURRENTMARTA CEO
Parker stated that lecameMARTA GM/CEO in April 2018 after Risco had left
MARTA® and did not have any information to relate concerning Risco. He referred all
guestions to MARTA Gener al Counsel, OONei |l

3. KEITHPARKERT FORMERMARTA CEO
Keith Parkemwas interviewed.He stated havas General Manager/CEO of MARTfom
December 2012 through September 2017. He was
employment at MARA. He toohe had not been contacted by anyone figxRC before Risco
was hired byTARC nor after he was hired.
Therefore, contrary to what was stated inTA&RC Report Barker did not contact
anyone at MARTA to vet Risco prior to his initial himer didanyone else atARC or the
May o r 0 sBarkdr himselfestated on the three occasions he was interviewed that he had not

contacted anyone at MARTA prior to Risco being hired.

C. SUMMARY i LACK OF DUE DILIGENCE AT INITIAL HIRE

Based on all interviews conducted, neither Mayor Fischer nor Deputy Mayor or any of
their Staff conducted any background check of Risco but assumed someone at TARC would do
so; neither Barker nor anyone at TARC conducted a thorough background checlsaatcaRd
neither the TARC Board Chair nor any board member conducted or demanded a background
check be conducted when Risco was hired despite the knowledge likatyheould be the heir
apparent when Barker retire@he Louisville withesses clearly ablish that virtually no due

diligence was performed when Risco was initially hired.

D. COMPREHENSIVE BACKGROUND CHECK WOULD HAVE DISCLOSED
NEGATIVE INFORMATION
This investigation concluded that virtually no fs@ployment screening occurrethen
Risco wadirst hired. Unfortunately, a thorougpreemploymenbackgroundccheck would have
most likelyurt o ver ed Ri s c odniacalpnanagermeatrstyle andpenrthfor
harassing female employedsive either current or former MARTA female employees were

interviewed. All five described a lack of professionalism and overbearing management style
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much like what exhibited by him at TARC. Thrdee s cr i bed Ri scobtatbehavi o
was eerilylike his behavior aTARCd sexually harassing female employeasuisive,
overbearingand intimidatingoehavior; terminating longerm employees whom he disliked
creating positions for those he favored along withstantial pay raises; using inappropriate
languageandcreating arenvironment where employees feared losing their. jobs

The following are summaries of interviews with Atlanta witnesses who worked with
Ri sco while he was at MARTA. They paint a pi
identical to his behaviat TARG3 sexual harassment and hostile werkvironment.

1. WITNESSA-16

Witness Al6 advised that a slew of people at MARTA in Atlanta were impacted by
Riscoand his behavior while he was theMitness A16 statedthat Risco still has friends at
MARTA and hecontinues to have an impact on her career. She stated that at one point in time
Risco had promised to ruin her career if she did not capitulate to his sexual overtures. She
described Risceledlespursuit of her as

Risco offered to promoté/itness A16 and brought her into his office to review her
resume. Risco saerresumedownin front of herand told her that he knew all about her. He
went on to say that he needed someone who would be loyiah toHe wanted somebody who if
he called at night or day would be willing to come and do whatever he needs to be done. He
went on to say, fAYoudbre pretty, o and asked he
inquired whether she was willing tontiaipate with him. When she asked if he was referring to
sexual intimacy, he respondéiteso

She told him that she was not interested. She also told him that she was a devout
Christian and that having a sexual affair was not how she led her life. At that point, Risco ripped
up her resume and said, AGet fiNlbev, f bitchyt iof i

On Monday her immediate boss came in and began treating her differentétfhane
From that point forward, she was micromanagedfahdost had to seek approval to go to the
bathroomo Risco saw to it that it was nearly imgsible for her to do her job. Sometime later,
Ri sco asked her, AAr e you Owncelagain,isgdectined hisa k e me
offer. Again, his management of her became very unbearaiileling an occasion wheRisco

prevented herfromgoin t o her Dbrotherds funeral until she
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She stated that Risco harassed many people at MARTA, was abusive, inhumane,
immoral and unethical in his behavior at MARTA.

She stated that Risco hated African American people, eipebmse who voted
Democratic.

She described his behavior as that of a monster. She described Risco as the most sadistic
person she had met. It was his behavior to discredit a person and then only he could rehabilitate
them. There was an employeeomhias a beautiful girl whose reputation he discredifedco
was a big man with an imposing physidbat intimidated employees.

She stated that she was always stressed when on the job. She noted that she had a 20
year spotless record at MARTA untildgo came along. She stated that other women at
MARTA were emotionally distraught because of his behavior. He had a tendency to assassinate
peopl ebdbs character.

Risco regularly fired people. Oftentimes, he would call a meeting five minutes before 5
odowck on a Friday and then say to those in th
implication that he had just fired somebody and that they might be next. She stated that Risco
fired a lot of longtime MARTA employees after his arrivabtunnindy, this isthe exact
behavior many of th€ ARC victims described.

She witnessed many injustices when Risco was at MARTA to include his efforts to
besmirch the reputation of a student who was an intern at MARTA. It was her opinion that
Risco was a sexisind hated women.

She further stated that Risco wodilthng out with guys at strip cluband then use that
against the men to manipulate them.

Many women came forward Witness A16t o descri be Riscobs beha
difficult for peopleto report his behavior because he was over the Equal Opportunity Department
and the department to which people would report such beha¥@would often remind people
what power he had and that he had contacts at all levels of MARTA with the implitetion
employees should beamy of reporting matters to persons higheiruMARTA. She stated that
shewas very dependent upon her job for her livelihood and feared reporting Risco out of
concerns of retaliationAgain, so similar tathe helplessness expressed by mBARC victims.

She also mentioned th&ti s avidedlisl not move to Atlanta after he wist hired at
MARTA. He had an apartmenear the MARTA headquarters. He could stand on his balcony
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and watch employees entdARTA and would sometimes comment to female employees about
seeing thengo into the building

She believes that Risco and the former MARTA CEO, Keith Parker, were faedds
that Parkewould not say anything negative about Risco if interviewed.

Finaly, she mentioned that Risco hpbfessed that he could raise money for MARTA

by creatinga private foundatiomto which companiesouldbuy sponsorships

2. WITNESSA-17

Witness Al7 stated that prioto Risco becoming her supervisor, she had consistently
received above average to excellent performance evaluations for over ten years. She also had
never been disciplined prior to Risco becoming her supervisor. However, she began to receive
poor evaluabns when Risco became her supervisor. She was ultimately terminated by Risco
purportedly for poor performance. Subsequemlitness A17 filed a civil action in federal
court against MARTA alleging Risco had wrongfully terminated her and that he didiegte
FMLA requirements and retaliated against her for using FMLA. The suit was later dismissed.

Risco would randomly criticiz&/itness A17 for doing things she believed were
positives for their department. For example, she recalled an occasion wl@Eesired food
that employees could béya practice she and other employees had done in the past. Later,

Risco reprimanded her in writing for doing so, saying it was inappropriate and could have
poisoned other employees. On another occasion, anotheyyeaiVitness A16) brought in

food she had prepared. Risco said derogatory things about the food to the employee and said
bringing in outside food could poison employees. Yet, a few weeks later Risco brought in food
for employees that he had preparetiathome. This was an example of his erratic and
overbearing management style.

Witness Al7 believes that the reasons Risco was so critical of her and gave her poor
performance evaluations was because she was m
Risco had made sexual innuendos tovi&lithess A17 shortly after he came to MARTA.

Witness Al7r ecal l ed an i nstance at a diversity dini
you |l ast night mor e WinbsaAl7ungomfartatfldeeingaround Risce. ma d e
Six months later she was terminated. Soon after she was fired, Risco hired someone for her

former position with whonwitness A17 heard Risco was sexually activ®nce again,
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incrediblylike his firing hisChiefof StaffatTARCande | i mi nat i ng t he positi c
r e as o n srecreatetheypositian months later Yitness 10and givng her a $70,000 raise.
WithessAl7descri bed Risco as fAcreepy. o0 And sai (
in a closed room.
Risco wouldmake lewd remarks about women and was degrading to wowigness
A-17was afraid to report Risco because of his position and because Risco had many friends in
MARTA whom she thought would protect hiVitness A17 feared retaliation if she reported
him. She stated other women had experienced the same behavior, but they too feared retaliation
if they reported Riscobds behavior.
Witness Al7 stated that several female employees had shared stories with her about
Ri scobds | ewd behavioa.maager mpwag eas k avdh obwakRi
sl eep with because youodore t odVitmpess&i7shewdso be sm
uncomfortable to be in a room with Risco.
Witness A17 noted Risco would make lewd remarks in some executive teammgeeti
The people in the meetings would simply sit quietly and not stop the behavior. On several
occasionsWitness Al7at t empt ed unsuccessfully to contact
CEO at the time about Risco.

3. WITNESSA-18

WitnessAl8descri bed Risco as fia very |l oud per s
guick to get angry. He made sure fbhckandgjot t he
fothconver sati on. He al ways had to be wadrght. o H

but also his size. He would frequently go out of his way to accuse people of lying. He would
call employees a liar in front of other employees.

He would berate employees for not speaking up in meetings, but employees were fearful
of speaking becaesof his intimidatingand condescendifgehavior in meetings. He was
someone with whom she and many other emplogieesotwant to work. She went out of her
way to avoid him.

She described the work environment as hostile. She and other employe#s were
constant fear of losing their jobs. He would frequently call meetings late on a Friday during

which he would announce that a person had bee
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that Ayou could be the Agr similagreomvsBa@ARCwho woul d
employees expressed.

He thought he was funny and would tell jokes that he thought were funny, but others did
not. Sometimes these remarks were sexual in nature. She reciifdreeeting during which
he used the ddrrme fiiedroesnsceidngsadm i nti mate sexual
front of numerous employees in tB&aff meeting. Everyone in the room got quiet in the room
after he made that remark.

During Risco0s t enur e amutfendd &nploges whdRescoh e ar d
sexually harassed. She recalled a female in the Mobility Department who was in-her mid
twentieswhom he sexually harassed.

She concluded that it was a nightmare working with Risco. She knowisesfemale
employees whom he harassed isuincertain whether these female employees would be willing
to come forward. She was asked to provide the investigatame and contact information to
these other potential victims and encourage thecaltar provide contact information at which

theycould be reached.

4. WITNESSA-19
Witness Al19 started working for MARTA in June of 2013. She was hired to be an
Office Administrator Il and assistant Risca During the interview process, she underwent
interviews by three panels. The third intervieas with Risco himself.

Her duties as Riscods assistant were to ma
meetings, purchase card administrator, facilitate events, handle financial matters and be part of
the leadership team. She also handled tnanagters for Risco. She stated that he attended his

nf air share of conferences and seminars. 0

She stated that she had lunch with Risco and &taéfrmembers from time to time. She
also attended various events in the Atlanta area with Risco. One of the entities that she and
Risco participated in was the Georgia Diversity Council. When attending these meetings, they

would frequently go together in hear.
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She recalled Risco making comments about woimssmments about how they looked
and what they were wearing and body types. He would comment sometimes about a female

sayingi sheds big, o implying that he preferred a

Risco aso confided in her about unhappiness in his marriage at home. He made
comments to her that his wife was mad at hi m.
h o u sWitneas Al9interpreted that to mean that he and his wife were not having sexual

relations.

Witness Al9 stated that she and Risco confided in each other about their home lives. He
also shared with her information about sexual affairs with people in the past, made sexual jokes

and used profanity often.

She stated that althougtisco treated her fairly there were two points of view when it
came to Risco. There were those fiwho | i ked h
did not like him held that feeling because of his harshness. If Risco did not think an employee
was aing what they should do, he became easily frustrated. She stated that he was accustomed
to the military ways in that when an order was giverStagf would respond accordingly. She
did observe him using harsh tones towards employees at times.

After she was hired, Risco restructured the office and changed the name of the office. As
part of this restructuringlVitness A19was promoted into her current position as the Diversity
Program Administrator. The promotion came with an increase from a GadealGrade 19

very similar to his promotion of Witness 10 and giving her a $50,000. raise

She recalled some sed®urce contracts entered into by Risco. One of them was with a
company called Life Moxie which was a mentoring program company. Shiedeitat Risco
had worked with the owner of Life Moxie in his previous employmé&itness A19did go to

lunch with Risco and the owner of Life MoxieAnn Tardy.

Witness Al19 stays in contact witRisco,and they have retained a friendship since he
left TARC. He will call her on her birthday to wish her happy birthday. She saw him at a

national conference in Texas in 2019.
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5. Witness A20

She was hired by MARTA in 2017 and handled mainly EEO/ADA matters. In this
capacity, she worked closely with the Diversity and Inclusion Department. Although she worked
primarily with the D & IStaffreviewing investigations, she did work some viRisca

During her interactions with Risco, she did not observe any behavior on his part that
would have alerted her to any inappropriate behavior on his part. However, she noted that it
woul d have been Afoolish or s tuseofhedpositbroat hi m t
MARTA.

She did describe Risco as a fijokestero in
She thought some of his joking was inappropriate in the workplace. She also noted that he did
use profanity occasionally.

Witness A20 has had only one contact with Risco since hellARC. This occurred in
the summer of 2019 while they both were attending a COMPTO conference in Florida. They sat
and talked for about 10 minutes. Nothing inappropriate occurred during this meeting.

After TARC fired Risco, two MARTA employees expressed to her that they were not
surprised by the allegations they were hearing about his behaVidR&. One person on her
Staffr e mar ked fAhe could only fool peopler for so

t hat Risco Awas a terrible person. o

E. SUMMARY OF ATLANTA WITNESS STATEMENTS 7 INITIAL HIRE

The statements of the Atlanta witnesses clearly establishes that negative and derogatory
information about Risco was in existence when he was initially hirdd AyR C . Ri scobs
behavior while employed by MARTA was eerily like his behavior while at TAR® Atlanta
witnesses described both sexual harassment and hostile work environmewissRésca

All the above information from current and former MARTA dayges was obtained
without a subpoena and by simply making telephone calls to persons who had worked with Risco
at MARTA. Again, this information was available at the time Risco was hired by TARC. The
totality of the information garnered from speakingddARTA employees and a thorough
research of federal court cases involving Risco would likely have disqualified Risco as a

candidate.
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The Louisville witnesses clearly establish that virtually no due diligence was performed

when Risco was initially hired

F. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM ATLANTA WITNESSES
ELI ZABETH i COIEFECOUNSEL FOR MARTA

O6Neill stated t ha20l5¢hermwereicomplairdsrmadetmyd 2 01 4
empl oyees of MARTA concerning executives in M
including Risco. Risco was tHgirectorof Diversity and Equal Opportunity at the time which
was part of t he StfRattorney® haadled the ntatfeN &mployeéssn HR were
interviewed about the management style of HR executives. The cota@deged
micromanagement, abraspgen d t yr anni c al behavior. OO0ONei |l |
report was prepared but stated she would attempt to determine if one was prepared.

At the conclusion of the review, MARTA contracted with Thom McKinney and
Associates to provide coaching and team building to the management team which included
Ri sco. Mc Ki nney conducted a 360 survey, asse
provided management training, cdlbeliétvesmg and t e
Letter of Agreement was entered into with the McKinney Group. She stated she would attempt

to locate the agreement or any documentation as to the problems McKinney was engaged to

correct. OO0 Nei |l Il st at e dilegahoadof sexua hamssrhentdut, di d
as noted above, the oppressive management style of the HR executives.

O6Neill stated that the McKinney group was
Keith Parker, had used the company when he was with the Charlotth,arolina transit
system.

OO0 Nei | | acknowledged that Risco could be a
never experienced any indicators that he was

familiar with a complaint filed in federal oat in November 2014 by a former MARTA
Empl oyee in which Risco is alleged to have Vvic
Family Medical Leave Act. Ultimately, this civil action was dismis¥ed.

52 Independent research revealed a ceiion filed in U.S. District Court, Northern District of Georgia at Atlanta in
which the complainant alleged that she had received exceptional and Above Standard performance evaluations until
Risco was hired by MARTA and he became her supervisor. Thiogegphad worked at MARTA from 1997 until

January 2013 when she was terminated by RBeecase 1:14v-03667, U.S.D.C. at Atlanta.
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O6Neill shared some of hakAhdedhlpfdlin boshtthe pr act i ¢

hiring of executives and oversight of their actions while employed. First, she stated that
MARTA has a separate reporting process for complaints involving executive management. This
process was in place while Risco was eryptbat MARTA.
Another best practice concerns the termination of employees. Any termination of a
MARTA employee must be reviewed by several levels including the legal department
Finally, OO0Nei |l | sextansiee grocess @mrthirild A BEHOAThisas a
includes the use of a national search firm that recommends candidates to an internal search
committee. The search firm also conducts a comprehensive background check. The names of
the top three candidates arebfished publicly for ten days to allow input from the community

and employees on the proposed candidates. Thereafter, the full Board votes on the candidates.

KEITH PARKER, FORMER MARTA CEO

Parkewas t he CEO of MARTA duri ng RRiowasnodbs e mp|

a direct report during Riscob6s first several

the head of the Business Support Service and later ©ohie¢of Staff. Towards the end of
Ri scobs empl oyment at dirapRed A, Ri sco became a

He did recall complaints by some employees about the management style of the
executives in the Human Resources Department which included Risco. The employee
complaints alleged micromanagement which included requiring employees to ensure snanager
knew where employees were at all times during the workday.

MARTA hired an outside consultant to address these concerns. The consultant they hired
was Thom McKinney. The consultant was hired to provide management coaching to the
managers in HR. The goaas to work with the managers to improve morale and enhance their
effectiveness with the employees. Parker had used McKinney for coaching employees when he
was CEO of the Charlotte, NC transit system.

Once, again these were issues that could haveursamvered had a thorough
background check been conducted at the time Risco was hired.
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G. ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ISSUEST INITIAL HIRE

In addition to the information discussed above concerning the lack of a thorough
background investigation and what may have been discovered had a thorough background
investigation been conducted, it was observed during this investigation that there were
inconsistencies on his employment application with TARC.

First, he indicated on page 2 of the handwritten application that he had served in the
Army for 10 years; on page 3 he wrote he served 5 years in the®Army.

Additionally, several witnesses mamtied that he told them had served 10 years, was a
captain, and was discharged because of an injury. He also claims on his LinkedIn account that
he served 10 years.

However, a copy of his discharge paper obtained from the Army states that he served for
5 years and retired as a lieutenz2nT ARC could have easily obtained this information. Risco
signed a consent form that authar@ TARC to verify all information on his application

This discrepancy was not detected when he was first hired anidl $fame prompted
some follow up to verify whether this was a simple error on his part or another example of his
efforts to obfuscate to further his fraudulent condirgardless of the reason, it was not
observed or addressed when Risco was hired. @gaie, this illustratealack of due diligence
when he was hired.

Second, on page one of thgplicationsRisco also indicated that he had never been
convicted of a misdemeanor or felonk.s part of TARCO6s investigat:i
conduct a pst-Risco departure background investigatidris post Risco departure background
investigation concluded that there were no crimgaales involving Risco prior to him being
hired by TARG apparently to support their theory that even if a backgroundk ¢tfaetbeen
conducted it would not have disclosed any negative informatianwvever, this investigation
(performed for Metro Council) uncoveradconviction for a misdemeanor in Virginia Beach,
Virginia, in July of 20068

53 See Exhibib.

54 See Exhibib.

55 See Exhibif7. This nature of his discharge was redacted in the copy received. Counsel for Metro Council were
pursuing efforts to obtain an unredacted copy at the time this report was submitted.

56 Virginia Beach General District Court, 810GT0003843000.
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A thorough review of hiemployment application coumlevith a thorough background
investigation would have disclosed these two inconsisteno@sould havedetermined the

veracity of his statements the lack thereof

VIl. DUE DILIGENCE - PROMOTION TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

As with the initial hiring of Riscathere was glaring lack of due diligence when Rico

waspromoted to Executive Directoil he following is summary of witness statements involved
in the promotional process or who voiced concerns about Risco being pdomot

A. WITNESSES

1. MAYOR GREGFISCHER

After Barker announced his intent to retire, Fischer had a discussion with Deputy Mayor
Ellen Hessembout promoting Risco txecutive Directar Hessersuggested to Fischer that
they initially put Risco in as the InteriExecutive Directovith the intent to promote him to
permanenExecutive Directoafter a trial period as Interixecutive Directar Fischer
concurred with this recommendation. He stated that he relied on the recommendédgsrayf
Barker and then Bard Chairman Cedric Powell. No additional due diligence was done at this
time.

During the time that discussions were being held about placing Riscobxébative
Directorposi ti on, Fischer recall ed t hegprefshdead of t
concerns that Risco was fitough on people. o F
which makes people uncomfortajslbowever hedid notspeak directly with the Union leadker
get his input or det er minaerasnor didhe asluabywrteamhise o f t
staff to do so

After Risco became the permané&ixecutive DirectarFischer andHessermet with
Risco and instructed him to Aresolve the issu
di d r es ol vencetnfbat again diconotmaenypersonal discussiamwith Hamilton
to verify his assumptian

No climate survey or discussions WilMRC employees were conducted prior to Risco

being promotedFischer did not requestteckground check prior to prommag Risco.
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2. DEPUTYMAYOR ELLEN HESSEN

After Risco was hiredilesseragain saw Risco during a meet and greet attended by Risco
and other keffARC Directors . Unt i | B a Hekserdealtsnainlyewith Barkeme n t ,
Barker announced his retirement in late 2018. Her impression of Risco was that he was smatrt,
thoughtful, had new ideas, would provide a fresh look at public transportation. She had no
indication of pr o belagAssstadixecutiveDgectBi scobds tenu

As Barkerod6s retirement appr oakExbcatde Bar ker
Directorposition. Barker toldHesserthat Risco was doing a good job. Risco was promoted to
Interim ExecutiveDirectorb a s e d 0 nrec@raneridaiond s

During Ri sc o 6ExecttiverDeectarBARC was reegoiiating a contract
with the union representinbARC employees.Hessemet with the union president, Theo
Hamilton. Hamilton expressed. Bhetolddamitonghbtout R
he needed to work through the issue with Risco. SometimeHisserhad a conversation with
someone representing the union who indicated the issues had been resolved. She could not recall
the union representatives name, nidrshe recontact Hamilton to ensure the issues had been
resolved.

No climate survey or discussions WiEMRC employees were conducted prior to Risco
being promotedLike the Mayor Hesserdid not requestray background check prior to
promoting Risco.

Hes®nalsoheard fronthenTARC BoardChairPowelland Urban League President
Sadiga Reynolds who both asked when they were going to make Risco the pefEwansative

Director. This input was considered wh&isco was promoted.

3. CEDRIC POWELL, FORMERBOARD CHAIR
Once Risco was hired, Powell did not have much contact with him but continued to have
the most contact with Barry Barker. Powell had greater contact with Risco after Barker retired.
When Risco was selected as the replacement for Barker, he had seanddsistant
ExecutiveDirectorand subsequently as theerim ExecutiveDirectorafter Barker left.

Ultimately, he andhe board decided to make him the permagswtcutiveDirector.
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Neither Powell nor the Board conducted a climate survéelidiscussions witiTARC
employee®r union officialsprior to Risco being promotedhey alsadid not request a

background check prior to promoting Risco.

4. THEOHAMILTON, PRESIDENT, AMALGAMATED TRANSIT UNION, LOCAL 1447

When it was first learned thRiscowas going to be coming to Louisville as thssistant
ExecutiveDirectorof TARC, Hamilton reached out to his counterpart at the ATU Local 732 to
find out what he could about Risco. Hamilton was informed by the person to whom he spoke
that they did not &ve or were unwilling to provide any specific negative information but was
forewarned to be careful with him. Hamilton attempted to do Sotemetresearch on Risco
before he was initially hiredThis research included some online searches and a reliew
Ri scob6s empl oyment history.

After Risco was hired, Hamilton began to hear concerns TTARC employees about
Ri scobs behavior. | nabqutthe Wway beuréated emplbyees hear d cr
including bullying behavior. Hamilton began to heancerns voiced about him by the union
membership. One of the principal complaints was his bullying behavior and abusive handling of
the employees.

One example given was the drivers had taken up collections to buy bicycles to hand out
to personsin@e d . These bicycl es weTARCBeadguareds. i n t he
One day around noontime, Risco walked into the room and saw the bicycles and said to the
drivers to get rid of them by the end of the day. Hamilton also stated that a numpbeplef
began retiring because of Risco. Sdwid Hamilton that they could not work like this and were
fearful that he would fire them without adequate cause.

Hamilton provided the names of several ldagm employees who retired out of fear of
beingterminated by Risco.

Hamilton also noted that it appeared Risco was trying to create distance between him and
the employees and especially the union president.

When it was learned th&xecutiveDirector Barker was retiring, Hamilton stated that he
andhis members did not want Risco promoted toEkecutiveDirectorposition. Accordingly,
Hamilton sent an emai l to the mayoroés office

search should be conducted to replace Barry Barker. Hamilton pravicgay of that email
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dated December 18, 2018, along with a reply f
appreciated and wil | e shared with Mayor Fis
Subsequently, the Greater Louisville Central Labor Council (GLCLC), which is a
corsortium of numerous affiliated unions within the LouisvMetro area with a stated
membership of 50,000 members, sent a letter dated December 20, 2018, to Mayor Fischer
requesting that, fAYou oectarforrthe TransitrAuthotyef s ear c h
River City, to find someone with similar qual
GLCLC letter®®
In addition, Hamilton attendedT@ARC board meeting on January 22, 2019. Hamilton
provided a document which he stated he read td AiRC board when he attended the board
meeting on January 22, 2019. The written statement provided by Hamilton sets forth various
concerns that the union had with Risco. The statement again requests that the &slatte
Ma y da conduct a nationwidgearch for a neWirectorfor the Transit Authority of River City
to find someone whods comParable to Barry Bar
In addition to the above efforts to encourage the board and the mayor to conduct a
nationwide search, Hamilton stated thatbelievechumerousemails were sent bARC union

members to the mayordéds office with the same ¢

5. TobD DUNN, PRESIDENT, GREATERLOUISVILLE CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL (GLCLC)
GLCLC is a consortium of 50 Louisville area unions and alliggoizations

representing over 50,000 women and men. The Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU), Local
1447, is a member of the GLCLC. ATU is the body that represents union employéédGat
He recalls ATU President, Theo Hamilton, informing him about problexgarding Risco while
Risco was InteriniExecutiveDirector. Hamilton spoke at a meeting of the Central Labor
Council meeting attended by officials of the other entities that comprise the GLCLC encouraging
them to contact the Mayor and encourage a natabsearch be conducted for a néxecutive

Director.

57 Exhibit 8.
%8 Exhibits 9.
59 Exhibit 10.
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6. TIM MORRIS EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR GREATERLOUISVILLE CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL

(GLCLC)

He recalls ATU President, Theo Hamilton, informing him about problems regarding
Risco while Risco was InterifaxecutiveDirector. Hamilton spoke at a meeting of the Central
Labor Council meeting attended by officials of the other entities that comprise the GLCLC
encouraging them to contact the Mayor and encourage a nationwide search be conducted for a
new ExecutiveDirector.

In response to the concerns raised, Todd Dunn sent a letter to Mayor Fischer. Morris
stated the letter was sent around Thanksgiving 08.204orris provided an email dated
November 26, 208, by which he stated he was sending the letter tiviineor. Morris also
provided an email which was sent to the GLCLC membership encouraging members to contact
the Mayor about Risco and a need for a nationwide search. The email is dated January 12,
201950

B. CONCERNSEXPRESSEDBY TARC EMPLOYEES BEFORE RISCO WAS
PROMOTED TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

A reguest was made to the Mayordés office t
Mayor from anyone raising concerns about Risco or stating, asking, or encouraging the Mayor to
conduct a nationwide search fonew TARC Directorfor the time period November 2018 to
January 2020.

I n response, the Mayorb6s office provided a
ATU Local 1447, dated December 14, 2018 that emailHamiltonaskedthe Mayorto
conductanatowi de search to replace Barry Barker.
that you strive to find someone with the knowledge, expertise, vision, drive and community
service that we need to be succes svésumdlesd He ¢
than a newExecutiveDirectorwi t h t he same quatities as Barry

The Mayoroés office al so TAR®@emplajeedated 4 e mai | s
January 12, 2019 to February 7, 261 Il these emails requested or encouraged the Kia@yo

60 SeeExhibit 9.
61 This is the same email and reply pided by Theo Hamilton referenced aboveEakibit 8.
62 Exhibit 11.
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conduct a nationwide search for a nexecutiveDirector. The emails expressed various
sentiments such as:

1 The city of Louisville deservesirectorwho is compassionate about public service
transit and its most valuable asset, the employees that this\city.

f Find someone to replace Bar r yrdstarwhoer . He d
cared about public transit and its most valuable st employees and worked with
them.
We need someone | i ke Barry Barker so we do
We deserve ®irectorwho gets behind the employees with continuous support.
The current interinDirectordoes not seem interested in suppori®RCé s mo st
valuable assét its employees.

1 We deserve Birectorwho provides support and is interested in growth and
improvement for the city and those who work to make it better.
We deserve Birectorwho will support the employees moving our city forward.
We deserve Birectorthat will stand behind ARC employees with continuous support.
l tds i mportant nmsloptbut o thé gitizensof Louisville timet anibbes
drivers andTARC employees have a strong relationship and are able to work together to
make Louisville better.
Conduct a nationwide search for a nBwector.
Although there is only one Barry Barker, ihérim person in place has no regard for our
union and continually demonstrates blatant disregard for our legal contract.
One writer expr ess e BxeatweDreetorof TARG iatryingitd he i nt

make all the Employees@ARCt o0 get paid every two weeks inst
writer went onto say that the interibirectorwa s | et t i ng e mp/|l [doegmts know
get his way he wil |l f i nlddedaheemsay withiibhe gtegrneedyto u f i r

know exactly what is going on @ARC and need to help the employee3 ARC to make sure

that they have a jobo without the threat of g
These concerns appear to havenbleegely ignored or dismissdy the Mayor and his

office. Neither the Mayor nor Deputy Mayor indicated that they personally investigated these

concerns. This investigation validated many of the concerns expressed in these emails. A

thorough vetting othese concerns may have given pause to the promotion of RiEgedative
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Directoror provided | eads to uncover Riscob6s prope

caused a reevaluation as to whether Risco should be promoted on a permanent basis.

1. Additional Witnesses WITNESSES21,22,AND 23

In addition, Witnesse®1, 22, and 23 were lorgne employees &tARC with 22, 29
and 35 years a#xperienceregectively. Two of them had supervisory or managerial roles in
the operationaside ofTARC. All threestated they were mistreated by Risecaresigned out of
fear of being fired and losing their pensiofdis mistreatmenmay ultimately result iInTARC
making financial settlements with théfh.

Witnesses 21, 22, and 23 along witk timion officials and employees who emailed the
Mayor asdiscussed abovend many others SIARC could have providethput about Risco to
the Mayor and’ARC board before he was promoteddrecutiveDirectorthat likely would
have at least given pause topating Risco, if noprompting a search for a new candidate.

However, no such vetting was conducted.

C. SUMMARY 7 LACK OF DUE DILIGENCE ONPROMOTION

This investigation determined that there was virtually no due diligence performed when
Risco was promotedHad a background investigation been perforiélikely that sufficient
negative information would have been developed to eliminate Risco as a suitable candidate.

One of the best practices thafrequently used by companies when hiring or promoting
an executive is referred to as a 360 review or referefbés business practice seeks input from
subordinategpeers and superior®\ 360-degreeaeference check helps to form a more objective
picture of the possible candidate than the candidate wowabpron their owror provided by
close friend$* This was not done when Risco was initially hired nor when he was permanently

promoted tdExecutiveDirector.

63 As of the writing of this report, the attorney for these witnesses indicated that no settlements havadeeen
64 Seenttps://yespartners.com/whiata-360-degreereferencecheckandwhy-is-it-important/

https://www.dhrinternational.com/about/triptheckassessment/36feqgreereferencing/
https://www.opm.gov/policadataoversight/assessmeahnd-selection/othenssessment
methods/refereneehecking/
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https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/assessment-and-selection/other-assessment-methods/reference-checking/
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/assessment-and-selection/other-assessment-methods/reference-checking/

Had a 360 review been conducthating the initial hiring of Risco as well as before he
was promoted, it is likely thate would not have been hired or promotibeéreby, preventing the
severeadversdinancialimpact and emotional toll on so mampRC employees in addition to
the signifcant adverse impact M ARC6 s r eput ati on both | ocally

VIll.  WRONGFUL CONDUCT
A. SEXUAL HARASSMENT
This investigation disclosed significant sexual harassment by Risco that is consistent with

that of a sexual predat®t.A sexual predator is a perswho seeks out sexual contact with another
person in a predatory or abusive manner. Those who exploit others in a sexual manner may not be
just seeking sex. Rather, they see sex as a form of dominance and’&dhetlehavior desribed
by many witnesses is consistent with this definitBi. s coo6s behavi or exhi bi
control and have dominance over his victims.
As with sexual predators in general and, specifically, Risco:
The workplace provides an arena for theskdviors. The perpetrator has leverage over
his victim who is a subordinatdde knows that she is unlikely to inform because she
thinks she will not be believed, that she will lose her job, or perhaps lose opportunity to
advance at all in her chosen liokework. The victim also thinks that the people in charge
will support the perpetrator, especially if he is welbwn and important to the
reputation and success of the organization.
Throughout this investigatiomumerous victims described a feelwfthelplessness and a
fear of losingtheif ob or the potential for advancement
overtures They feared reporting him for fear of the repercussimisfear theyvould notbe
believed. Some witnesses expresdbdrewas a culture of sexual harassmamnd sexual
innuendo and fraternity like culture at TAR@yond just RiscoMany of the witnesses wanted

their full story presented so that the public could see the complete @oaitba it would not

65 hitps://www.webmd.com/sepelationships/signsexual
predator#:~:text=A%20sexual%20detor%20is%20a,a%20predatory%200r%20abusive%20manner.&text=While
%20some%20sexual%20predators%20attempt,many%20are%20child%20sexual%20predators

66 |d
87 hitps://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/insitte-criminalmind/201712/thehinking-processesexual
predators
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be Abrushed under carpet. o0 They st astorgaut.t hi s m
Consequently, kdepth witness summaries are being provided.

The followingis a summary of what these victims and witnesses experienced

WITNESS 1

Witness lhas a Bachelor of Science degree from the University of Texas at Dallas. Her
degree is in Finance and Economics. She also has experience in both finance and economics to
include rate, studies for governmental entities, capital impnews, compliance with consent
decrees and management consultfhg.

Witness Istated that about 13 years ago she started working with Metropolitan Sewer
District (MSD) of Greater CincinnatiShereported to Tony Parrottho was theCincinnati
MSD Executve Director. She served in that capacity along with about seven of her employees
for over ten years. MParrott then went to Louisville MS#. After working with him so long,
they kept in touchIn addition, &ie kept in touch witictoria Johnson wh Jacobs Engineering
which also did work for Cincinnati MSD.

Shereceiveda call from Victoria Johnson with Jacobs and Tony Padaing which
theysaidthat TARC was their local transauthority,andthe ExecutiveDirectorneeded some
helpgetting a handle on understanding his finances. This was probably at the end. of 2018
Parrottaskedwitness 1if she would be willing or interestad discussing with th& ARC
ExecutiveDirectorwhatshe could do fof ARC.

At that time,a meeting waset upwith Witness 1 Parrott, RiscaJohnson andeff
Dingl e. They met January 30, 2019.,Atthet Br endo
same timeParrottandthe Louisville MSD werehostingsomekind of conference symposiuff.

She advised thas ihow she came to Louisville atithtshe had no knowledge ®ARC or Risco

prior to that time.

58 Witness 1 pruided copies of messages between Witness 1 and Riss® messages included discussions with

others ivolved in this case which provide greater clar8geExhibit 19.

59t should be noted that in 2016 the Ohio State Auditor conducted a forensic audit of the Cincinnati MSD looking at
financial improprieties while Parrott was its Executive Director. Thitaeaport disclosed numerous deficiencies

that included questionable sole source contracts and other improprieties. Witness 1 was referenced in this audit as

one of these sole source contracts. Ironically, Witness 1 obtained a sole source contigaR®itpproved by

Risco shortly after this introduction to her.

“When Parrott was interviewed, he recalled the conferer
highlights upcoming opportunities to do business with MSD.
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During this initial meetingWitness 1came away with the feeling that Risco did not have
much of a filter when he spoke. She gave as an example a discussion between Parrott and Risco
in which they joked about what one should give a mistress for Christmas.

Later that evening, Risco text®ditness 1to see if she had gone out drinking following
the dinner meeting apparently wanting to join her if she had done so. She responded that she had
not.

The next evening a dinner meeting was hel d
encarragedWitnesslt o downl oad the app called ASignal o
can send a message, but it is deleted after a certain period ofMitmess Imentioned to Jeff
Dingle, who she had dated in the pakat Risco seemed very aggressineaning that he
seemed to be suggesting things that seemed inappropriate for the two of them just having met.

Risco told her he was an advocate for small businesses like hers and, especially,
minority-owned businesses. She believed his comment staghthat she might have an
opportunity to get business frofARC. After she got back home to Texas, Risco contacted her
and talked about a need for financial improvemeitARC. They discussed a contract for
$30,000 for a threwo-four-month period.Withesslt ol d Ri sco shedéd take a
if the contract amount was paid in a lump sum. Risco invited her back to Louisville to attend a
TARC Board meeting so the board members could meet her. He told her, however, that she
could notwearhe hair brai ded because it | ooked fitoo
increased, she came to learn what he wanted his women to lookhkkeranted them to wear
their hair in a certain way and overall look a certain way.

Following the board meimg, Risco asketlitness lwhat hotel she was staying at. She
told him the Galt House. Risco suggested that they go have a drink together which they did.

After having a few drinks at the Galt House, Risco stated he wanted tWitakss 1back to

herroom. It was apparent that he wanted to have some type of sexual activity with her. She told
Risco that she was on her cycle but he responded that it was no problem to him. That evening
they only had oral sex. The next night Risco came back and wasagsertive with her and

despite the fact she was on her cycle, they did have sexual intercdlitsess Inoted that

Risco is a big guy and that she felt like she needed to comply with his request because she felt

intimidated by him.
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After the sexubencounter, Risco got up and said he needed to facetime his wife. The
next dayWitness lattended meetings with Risco and he acted like nothing had happened the
night before.

Witness Inoted that Risco was the type of person who expected you to rasptents
and calls immediately.

The next day Risco was textiWgitness 1using the Signal app. During this text session,
she mentioned that Al 6m not the mistress type
In April 2019at a conference held in Dallas, Risco had a suite at the Ritz Carlton Hotel. In
addition to Rsco,Witness 4andWitness 1(Gattended the conference. Risco stated/iimess 1
that they were going to have a pregame conference in his room. When tHerttalesarrived
in his room, he said to them if efikelytoget oss t hi
fféed. O Dur i nWitnegshlds mestbiamg, t e xt e Witnkss 10. Ri sci
had taken her wedding ring off oalndhgthhernowo mme nt
beingavailable for sexual activity.

Attending thisconference was a person named Lee Green who had obtained a contract
with TARC but, according t&Vitness 1 did not do anythingWitness Imentioned to Green that
Risco made inappropriate comments and needed executive coaching because of the way he
conduckd himself. At the end of the meeting for the day while walking back to her hotel room,
Risco pushedlvitness lagainst the wall and tried to sodomize her. She described it as rather
violent and that Risco seemedwabapse Rismdid and di
compl ete the act and didnét seem to care that
Witness Ifound a way not to connect with Risco or the other memberaBIC.

The next occasion in whidWitness linteracted in person with Risco was in May of
2019 whenTARC hosted the Mobility Conference for the American Public Transportation
Association (APTA). This event was held in Louisville from Maj i#ifrough May 22¢. On
May 19", ToddMasonof ColoniallLife had set up a dinner at whitlitness 8wvas present along
with India Rogers. During this dinner Risco mentioned that he was dissatisfied WARG
employee nameWitness 4 Withess1 i st ened t o Ri sWitneSssdandistated us si o
that heshould just fire herWithess s comment s seemed to embarras
meeting was held at the 8Up Restaurant in Louisville, Kentucky. At the conclusion of the

dinner, Risco was upset witNitness Ifor embarrassing him in front 8¥itness 8 Risco sent
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her a very long text stating thétitness lhad embarrassed him. He then called her and was
crying and very emotional.

The next day Risco was scheduled to be the keynote speaker for the conference. In
preparation for his presentation sBo became upset that the equipment for his presentation was
not working. Once again, he broke down and began crvithess Istated that it was
apparent that Risco vacillated between being a bully or a little W6§ness 1described him as
being vey predatory. In her consulting services, bhsfinever seen anyone like him and his
emotional outbursts. She spent much of her time with Risco coaching him on professional and
executive conductWitness lalso noted that Risco appeared to enjoy thelight and seemed
to get an adrenaline rush from being the focus of attention.

During a break in the conference, Risco said/ttmess lthat they should go get a drink.
They went to a bar described Wijtness la s a  fogA&ey beigairr the bafor a short
period of ti me, Ri sco commented that there we
they gotowitness®s room at the Galt House.

When they got back to her room at the Galt House, Risco suggested that they have sex as
it would hdp to calm him down.Witness Inoted that as a consultant she was concerned about
being marginalized or minimalized in front of other people at conferences like the one that was
occurring in Louisville on this occasion. Risco seemed to use this conamamipulate her and
other employees. She noted that these conferences were an opportunity for her to cultivate other
new clients and she did not want to fAblow the
another client andedwmadoutw@nd Risco to O

During this conference, Risco was fueled by the attention he was receiving. He liked
being around goctboking people and successful people. He enjoyed havitigess 10and
Witness lwith him as he met people at the conference. Thisecente came shortly after Risco
had been appointdgixecutiveDirector. Witness Inoted that when he was promoted to the
ExecutiveDirectorpositons he coul d see a shift in Risco and
|l 6m in power . O

Shortly thereafter, Rco askedVitness 1to be on an interview panel to hire Assistant
ExecutiveDirector. Witness Inoted that a lot of people ®ARC did nothave much
management experience and bbéeved shdelped raise the professionalisnT&RC. One of

the candidates for this position was a person named RHaadyz Risco seemed excited about
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being able to hire someonérantzwasRi scobés preference for the po
thought he was thgtrongest candidate. Althouginantzwas a strong candidate, Risco seemed
to like the fact that he did not have transit experience or lacked transit industry knowledge so that
he could control and manipulate the new employ&@antzhad worked at Gener&lectric and
the Jefferson Public School System.
Ri sco seemed enamored with conFtantzsdnioutng @ wh
an email about key performance indicators. Risco was upsétrdrazsent the email out to the
Staff. Risco andVitness lwent to the Brown Hotel where Risco once again became emotional
and said he needed a drink.
Following this activity Witness Istated that she was going to take an Uber back to her
hotel in the NuLu area of Louisville. Risco became upset bylésre to take an Uber and
directed her to get into hiBARC vehicle. When she sat down in the vehicle, she was having
trouble getting the seatbelt f asWiaeassld. Ri sco
responded, AWho dog ytoaw?d ,hitnk whiudh eRitsad kimes pc
you, bitch. o This ar gument "$tredioleodisvikelvithithe t hey
wi ndows down on the car. Risco yelled at her
| 6ve evietrh.de®al At wt Withess Igob dutrot the icam whilei henxantinued to
yell at her. She recalls him yelling out the
Witness 1sent a text tdVitness 1(about the situation anitness 1dresponded witla
question, f Avitness walked fookn & $teét towards her hotel in NuLu. She
remembers walking past a lot of homeless people as she walked back to henitotds 1
lamented that she was here in Louisville trying to dgdigryet she was having to deal with the
emotional outbursts and demands of Risco. The next morning, which was a Sunday, she went to
church withWitness 10
On Monday Witness lwent to work aiTARC. Risco did not speak to her during the
day. On Tuesdagisco wanted to meet with her before she left to go back home. Risco
suggested that they go to his apartment where he apologiitukss Istated that she had never
had anyone talk to her like that personally or professionally.
The next personal eaanter with Risco was at a conference in Tampa in July of 2019.
The conference was entitled Conference of Minority Transportation Officials (COMTO). The

conference was held from July®hrough July 186. During this conferenc
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to Witness landWitness 10 0 A participant at the conferenc
comment edRiscb¥So e ngaroaur age | i Wimes€Clwaswugsetleeihng Angel s
reduced to thislescription During the conferenc#yitness lencountered WaynRobinson
from New York who was a former Army officer. In a discussion about Risco, Robinson
commented that he did not think Risco was a former Army offiéer.
Throughout the conference, there were times Wh@ness lwas able to break away
from Ris®. She stated that she amitness 1@lid notwant to have to listen to him talk about
women he has had sex with. Risco became upsétitra¢ss Iwas not spending more time
with him and called her and stated that they needed to meet to discuss teat @atit TARC.
She went to his room and rather than discuss her contract he pulled up her dress and initiated
sexual intercourse with heWitness Iwas tremendously upset about this stating that she had
worked so hard to make a name for herself argpatation and this is what her life had become.
Witness ldescribed herself as being very disgusted with Risco but worried about losing her
contract. Witness 1told Witness 1Gabout this andVitness 1Qesponded thatitness 1should
go talk to Risco.
In September of 201%itness lalong with Riscattended the Annual Legislative
Conference of Congressional Black Caucus in Washington, Wi@ess Istated that this was a
Abi g staged for Risco and that Riinstlisevenmtas f eel
During one night while attending the conference, Risco sent 34 emails or text messages to his
Staff between midnight and 5 a.nwitness 10vas very upset about this the next morning.
Witness 1told Risco that hehould nohavesend emails or texts like that because he is creating
a hostile work environment. He yelledviiitnessl A Youd6r e al ways critici:
occurred at the Conrad Hotel in Washington, D.C.
Ri scobds emotional out burasea Malk ¥oba,abdback i n a p
celebrity, was nearby and observed what was happening. He walked over to tiwnéable
Risco had steppedawaynd st ated, AAs a bl ack man, I coul
stated tdVitness lthat he saw her shrinkingassRt o was getting bigger.
going to intervene and invite you to my table

“A request f otemiRdrysecards was madentp theeU.S. Army Human Resource Command at
Ft. Knox, Kentucky, which maintains records of Army veterans. As of this writing, a redacted copy was provided
indicating Risco served 5 years in the Army and left at the rank d¢éhiant.Exhibit 7.
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Witnesslwas spending time with Yoba. He remarked
t oé d&VEnessl. O Ris@loowsasahout Winesshs attention to
During the same occasion, a woman named Carmen, who was a transvestite, walked up

to them. During an offhanded discussion, there was some question raised how one can tell
whether the transvestite person ima n . Ri sco responded, fAWhen it

Risco did not attend the Congressional Black Caucus Conference prodkaimsss 1
stated Risco loved being seen and appeared not to be used to money or celebrities.

In October of 2019Witness land Riscattended the American Public Transportation
Association (APTA) Conference held in New York City. During this conferenimess 1
stayed in a room witkVitness 10 Witness Iwent to dinner one evening with Malik Yoba while
attending lis conference. Risco became very upset about this. He was also upsétribss 1
did notwant to do things with himWitness Inoted that after the way Risco had acted at the
Tampa conference shas notgoing to capitulate to his demands which mhitke upset.

In October of 2019Witness 1started dating someone and Risco seemed to escalate his
retaliation against her. He called her on an
need a contract with you .theboardHhad aitharizechavcentractat i o n
approximately one month after the October conference. ¥figress ldeveloped a boyfriend,

Risco hadWitness Ireport to Randyrantz Shortly after taking over ik responsibility Frantz
askedher what she had derover the past year.

In January 2020)Vitness 1GencouragedVitnesst o At ake on &Vitnessr t he
10noted thaWitnesslc ont r ol | e d Witness Ilbes to manipulasdVitness 1
because it helped/itness 10with her relationship with Riscowitness 1oted that how
Riscdd s r el at Witnass hwap gommfliehcedhow he interacted and behaweih
TARC employeed when the relationship waging well he treated ARC employees better

Throughout herelationship with Risco, both Ran#yantzandWitness 10wvould
oftentimes go to her asking her to speak to Risco about issues\éiness lhad such a close
working relationship with Risco.

Toward the en@019, Witness 1 had conversations with Fzatiout her contract and
deliverables.She had had an extended conversation Ri#imtzaroundJanuary2020about the
hostile environment and that she felt like ttisnand for deliverablasas retaliation because it

was coming out of nowhere. She stadbd talkedo Frantz &#out some of the challenges dmel
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responded A Wel | Ryoius kgioiviRisgao tSloe added that Frantad witnessed a
lot of the offcolor jokes. Witness felt like shewasa t ar get of Riasacods beca
boyfriend and was n o0t She giated tiey had this thimgevherejinher Ri s c o
observation, they would pick whom they were bullying.
RegardingWitness 10Witness Istated that after having a meetingh her attorney
Thomas Clayat whichWitness 10vas preseniVitness Ireceived a text message frafitness
10t hat stated, fAThought you wer aVNitmss Isfatedtien d an d
there are big issues witARC managementShestated that RandyrantzandWitness 10
watched her be bullied by Risco.
Witness lalso noted that Todd Mason from California served in the military with Risco
and was a 2year friend of Risco. Mason had noted at one time that he thought weight was an
issue for Risc@andthe reason he got out of the militaiWitness 1believes that Mason was
awarded a contract withRARC and gave a $10,000 kickback to Risco for gettingithRC
contract. The moneyayhave been paid to Riscood6s wife.
Witness 1noted that although Risco was paid well there were times when he did not
seem to have enough monayitness 10 ef erred t o t hese OAMtoeassi ons
1 believed that Risco had three children in college andhbusesand he wargd to give the
appearance of great wealtkVitness 1 oftentimes paid for the meals when they were out with
Risco. Witness 1 would then be reimbursed for travel costsTRRC. Witnessl believed
that Risco spent to the limit of hIARC credit card. @ one occasion he claimed that the credit
card had been stolen biitness 1believes it really had not been stolen.
Witness lalso again referenced a check for $6000 to Lee Green who she did not believe
did any work forTARC. She had also heard thatther company got a $25,000 contract with
TARC but performed no work.
Risco was very intentional about when he shared power with people. He used the ability
to isolate and compartmentalize people to control them.
Witness lwas on an interview panelhenWitness 5was interviewed for a position at
TARC. Risco did not |ike her becausddmhe was t

?During this investigation, di s ccomslibounabtaining Risfbemee | d wi t h
his wifeds bank records. At the conclusion of this di:
various reasons to include deferring to law enforcement authorities and not delay the end of the investigation.
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like her hair. Witness lthought thawitness 5was the most qualified for the position. Instead,
Risco promadd Witness 1(because she fit what he desired and referenced what she called the
Apaper bag testo (reference to the color of s
Risco seemed to prey on single moms \igness land other femal@ ARC employees.
Witness Inoted that she had one ame and depended on thARC contract. Risco wore her
down and she was afraid to break away for fear of losing the contraCIlARE. Risco would
use offcolor descriptions of some of tHARC employees. He referenc®dtnessda s fbr i sket
pusy0 meaning tender.
Witness lalso noted other perceived improprieties about Risco. She cited an instance
when Risco wasupposed tbe in Washington, D.C., to meet Senator Mitch McConnell but did
not make the trip claiming that he had had an accidéfiiness Ibelieves that Risco was simply
hung over and missed his flight.
Witness lalso believes that Risco was always trying to enrich himself. She believes
moving of the Pardransit contract to another company was done so for inappropriate reasons.
She suggested that that contract deal be looked at very carefully. She also questioned the
propriety of a contract with the Colonial Insurance Compaffitness Inoted that many of
these contractual arrangements changed after Risco took dvsRat
It wasWitness®s opinion that Barry Barker had a |
ExecutiveDirectorat TARC and thalTARCl| acked checks and bal ances;
his power and so the lack of checks and balances did not create the problenasctsider
Risco. She stated that Risco took advantage of the broken sysiefiR@. She noted that
Cedric Powell of thEARCboar d may have known about Riscob6s
eye. It was her opinion that the board should have knoven was going on &tARC. She
believed that there is no system in place to say anything about mismanagement or inappropriate
behavior Wi t ness 1 stated that she did go to the b
any of the members. She nevadta speaking role.
She also noted that Risco looked down on union and hourly employees and believed that
they lacked sophistication. Risco was upset that the union was against him. Risco seemed to
like yes people and people he could easily manipuldteiscodid notlike a personFrantz
would act on those sentiments and act hostil e

Risco would make an inappropriate statement, such as when Risco would cough and he would
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make an offhanded remark like " Got some bad cooFratzwould ot hair
laugh.

Risco would oftentimes reminditness 1GandFrantzabout how much they were being
paid as a mechanism to manipulate them.

Witness Imentioned that an employee by the namgR&DACTION #1]was
terminated for having a sexual relationship with a person n&xiegss 2 Risco fired
[REDACTION #1]becausée allegediyhadii z er o t ol erance for sexual
did not want to promoté/itness2b e c au s e s h e Winess Istatedahatrthe euttureo
involving women alfTARC was highly inappropriate. ReferencifREDACTION #1], she
statedthat he seemed to be a polite professional but that Risco hafRIERACTION #1]to
get into a black executiveds group in Louisvi
black women.

She mentioned that Risco ké&fpfitness 4on as an employee tause she knew people in
t he may o Winess thélievesethal. ARC receives at least $70 million from the federal
government and that some of the activities that she observed discussed during the interview may
have involved some of those federatdis. Finally Witness Inoted thaWitness 10vas the
liaison to the board and, obviousWitnesslk new of Ri scobés behavior b
the board.

Witness 1 stated Rissbas 603 0 and .a&ayellednipecgeamanhd ma n
frightered employees they could befred She st ated hedd give you e
text about what happened t otofurtherpisietimidatiom di dnot

Risco sent Witness 1 many sexually explicit text messages and picBlmregrovided a
copy of those messages and pictiire.

Witnesslwas of the opinion Risco wélenshgandst a p
Witness 10wvould compare what he had said to each of them and there would be completely two
versions of the storyThey both also noticed thétRiscodid notlike someone, Randyrantz
di dnodt dithek 8he bbsesved that Framtzuld notspeak up iRiscowas saying
something inappropriate. She stakgdntzwould be rightthere e ei ng some of Ri sc

inappropriate behavior but not do anythingople in the organization startachlling them

3 Exhibit 19.
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Frick and Frack becaus e SheecatedywwkadwiRmséowass epar at e

upset, Randy was right there and you really felt like there was nowhere to run, nowhere to hide.

WITNESS2
Witness 2 was contacted by [REDACTIGAM] about a job opening at TARC. She had
taken a class at University of Louiligitaught by [REDACTION #1].

When Witness 2 began her employment at TARC, [REDACTION #1] was the Director
of Marketing. He also had a company called [REDACTION #2] Advertising Agency. It was a
public relations business. When Witness 2 was hiredyshieed under [REDACTION #1]. He
frequently had her doing work for his personal businesses. He had her preparing brochures and

flyers for him for his private business.

Her duties at TARC included working on graphics, social media, event planning and t
help with marketing matters.

After being hired, she had a conversation with [REDACTION #1] about her salary which
she thought was going to be $60,000. After Risco was hired, [REDACTION #1] had Witness 2
compose an email to Risco asking for a payerais

After she was hired, Witness 2 observed [R
employee Witness 5 to be unprofessional. She told [REDACTION #1] he needed to be more
pleasant and cordial towards her. She believes that [REDACTION #1] saw Witness foag a st
woman who would set boundaries. Both Witness 5 and Witness 2 were employees under
[REDACTION #1]. [REDACTION #1] found it easier to go to Witness 2 because she did not

have as strong of a personality as Witness 5.

At one time Witness 5 waasked to pose for a picture in front of a bus which was taken
in front of a pole. [REDACTION #1] made an offhanded remark about the pole referencing
strippers using poles at nightclubs. Wi tness

A

requestedandéht s he didnét find what he said humor ou

[REDACTION #1] would take Witness 2 to various meetings instead of his assistant.
Witness 2 stated that she was often taken to business meetings that she really did not need to

attend. She recalled an event hatidthe Funds for the Arts in March of 2019 as an example.
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In the summer of 2019 during the months of June or July, President Trump made a visit
to Louisville. At about that time, [REDACTION #1] made a reference to a website called
Ashley Madison whichwas a site for married people to find others interested in pursuing
infidelity. [REDACTION #1] used that reference (Ashley Madison) to bring up the topic of
infidelity. He referenced another girl as his work wife. She recalled this incident because she

was on a project to provide signage for detour of TARC buses during the Trump visit.

In September of 2019, Witness 2 accompanied [REDACTION #1] to Indianapolis to
meet with IndyGo (Indianapolis public transportation entity) officials. The purpose afip to
visit with IndyGo officials was to determine what they did for marketing. At the time, Risco
wanted to use an outside company called NIMBUS. Originally, the trip was to besauttup
backin-oneday trip. On the day of the trip, [REDACTION #b]d her that the trip had been
approved for an overnight stay and he had been approved to take his car and rent two hotel

rooms.

When they arrived in Indianapolis, they met with the officials from IndyGo for about a
two-hour meeting. At the conclusi®mf the meeting, the IndyGo officials stated that they did not
deem it necessary to use an outside marketing firm. [REDACTION #1] and Witness 2 agreed to
convey that information to Risco when they returned. They also planned to meet the IndyGo

officials for dinner that evening.

At the conclusion of the meeting, Witness 2 and [REDACTION #1] went to the hotel.
The two of them got onto the elevator and went to the fourth floor of the hotel. When they got to
the fourth floor and went to the room, [REDA@N #1] informed her that they only had one
room and they would be staying together in the hotel room. Witness 2 panicked and thought to
herself, AWhat am | going to do? Who am | go
and she felt extremelyncomfortable.

A short time later, [REDACTION #1] said he had to go to the store. He came back with
Margarita mix and Tequila from the store. He encouraged her to drink. He kept filling up her
cup. Although they were supposed to meet the IndyGoia8ifor dinner, [REDACTION #1]

said that the officials had canceled the meeting.
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Witness 2 and [REDACTION #1] then went to a hamburger restaurant close to the hotel.
When they got back to the hotel, [ REDACTI ON #
relationship. o He kissed her and then began
back on the bed and had sexual relations with her. She believes the trip was on Septémber 20
Witness 2 does napecificallyrecall what happened wh@REDACTION #1] initiated the

sexual contact as sheobds tried to block out t h

The drive back to Louisville was extremely uncomfortable with no discussions regarding
the prior night. However, when they returned to Louisville, [REDAQY I1] started to shun
Witness 2. When they got back to Louisville, they were supposed to attend a Pride event.
[REDACTION #1] told Witness 2 she did not need to go even though she felt it was part of her
job responsibilities and did go. [REDACTION ##&ftithe event when Witness 2 arrived.

During her employment at TARC, [REDACTION #1] also would look through her phone
and look at pictures on her phone which she found improper. He would also tell her in code
what she needed to wear to work with thdebi2, H3, indicating types of heels that she was

supposed to wear.

Sometime | ater, as it was approaching [ RED
Al 6m going to get us an RSVP for my birthday.
Witness2rggonde d, Al 6m not going. O Witness 2 then
her, fAHow do you stop this??0 Witness 2 did
short time later, Witness 10 who was then the chief of staff called her basktsslthe matter.

Included in that meeting was Witness 4 who wadtinector of Diversity and Inclusion.

She told both Witness 4 and Witness 10 what had happened. About three weeks later,
[REDACTION #1] was very quickly escorted out of the building. He was required to sign a
nondisclosure agreement. Witness 4 took the nondisclosure to Risco who tolteheittap.

Witness 4 told Witness 2 that there was no record of what had happened to her. Witness 2 then
obtained a lawyer to assist her with the matter. Witness 2 left TARC in August 2020. She
receivedongs ear 6 s sever ance p0yplusipaid ott foeheryavatiantirne. o f $5

Her attorney received $11,000 of that money.
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After Witness 2 had reported [ REDACTI ON #1
Witness 4 | ater came into Witness Dasko®fice
indicating that she could withdraw her complaint against [REDACTION #1]. After
[REDACTION #1] left, two people were left in the department who were Jeremy Priddy and

Witness 2 and at t hat ti me, Witness 5 who bec

During hertenure at TARC, she described the environment as fraternity like. There was
frequently cursing in the meetings. Ri sco wo
this because Witness 2 frequently wore different wigs to work. At times, Witfegssistant
Director Frantz and Jeremy Priddy would also make the same remarks to her which she thought

were very inappropriate.

't was Wit ne sWitneéadwas nopdoingiher job andhtlat people did not
feel safe going to her with compilgs. After the termination of [REDACTION #1], Kim
Blanton, Human Resourcés r ect or, came to Witness 2 and sa
This has been one of the quietest investigat:.
that the incidet involving [REDACTION #1] had been kept secret within the organization.
With regard to the Assistant Executive Director Frantz, he always left the impression that you

needed to do better or you would get fired.

Witness 2 always felt like she was gpito be fired. She received constant questioning
about what she was doing. She found Frantz to be demanding and aggressive. She observed
joking between Risco and Frantz during which they calighess 4a liar. Frantz would laugh
about those comment&rantz and Risco had a propensity of tearing down employees. She

found the overall environment at TARC to be very toxic.

She also noted that the-©ommunication Manager made racial jokes. When he was
scheduled to go to an Urban League event, hemad ¢ o mment , A Wi | | |l be s
a reference to black people being criminals. On another occasion, she had made reference to a
gym close to TARC anthe exCommunication Managere sponded, @ADo | need
0

wal | et i fThéexgGommunication®&nagérad access t al | Ri sco
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WITNESS6

Witness @retired from the Army as a Sergeant First Class. She received a Psychology
Degree from Campbell University and a Counseling Degree from Webster Univ&isihess6
entered into the Army when she was 24. She completed 20 years of service with the Army. She
retired out of Fort Knox.

Toward the end of her career, she participated in a program for senior officers. This
program provided opportunities for retiring military persons to obtain experience in the civilian
workforce. The goal of the program was to help retirees to transatiowmilian life. TARC was
one of the agencies that had agreed to participate in the program.

Someone fronTARC reached out tdVitness &o see if she would be interested in an
internship withTARC. Her initialformal contact was a call from Risco whalled her to come
in to be interviewedWitness3vas Ri sco00s assistant at the tim
by Risco, theDirectorof Human Resources (Kim Blanton) and Dieectorof Diversity and
Inclusion. Following the interview, she received an email from Risco congratulationg her
being accepted intitheinternship withTARC. Witness Gunderwent the interview during the
summer of 2018. She was initially hirad annternin June 2018. The internship was during
the months of June and July of 2018. She was later hired into a fulltime permanent position on
August 6, 2018.

Risco told her he was looking to create an executive assistant position. He told her that
he had sevedten years in the Armgnd was medically discharged. During her employment
under the internship program, her title vi@sef of StaffFellowship. Her role was to get to
know all theDirectors at TARC and the projects in which they were involved. drisvanted her
to providehim insight on the different projects Hrectors were handling.

During her internship, Risco acted in a mentor capacity. Risco took her to various board
meetings in Louisville to acquaint her with people in the city. Eamlin her internship, she
found Riscob6s relationship with her to be too
He often talked to other employees not as a boss. He would share more of his personal life with
her than she thought appropriate.

Before she began her internship, Risco sent her several text messages. She recalled one
text message in which he stated that she should come out to join him and others who were out at

a bar one eveningwitness 6Bwas reluctant to comply with his reque&the replied to Risco that
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she was busy at present. He responded that i
night, she sent him another text stating that
still o u tWitness@dedinalchis tfferdWitness 6Gstated that she had actually looked
for other employment before being hiredbARCb ecause of Ri scob06s behavi
hiredto a permanent position
After she was hired byARC in the internship program, Risco went temHExecutive
DirectorBarry Barker asking to create an Executive Assistant position. Risco stated that he
needed help with thBirectors while he traveled to attend conferences.
Witness Bwvas hired as a permanent employe€hef of Stafffor Risco onAugust 6,
2018. Risco stated he needed her to monitor and manage major projects while he was gone. He
wanted her to make sure tBb@ectors were moving projects along. It wastness ® s
responsibility to keep him informed about what Efeectors weredoing and the progress on
projects to which they were assignatfitness 6was initially hired at a salary of $75,000. At
the time, Risco briefed the board on his need for an asdmteBarker did the initial hire of
Witness 6 Witness 6hoted that &the time it seemed that Barker was allowing Risco to run
TARCi n preparation for Barkero6s departure.
She observethat soon after being hired on a permanentbRsiss c o 6s behavi or
went from professional to inappropriate. In September 20iBess Gaccompanied Risco to an
APTA conference in Tennessee. Risco told his assistétitess 3to make reservations for
him andWitness 6 Risco took & ARC vehicle to the conferencelitness Grode along with
him in theTARC vehicle. She noted that Risco seemed to travel to conferences three to four

days before conference. On this occasion, Risco drove to Nashville two days prior to the

conference.

Whilei n t he car he made sever al i nappropri at e
going to be working closelyd and then said,
Witnessévas dumbf ounded and speechless byouthis co

I i ke wh Witness Bagsamed that comment came from information she had shared with

Withessaa bout her personal |ife. At the conferen

because youdre goi ng Winess @vas dinfbfoundeth by this @mmeito Ag
At breakfast the following mornindVitness 6sat with Risco. He was upset and stated

his wife was on the way to Nashvill e. Ri sco
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how miserable he was in his marriag®itness énoted that these random comments were made
throughout the conference and other times when she was with Risco. At lunch, Risco talked
about his conquests in coll ege. He observed
thegilskmw he wanted to Fé them. 0O Ri sco went on
Fé me. o Whi | e i ntoldN¥itsekswvai H d te , h Ri fslciok ead spus sy o0 ¢
t a s tSbesfouddall these comments troubling aegtremelyoffensive

One eveningluring the conference, Risco stated that he neddgtess 6o meet with
some contractors with whoARC might do business. She thought that the meeting was going
to take place at the bar where the conference was being held but Risco told her it baas at a
somewhere else in Nashville. It turned out to be some country westeWibaess 6stated that
there was much drinking going oithroughout the evenindriscowould make remarks about
girls in the bar that heéd |like to AF. ... O

On the way backo the hotel, Risco told the Uber driver to stop at a pizza place. Risco
then toldWitness éhe needed a Louisville girlfriend who would have the same risk of losing her
career as he wouldVitness &responded that she was not that type of girl. Risctirrued to
say that he needed a girlfriend to whom he could Véftness Gnterpreted this comment that
he wanted her to be his girlfriend.

Throughout the conference, they attended expensive dinners. She also observed Risco
and others drinking expsive drinks. She recalls at one time Risco and others drinking $200
shots of some type of liquor she thought was Pappy VanWinkle. During these expensive nights
out, there was no business discussgbe assumed Risco got reimbursed for these nights out.

Risco also made some offhanded remark that he waits peopleaarting he takes his
time to get revenge against people.

Ri sco mentioned he Ahated a bitcho because
Witness Grecalls that it was a white woman thv@m Risco was referring. She also noted that
everything seemed to be black oriented. She remembered him asking her if she knew how to
Aparty wi t h Whness @ek likgp seenanprityevhilée employed &tARC. Early in her
permanent position dIARC, Witness @orought in TRX straps which she used for her workouts.

Ri sco saw this and stated, il hit the |Jjackpot

swing.o That comméiiness#as made in front of
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Risco tended to latvitness eknow that he knew everyone with the implication that she
could not complain about his behavior. He had a reputation of hiring and firing people at will.
Oftentimes people were fired with a tv8entence letter.

Witness 6noted that there were no policies or procedures in place when she was hired for
her permanent job. She also noted that Risco created two new positions, \Witedss 10and
anotherfor Witness7. Witness @participated in the interviews for thesdbs§. Previously,

Witness7 had applied for a MarketinQirectorposition but Risco stated he was not going to
participate in the interviews because he did not think she could do the job.

Witness énoted that Risco seemed to hire people with whom heldalihgs in the past.

One person he mentioned was an employee by the ngiREDACTION #1]

After Witness7 had applied for the Marketingirectorposition, Risco concluded that
she was not qualified for the johVitness 7asked if she could meetthiRisco. Risco stated
that he did not believd/itness Avas qualified for the job. He mentioned that she was not
talented. Yet, a few months later, he created a new position, oWatfass 7and another for
Witness 10 After these positions were eted,Witness Gasked Risco how he was going to
measure the success of these people since there were no position descriptions or policies or
procedures concerning their new positions. Risco had previously criticized Barker for his lack of
policies while e was head dfFARC. Both women received substantial raises Wkahess 6
believed were close to $40,000.

Witness& i r st reported Ri sc o o6cemplianca gffgar\ditpess at e b
4. She notified the compliance officer on March 8,20la bout Ri scob6s sexual
inappropriate behaviorDuring this meeting with the compliance officéfitness Bvas in tears.

The compliance officer embraced her to provide comfort. After more than a month elapsed,
Witness Bwvent to the comjince officer to once again seek assistance. On Sunday, April 14,

2019,Withesse6s ent t he compliance officer a message s
Monday. | t Witmess Gorgvicled 2 @opytof her message that shetsetitness
4.74

The next dayWitness Gasked the compliance officer to come to her office and to close
the door. For a second tim#&jtness adiscussed her concerns about Risco and asked the

compliance offter about the complaint process and how her complaint would be handled and

74 Exhibit 12
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processedWitness éhoted that she had made a complaint two times to the compliance officer
and yet nothing was done. She noted that she had read the report pre@a&¢Chyhich
suggests that she only complained once in April of 2019.
Witness Grecalled that March 8, 2019, was the day after a leadership retreat in Louisville
held at the Louisville Leadership Office. She recalled that she attended a meeting late the night
before and had asked Risco if she could come in a little bit late because she was out late
conducting business. Risco belittled her in
this role. o
WhenWitness Bwvent to the compliance officer becauseédi e compl i ance of fi
Witness Gasked the compliance officer whether she could keep things confidential. The
compliance officer stated that she would write the information in her personal phone but not on
the internalTARC system to which Riscbad access. The compliance officer told her at that
time that others had complained that Risco wa
Witness Galso stated that the day before she was fired, she went to her therapist at the
Veterans Administration (April 16, 2019YVitness 6provided progress notes from her therapist
that indicatedVitness 6had previously been the victim of sexual abuse when she was a young
girl and that she felt like she was being revictimized now as an adult. The statement to the
therapistpriortohdo ei ng ter mi nated seems to support her
behavior.
Witness énoted that when she went to the compliance officer on Monday, April 15,
2019, the compliance officer seemed to be more distant and 3&lithess ¢ @Al gOGnt you. O
Wednesday, April 17, 2019Yitness 6wras scheduled to give Risco an update on projects. He
told her that he needed to talk to her. She assumed the meeting was concerning the projects and
her report concerning them.
ThatmorningWitness Bvas meeting with Human Resourd&isectorKim Blanton
about another employeebds use of personal days
you. O When they went to his office, Ri sco st
te'mnati ng your posi ti oWinéss6vdsmsonmtedioat of BWARC t her eaf
building. All access to the building and IT technology was removed. She was not permitted to
return to her office to collect her personal items. The secoidlf packed her thingsWitness 6

was shocked, surprised, and humiliated by the way she was terminated.
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Witnesséal so had made mention of Riscod0s behayv
2018. However, she did not report the Nashville inciteMARC officials at that time because
she did not feel there was anyone to whom she
impression that he knew everyone and that he was untouchable. Risco had told her that former
ExecutiveDirectorBarker had sought himut and that the board was very impressed by him.
She was worried that she did not have sufficient proof at the time to report the matter and it
would be her word against hiShe observed that Risco seemed to build a protective cocoon
around himself anthat he took advantage of the laxity of reporting mechanisms WithiRC.
She also noted that he seemed to have detailed information about h@fitifess 6
stated that she was unmarried and a single mom. Her satigshdnd she had become theea
provider for her grandchild. Consequently, she was fearful of losing her job.
She further stated that Risco was loud and abusive to female employees.
WhenWitness lwas hiredWitness Bwvas told that she was hired to assistness 6with
her job HoweverWitness lonly sat down withVitness &or one hour looking at a spreadsheet
and never provided any further assistance to her during her employm&R@t
On an occasion when a new payment system was being unV¥itedss Grode the bus
with Risco. During this occasion, he mentioned his various conepadisiding to the women
with whom he had sexual relations. At that time, Risco stated that he knows how to be discreet.
Witness @believed this was once again his effort to set theedimgher to be one of his
girlfriends. She observed that he would often undermine women.
Witness 6Galso noted that when she was initially emplgyRidco made observations that
there were a lack of policies and procedures under fdExecutiveDirectorBar k e r . Ri sco
initial opinion was Barker did not want to too many policies that might create an avenue for
drivers to cite and that he or other executiveBARC might potentially violate. Initially, Risco
observed tdWitness &hat in the militarythere were many policies and procedures in place.
LaterinWitness® s empl oyment when she mentioned the |
responded, AYoudbre so institutionalized. 0o and
When Witnes 6 was hired, she received no onbdeaithing,nor was she told to whom
to report conduct | ike Riscobs. She was neve

ExecutiveDirector,and she felt helpless to get Riscobs
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Witnessb6 stated that she felt the environment changed Wiigness lbecame involved
with Risco. AftelWitness Iwas hired, there were many closgabr sessions to whidlitness
6 was excluded. Risco seemed to be very rude to her and tended to undermine everything she
was trying to do.Witness 6stated that she later learned t4tness 1and Risco had discussed
her being terminated when they attended a conference in Dallgsribi2, 2019. Witness 6
was then terminated on April 17, 2019.

WITNESS3

Witness 3went to the University of Louisville Shelby Campus in 2018 and received a
Project Management Certificate. She has worked as an administrative assistant for 15 years.
Witness 3was initially hired to be the administrative assistant for Alyce French Johnson who
was theAssistant Executiv®irectorfor TARC. She was hired in August of 2016. When she
arrived afTARC, theAssistant Executiv®irectorhad just retired Witness 3hen served under
the ExecutiveDirectorBarry Barker through February of 2017. In February of 2&1§Gowas
hired to be théssistanExecutiveDirector.

The first time thaWVitness 3met Risco was when he camelARC for hisjob
interview. Hewasnot supposed to come to thARC office, but he decided to do so anyway.
Witness Xhen drove him to the interview location which wasMetro United Way office.
This would have been in December 2016 or January 2017. On the way to the interview location,
Risco stated that he came to TR C office because he wanted to see the facility before his
interview.

When Risco first started aiARC, Witness 3had a conversation with him during which
she offered to step aside if he wanted to select his own administrative assistant. At the time,
Witnessl0vas Barry Bar ker 6s admini str aWwinesse3 assi st ¢
did not conact anyone at MARTA to conduct any type of background investigation of him.

Sometime after Risco was hired, he confidevitness 3hat he had controlled female
employees at MARTA much like he was doingrf&RC. He explained to her that he would tell
his female subordinates that, AYou do this, a
comply, then he would minimize them or find a way to terminate them. Risco boasted that while
at MARTA when he did this and offered to provide pay increaspsdple the money did show

up and the people kept quiet because of the money they received from Risco.
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Witness3 hought that whoever served as Risco0s
might be able to provide insight into his behavior while he was@rad by MARTA.

Risco also told her that he had met someone in San Diego by the name of Barbara
Gannon who suggested that he meet with Barry Barker and explore employment opportunities
with TARC.

Witness Jecalled making binders for all the peopleo had applied for thAssistant
ExecutiveDirectorpositionin 2016.l ni t i al ly, Ri sco06s name was no
interviews. LaterWitness 3was directed to prepare a binder for Risco.

Witness 3described Risco as being overbearingtyanconsiderate, insensitive, cold,
and a narcissist who used profanity frequently.

DuringWitness® s tenure as Risco0s administrative
her to go to dinner with him or to go get drinks. Towards the end of theesasiay, he would
often say, fAWhere we going to have dinner or

Witness 3witnessed Risco attempting to solicit several employe@ARLC for sexual
favors. The names given wantness 7Witness 1landWitness 6 Witness 1lhad told
Witness 3hat Risco wanted sexual favors from h&/itness3 ol d her , fAReport it
but | dondt think t WingsdIdd thdtall parsogstaffected gy Ristoo ut i
were in fear that if they said something, they would lose their job. She went on to say that most
of the female employees were single moms who needed their jobSARG.

Witness Jecalled that whelitness6vas hi red as,RRiscod&scs wdad®i g
mad at him and allegedly said, AYou got yours
Witness &o theChiefof Staff position and pay her $75,000Vitness Bvas an Army veteran
who had been initiallyired through an internship program. She was hired at the same time that
Wanda Henderson and Brian (last namerecallegl were hired.

WhenWitness 6came toTARC, she was very happy and excited to be employed at
TARC. Soon after the first dinner g with Risco,Witness &old Witness 3hat she did not
think she could handle the situation with Risditness JecalledWitness 6once saying to
Ri sco, Al dondt date black men. o Ri scobds res
Witness 6went to Nashville with Risco. Risco came to her room but she would not let him in.

She did not capitulate to his overtures to have sexual relations with him while in Nashville. The

drive back was uncomfortable according@ness 6as related téWitness 3
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Witness 3oticed a significant changeWitness® s behavi or after the
andWitness 3askedWitness Bwvhy. Witness Gesponded that she thought she needed to quit.

After Withess&@ et ur ned t o Loui svi §Herchanged. slestadesitobe havi C
mistreat her and yell at her for her work performangétness 3said this was consistent with

the way Risco treated other people who had not capitulated to his overtures. Ultimately, Risco

fired Witness 6 He toldWitness3thatWithessévas f i red because she was
Witness Jesponded that she knéWitness Bnvas doing her job.

After Witness 6was fired, theDirectorof Inclusion and Diversityitness 4 told
Witness 3hatWitness éhad reported the Nashville incident to her prior to being fWéithess
3believeswitnessévas fired because she declined Riscob0

Witness 3stated that Risco was attracted to a female employee nafiheess 7
Witness 7told Witness3 that she told Riscinod many times. She also toWlitness 3hat his
overtures became overwhelminglitness 7had applied for the Marketir@irectorposition but
was not selected. She believes it was becaliseess 7did not acquiesce to Risco otges.

Later,Witness Avas given a position d3irectorof CustomeiExperience and was given a

$10,000raise. Witness Jbelieves that she got the position and raise because Risco got what he
wanted from herWitness 3lso recalled a time when Riscadsto Withess 7 Wiihess 7 do

you have those thighs out today?o This was b
comments to female employees.

Witness 5Swas another employee with whom Risco wanted to have sex. She initially
refused but dimately agreed. BotWitness 3andWitness 5were afraid to report the situation
for fear of losing their jobs.

Risco toldWithess3 hat he went to the Mblessembbgt of f i c e
Barry Barkerodos Parkinsonos. Ri sco said he su
A short time thereafter Barker did retiréVitness3 ai d t hat Ri sco became a
over as InterinExecutiveDirector.

Sometime later, Risco toM/itness 3 hat fAi f t h eBxecdtiveDitedtorhi r e me
will sue alleging that it i s because I 6m bl ac

during which Risco stated t htdiremedt here wi |l | be
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Duri ng Ri s &xedéusveDirextoruhere wesesspending irregularitiédlitness
3 believes thathe Directorof Finance, Tonya Cartenas aware of these irregularitiedl/itness
3once told Carter thabyysgubf you report it, | wi
Withess3 t at ed t hat no one felt c¢omf dNithnessbl e ab
4 or Witness 25prior Directorof Inclusion and Diversity). Employees tdlditness 3hat they
had reported matters Witness 25but nothing was done her.
She believes Risco mélitness 4at a nightclub in townWitness 4had no experience in
equal employment or diversity matters. Wh#tiness 4was hired, Risco told the then Diversity
and InclusiorDirector, Witness 25that he was hiring an attaw for her. After she was hired,
Witness 4kept telling Risco he needed to get ridditness 25
Witness 1lwas another employee with whom Risco wanted to have sexual relations.
Witness 3oldWitness1ls he s houl d r e p oWithesRlidsl nobbecusébshdr avi or .
was a single mom who had recently moved to Louisville and needed th&/jotess Jecalled
an incident when Risco toM/itness 1t hat he fAcoul d take her sexua
incident occurred in front diVitness 6 Witness 3Witness 1landWitness 7
AfterWithess1decl i ned Ri scob6s overtures, he bega
no longer included in breakfast and lunch meetings. Risco shunned people who fabuffed
and marginalized the women whae didndét capitul
Witness lwas a contract employee hired by Risco. Soon after she wasWitedss 3
saw a $30,000 check made payabléithess 1 but no work was performed Bitness 1 On
occasionsWitness 3met Risco andVitness Ifor drinks. After observing their behavior,
Witness 3asked Risco if he was having sex withitness dwhich he did not deny.
Witness 3warned Risco that people were talking about him\&iitdess 1 She also
warned him that people were talking about him fthess 4 Witness 3saw that Witness 1
continued to be paid large sums of money for doing virtually nothing. Allegedly, she was
supposed to helpinance DirectorTanya Carter, but Carter toWtitness 3hat Witness 1 did
not do anything.Witness Joelieves that Risco may have received some of the money paid to
Witness 1.
Witness 3also recalled an incident shortly before Risco took a trip to Dallas. On this

occasionWitness3ve nt t ®apdRtinentctoohéve drinks. Risco stated he wakfgtess 7
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to go along on the tripWitness 3old him thatwitness 7could not go. Risco became very irate
about her unwillingness to go.

One eveningVitness 3 her husband, anditness AventtoRisc6 s apart ment f or
At the end of the eveninglyitness3a nd her husband wal ked out of |
Witness 7right behind them. However, Risco slammed the door b&fbneess Avas able to
exit. Witness &nocked on the door and yelledWitness7 fAyoudr e not staying
Witness 7exited the apartménshe toldWitness 3hat Risco pulled out his penis and showed it
to her after the door had been slammed behind tWithess & s h ucsrirmeddhis
incident stating that he heavditness s ay , fihe p ul |Witdessi3 tsa tpeed,i sil lo ud ¢
the |l ook of fear on her face. 0 Thonteedi nci dent
floor at an apartment complex on Lexington Road.

Finally, Witness Jecalled another incidemthen Risco had oral sex with another girl in
his office This occurred while Risco was InteriExecutiveDirector. Witness 3alled the
female employee | ater and said, Al candét bel.
what would happenif diodndt .

There were friends of Risco who were awarded contractsSTNEICO Colonid Penn
Insurance (Todd last name not recalled) and Epic Insurance.

TARC did not provideon board trainingor herandnot provide any policies for sexual

harassment.

WITNESS4

Witness 4was hired byTARC in February2019. She started working fofARC as its
Diversity and Inclusiomirectormaking $80,000 per year plus benefitdRC did not provide a
job description or any training for h@rARC did notprovide any policies for sexual harassment.
Witness 4continued to request training throughout her tenufieA&C.

In April 2019, she attended a conference in Dallas, Texas with Risddiamelss 10
After returning from the tripon or about April 132019,Witness 4received dext on Messenger
from Witness 6o come to her officéShewent to se&Vitness 6on April 15 or 16, 2019. When
Witness 4entered her office she asked me hbe Dallas trip wa She inquiredaboutRi s ¢ 0 6 s
behavior on the tripWitness &hen toldWitness 4hatRiscohad been inappropriate with her

on a work trip to NashvilleHe was making statements about wantiggl&iend while they
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were alone in the car on a work ttgpthe APTA conference ifNashville.Witness 6stated that
Riscohad become mean and unbearable to work with.

She also stated thRti s c 0 6 s a s s i ad baam pressuwig hente Isesn a3 ,
relationship withRisca She stated that she had been gtongge a therapist due to this behavior.
Witness &old Witness 4that she did not wish to file a complaint and that she had been
removing her belongings from the office to her home. She planned to finish up APTA in
Louisville and putting together COMTO atttenshe was going to resign in August.

That eveningVitness 4reviewed the procedures for complaints againsEttexutive
Director. It stated to contact tH#oard butwvas totally vague on the process and whether to do an
intake form, what steps needed to be taken and what specific info was ned¥asmgs4
inquiredthat evening with a friend in the Equity field.

The following dayWitness 6was fired.Risco sent out an ematatingher position
Chief of Staff, had been removed through attrition. That sameVildgess 4confrontedRisco
aboutWitness & allegaibns.Witness 4informed him thalfTARC was exposed to a potential
lawsuitif Witness Bwvereto file a complaint oraughtlegalcounsel. He toldVitness 4hat the
allegations were false and thé&fitness 6and his admiistrative assistarwere in cahoots to
sabotagdim. At the time Witness 4only hadWitness ® s vV stateimentvhich she thought
was insufficiento initiate any action

Riscobecame very cold and negative. On April 25 orRi6cogaveWitness 4 hefirst
oneon-onereview. Thereviewwas a positive buriscosent &ollow up emailstating that
TARC wasexposedand he requestdeEO documents fronmer. He gaveherdeadlins and tasks
to complete That had never happenprkviously Riscocontinued to be rude teerand began
telling theStaffthatshe talkedoo much anaould notdo her job

On one occasion while in the car going to meeBxkecutiveDirectorof the American
Cancer SocietyRiscoaskedWitness 4if thelady was pretty ad if he would like to have sex
with her before getting there. After the lunch while walking back to théneaoldWitness 4
that he had a "little dick™ and said something to the effect of "that's why I like to eat thé pussy

On another occasion whiie his office he tolcherthat a consultanvith whom Witness
4 hadhad a conference call ubt® want to sleep with him but that it was too late she had missed

her opportunity.
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After work at events in the communijtgiscowould seéVNitness 4outandhewould
come up tdherand whisper inappropriate things about the women in the room. He would put his
hand in the small dferback.

Witness 4 said th&iscowas a different person at work than in the community. He
would rarely speak tberat work. He cosistently scheduled then cancelled -@meone
meetings with hedespitehertelling him thatsheneeded to have time with him to discuss
something related toerdepartment.

During herfirst few weeksat TARC, Riscohadherdownload an app called SignaleH
saidshe shouldise the app to communicate case sensitive information because he did not want
to create arecord in email forrs h e s t a h mate thamame ocdasion he yelledhat
about discussing FTA complianaean emaib He eversent her a text throughe Signal App
and toldher shecould go to jail for noncompliance and be sued personally.

In July of 2019 Riscoset the Signal App to delete messages after 30 Mitsess 4felt
very uncomfortable with tli All hercommunications with him regarding work were
disappearing in the app.

Riscq Frantz andWitness 1(held a team update meeting in the Trairepartment
with all the senior level executives. That same morrtiegsent the entire team a condesasy
email about the preliminary dress code that had been rolledoess 4told him during that
meeting the environment we were working in was towkitness 4informed him that there were
Directors in the room who felt they were in jeopardy of losing their jobs, and that the team felt
like he was unapproachable despite telling them all in April that he could be reached anytime and
to text or call him.

Witness 4asked him if it would be ok to staah email list serve glist theDirectors for
communication leaving off the executive team. The very nexstaseceived a call to come to
his office to meet wittWitness 10and him Shewas extremely nervous becawstedid not
know how he would respadrafter beingoublicly challenged.

Witness 4ost a lot of sleep and was always on eggshells at vibrexpressedier
concerns to Lorri Lee who tolierthatsheshouldn't look for his approval or guidanteealso
told herthatRiscotold Leeto "menta" Witness 4and thasheneeded to stay ihersilo away
from the rest of th®irectors. Riscohimself toldWitness 4hat shecouldn't be friends with the

otherDirectors due tcherrole. He stated that he was concerned and feltshatvanted to be
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liked. If he savhertalking to anyone totong, shewould get nasty glares from him. He would
tell herthat he always knew wheshewas and wheshewas inheroffice. He said he kept
documentations on everyone and that hslgatkagainst people who cross hiie said no one
should ever want to cross him and get on his bad side.

Riscoon one occasioim the presence @nother employee whileut for dinnerafter the
PRIDE event rubbed dmerleg and tolcherhe wanted a girl that was different than what he had
at home. That evenirntpeywent toan American Cancer Society event. He referenced the
ExecutiveDirectorand askedVitness 4fiwhy didn't you tell mgredactedjwas that thick?" That
sameevening he left and went to Bourbon and Beyond. He then textedWtiess4 and
Witness 7ater that night askinthemto come to his house for an after party. Neither responded
to the text.

OneFriday nightRisco came to eestauranwhereWitness 4and another employeeere
socializing Riscokept walking tatheirtable asking why h e y  wgidimg etrih@ bar with Ina.

He proceeded to askitness 4who herfriend was who was having a Birthday paMyitness 4
told him who she was and that it was het*sthday. He then said Witness 4l can't &

her, that's likef éng a 12year old." He also askadfitness 4albout a woman who was dancing
and toldwitness 4l would fé her. & do it twice. Can't do it 3 times because then I'd have to
wife her." This exchange was witnessedy t n e Biend wihd sawwVitness 4begin to cry.

Riscotried to purchase drinks f&¥itness 4andWitness 7and had the waitress bring
themtheir table Witness 4and her fellow employeealled guys to come mettemfor
protection that night. Upon leaving the restaurRmco sent Witness & textat 1:46am and
stated Are you good?0

Earlier that dayRiscohad gotten a copy ofraug shot oWitness 4vhenshewas
arrestedor DUI earlier in the yearRiscohad been informedarlier in theyear(next day after
the arrest) abouhe arrest.He called the HRirectorto his office wher&Vi t n e pidure4 6 s
was displayedRiscoaskedthe HRDirectorwhatthe policy on employee arrests washe HR
Directorstated theravas notone unless it related to the job but there was no duty to report.
Riscothentold the HRDirectorto run a background check Wvitness 4 He asked her if the
company firedirectors for criminal backgrounds after employmeérthis occurred at the day

sheattended the State of Black Louisville Event.
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On one occasion, Witnes 4 went to Riscobs apartment. T
felt fairly comfortable. When she went to use the restroom, Risco followed her in and locked the
door. He then forcibly anally raped her, causing her to b\&hess 4was terrified to regprt it.

She was scared she would lose her job. She did not know to whom she should report it, and she
feared for her safety because she knew how volatile Risco was. She had witnessed all he had gotten
away with afTARC.

WITNESS5
Shewas hired byTARC in June of 2019. Her first day on the job was July 1, 2019.
Witness 5was interviewed by a hiring panel which consisteiMithess Iwho described herself
as Ri s c o dtness4(lerasmy Rriddy and Kim Blanton. She also underwent a second
interview withWitness land Risco on June 14, 2019, which was held at the Quills Coffee House
in Louisville, Kentucky. During this interviewVitness Imentioned tdVitness Shat Risco
wastlenew CEOalTARCand t hat he cWitmdssl5wbhoevasthired mbdey . 0
Ri scob0s executive assistant, | ater | earned th
Witness 5o be hired but that Risco stated tiiéitness5vas fAnot my type. o
Initially, Withess5was r esponsi bl e for maintenance of
and booking his travel ar r \&imepesataed that he alwd®e gar di
flew on Delta and stayed at Marriott Hotels. Any travel miles that weaedmd to Risco went
to him personally. In the months following being hire@ARC, she began to observe
inappropriate behavior and comments by Risco. For instance, she noticed that Risco appeared to
be watchingWitness 10vhen she would walk away loolgn at her Arear end. 0
that in a meeting that Risco referredMitness 1(as bei ng At hi ck. 0O
In fact, during one of these meetings, he showed those present a video clip from when
Witness 10vas on the Steve Harvey Show to illustratd thas h e  w aThesdicorhmentk . 0
were made during a daily fAhuddl ewitmsesdQandngo att
Jeremy Priddy, CommunicatisDirector. Witness 5 noted that Risco was very unprofessional
and used inappropriate language inghe f i ¢c e s u aro t ehseghieanNé g@ a ,
As time progressedVitness Sbegan feeling like she was walking on eggshells and that
Risco seemed to be dismissive of her, isolate her and even sabotaged some of her work. She

gave as an examplethtte woul d schedul e meetings or confe
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then they would be removed from the calendar and then Risco would criticize her for not
notifying him of an event or an appointment.

Witness Secalled receiving a phone call froMitness10who stated that Risco would
purposely sabotage his calendar thgiiness Shad establishedWitness Sbelieved this was to
paint a picture that she was inept to give Risco a reason to fire her. During August through
October of 2019, there were ocaas when Risco would send emaildXitness 10and Frantz
to highlight mistakes thawitness Shad made Witness Shought that those issues should have
been brought to her attention individually and not disseminated to others by Risco.

Witnessalsost at ed t hat she was responsible for
She had access to his Delta Airline login to book flights and seats for him. From time to time,
she would be unable to get into the account and needed Risco to reset his passwerd,olold
become angry when asked to do so.

Withess1lal so had access t o Whiss Seliévedthatdhet a ac c o
password issues may have been created Wheress 1@ r i ed t o | ogin to Risc
Therewas another instance when Risco sent an em#itiwess Sand copiedVitness 10and
Frantz on how he had been locked out of his account and had to reset his password. Thereatfter,
Risco sent an email theltitness Swvould no longer have access to his accounts and moving
forward he would book his own travel. This email was received on or about October 11, 2019.

On another occasion, Risco calMfitness 10andWitness Snto his office to discuss a
procedure folVitness Sdelivering documents to Risco. Risco began interrogdiiiigess 5
about the procedure that she was to follow when delivering a folder or a document that needed
his attention.Witness Sstated that shwas instructed to place a silgere note on the document
and place the document in the folder and then

On this occasion, Risco asked her about a document that she had just delivered to him.
WhenWitness Sstated that she had followed the directions that she had previously received,

Ri sco responded, f@ANo, what you did was you kn
inside the folder was a quote from anotb@ectorneeding my signature because Bieector

was going to miss the deadline. |1 am the CEO of this company and | do not givabeit

what someone el sebds deadI|WinessXhashe did nothavetimne c on't
for this behavior, that he also had deadlines that he needsak®and did not want to be

bothered by these interruptions.
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During this same meeting, Risco expressed frustrathmut\Witness 5sending him an
email that day asking who his point of contact was. She needed this information for booking
flight information. Risco stated
For any questions you have or any additional information you need, you need to ask
Witness 10 She is your key to success. Out of all the employees h€Ad4L, | trust
her. The other executive assistant before you was the eseassistant from hell. |
know that you are eager to get to know me and you seem like a nice person, but | do not
know you, therefore, | do not trust you. Do you have any questions, or do you have
anything to add?
Witness 5was very upset by thealsra ve cr i ti ci sm and | eft Ri s
time later,Witness 1Gold Witness Shat she needed to stop crying. She went on to state that
Risco was under a lot of stress and that she should have simply sat the folder on his tray and
walked avay. Witness 1Qcontinued by saying that Risco had other things going on outside of
work thatWitness Shad no clue aboutWitness 10nstructedWitness 5not to ever ask him
about his family. At the conclusion of this discussifitness 1Gold Witness 5to go home and
rest and that she would be paid for a full da
During one of the daily huddle meetings, R
canbeanot her.f é.1 hol d grudges and | 6m vdry petty
come back for you but you wil/ not see it com
Priddy andWitness 10vere present on this occasion

On another occasion, Risco was in the hallway and askeess 10 A How | ong hac
Witness hheenhereHas s he been her aNitmssdlkees pbandé, daghbe
been here for a while now. 0 Ri sco responded,

| ast assi st anmstondeitdhn éntg |daasyts Withess IBRndyhkd oRthis c o and
occasion. Riscothenwentonto &kness? A Ar e you onbu@dnesd5 f or t hi ¢
responded, AYes, | want to work here. o Ri sco
somet hing twice, it énsailtalumaniRasgurcésand thereyoutate t y p e
g 0 n &Vitness Sstated that she felt like Risco was threatening to terminate her.

In August of 2019Witness 5was requested to create a standard form for all folders and
document s ¢ omi ng She préparedRhe Brenonéas emailfandi sentititmess

10for her review.Witness 10esponded tdVitness 5 i L e t Withess Sflid ag shé was
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instructedand emailed the formRisco then became upset that this email was sent out without
his appoval. As time progressed, Witness 5 felt more isolated in the job.

In September of 2019, formExecutiveDirector Barry Barker called with a suggestion.
Witnessss ent Bar ker 6s Wingss &0hen admonished/itn€ss Shat she
shoud stop sending emails directly to Risco and send them to her instead. On another occasion
in September, Risco was not available for the boardbped meeting that was usually conducted
prior to aTARC board meetingWitness 1Qan this predrief meethg which included the
review of ten resolutions. One of the resoluwu
Witness Sor putting too much detail into the pbeief report that he would use for the board
meeting that evening.

On September 22019, Withess5 ecei ved an email to add an
Risco later claimed that the event was not on his calendar and he had to register it himself. In
October of 2019WVitness Sregistered Risco for an event in Atlanta which she wakttoto.
Subsequently, she was criticized by Risco for registering him for two events at the same time.

He admonished her that he could not be in two places at the samé\itness Sgave this as

another example where Risco seemed to be trying to lpairas an incompetent employee and
seemed to contradict everything she said or did. As time progressed, Risco would not respond to
her emails and would ignore her. On occasions Whigness 10vas not in the office, Risco

would walk byWitness 5and smply ignore her. At times, Risco would walk by her and simply

roll his eyes indicating dislike of her or disdain.

Toward the end of September 20¥8itness Sold Witness 4about what was happening.
Witness 4instructedWitness 50 document what wagoing on to be able to prove a hostile work
environment.Withessthad hear d t hat RWgness ®@had pfeviaustyggone as si s
to Witness 4about her situation with RiscdVitness Shad heard that/itness 6wvas sexually
harassed by Risco, biltatWitness 4brushed it under the carpétvitness Shad also heard that
Witness 4was required to tell Risco anytime complaints were raised againstMitness 5
believeswitness 4was afraid of Risco.

It wasWitness® s 0 p i Witness 1(indh Risco were always together. They
seemed to communicate on Facebook, LinkedIn, and other social rféitieess 10vould

travel with Risco whenever he took a trip. Also accompanying Risco on these trips was
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Witnessl. Witness 1 helped with financial mattersBARC. TARCpai d f or al |l Wit n
travel and lodgingWitness 10vould handdeliver the checks made payable to Witness 1.
Withessllhad access to Riscobs email account ar
thatit was from Risco when it was notVitness Selieves thaWitness 10vas part of a
conspiracy to get rid of heiVitness 1Gseemed very worried about her image and would do
anything to protect itWitness 10vas promoted t&hief of Staffand given a $0,000 raise.
Withessévho had been Risco0s assistant, had her p
Witness 1GoldWithessSo ne day, AYou should be happy VY
assistant t han wh einardferenca to folhdéixecuiivéDirectarBasry st ant o
Barker.
At the end of SeptembaWitness Sreceived an email from Whitney Maggard stating that
she was changing the access perWiness&omideds t o Ri
in Whitney that Risco was out to get h&¥itness Sstaed there were instances whafitness 10
did things that tended to undermine her positioR/ARC.
For instance, as the executive assistant she was responsible for two enmipinses
Daniels and George Greenhill. On or about October 14, 28it@ess 10askedwitness 5
where Mr. Greenhill wasWitness Sresponded that she had been attempting to reach Greenhill
but had been unable to do s&/ithess 1@hen responded that Greenhill was off for the day, that
he had told her, and thétitness 5should have known that Greenhill was not working that day.
Witness 10nvould also have Daniels leave the premises to pick up smoothies for her without
informing Witness 5
In mid-October Witness 1@alledWitness 5nto her office to go over some work
performance matteraNitness1llhad printed off a day from Ri scc¢
Risco had many meetings. Some of the meetings were placed on tliacal@vitness 5and
others Risco accepted on his owvitness 1Ghowedwitness She entries on the calendar.
Witness 1Gstated that persons who claimed to have scheduled a meeting with Risco called him
to see if they were still supposed to méatitness 1Ccriticized Witness Sor not calling the
persons to confirm the meetingd/itness 10vent on to express th¥fitness &did not know the
basics of being an executive assistaiitness 1Gstated that the basics of an executive assistant

is to alway call the day before to confirm meetings.
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Witness Sdefended herself by saying that she had received confirmations from the
persons that they were going to attend the meetings. Towards the end of her employment,
Witness 5stated she had lost confidenio herself and stopped believing in herself because of
Ri sco0s behavWitoess 5iso woted thihsat thedoeginning of her employment that
she was told by Risco that siveuld notbe having a performance appraisal but as time
progressedyitness 10net with her about her inadequacies and that she was going to receive a
performance appraisal.

Witness 5also stated that whafvitness lwas in townWitness landWitness 10wvould
go to lunch togetherWitness 5Salso noted that Randy Frantzdawitness 1thadTARC
company cars and credit cards.

Ri s c o 0 s ExesusveDsrdctarrRandy Frantz, was hired in July 2019. At the
beginning of his employment, he seemed to WWadess® s assi stance with a

to include keepingihs cal endar . Once Whitney Maggard wa
did not seem to nealfitness®s assi stance any | Wimesehad During
access to Riscob6s email s. She recalFrastz.seei ng

The email suggested thatantz had a bad reputation during his employment at the Jefferson
County Public Schools and that he was a racist of some sort.

As noted, Frantz seemed to né&dness 5at the beginning of his employment but over
time things seemed to change. He would not spe®ktteess Svhen he saw her and would roll
his eyes and be short with h&f/itness 5 noted that once Risco did not like you he would isolate
you by having higi f r i kke Ffamtatreat you as he would, meaning ignore you, yell at you or
roll their eyes at you.

Witness Sstated that leavinARC was an extremely difficult decision for her. It came
down to a decision between making more money or her pensefibeing. Witness Snoted
that she was a single mom, raising a son who was on the autism spectriAR@tshe was
making $55,000 a year. Ultimately, she decided it was best for her and her son that she resign
from TARC. She described the work eromment alTARC as extremely hostile and that it
caused her severe stress. She found herself crying, extremely nervous, developed panic attacks
and heart palpitations, and at times would not eat. Her salf@3R€ was the most money that

she had ever madduring her working career. Her decision to IeB&&C resulted in her
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obtaining a job that pays $15,000 less than she madeRE. Overall,Witness Sstated that
Risco made her feel incompetent in her abilities to be an effective executive assistant.

In conclusionWitness Sstated that not only did Risco create a hostile work environment
for her but thawitness 1thelped create a hostile and stressful work environment as well.

WITNESS7

Witness 7has a Bachelor of Arts degree from the University of Kentucky in Fine Arts.
She also has a Master of Science from Spalding in Business and Communications. Prior to
working forTARC, she was employed by the Presbyterian Church from 2008 to 2011. She was
a senior graphic designer for the Presbyterian Church. She was hifédRiByin April of 2011.
Witness 7started withTARC as a web manager and graphics designer. She also worked with
vendors who provided bus wraps which were the advertisements on the ext€éABt@buses.
In this position, she also assisted with inhouse communications, signage, business cards and the
purchase of paper, ink and other products needed for the Graphics Department.

In the fall of 2018Witness 7applied for theDirectorof Marketing position which was
open. She was not selected for this positionTakidC hired[REDACTION #1]instead. On
November 30, 2018Nitness Awvent to speak toVitness 6and Risco. They gaw¥itness 7
vague answers as to why she had not been selected fire¢lator of Marketing position. They
also told her that now that they knew she was interested in a leadawshipn that they would
keep her in mind.

Between November of 2018 and January of 20i®ness Avorked on philanthropic
matters to try to obtain private funds to assist underprivileged persons to obtain fare cards to ride
theTARC buses. In Januanf 2019, Risco calletVitness 7into his office. He told her that she
was going to become ttidrectorof Customer Experience which would involve corporate
outreach.

Witness 7described a variety of text messages and other communications from Risco tha
she found offensiveWitness 7provided an overview of messages from Risco which she
deemed to be sexual harassing in nature from the period December 2017 &s 2@1/%s a
copy of those messagEs She described these messages as séxuad teximessages,

unwanted glances, and sexual conversation in the office.

S Exhibit 13.
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The following is a sample of teecommunicationshis grooming efforts to entice her

into sexual activitieandac hr onol ogy of Riscobs interactions

December 19, 2017, 10:20m
Received text message saying she was cute; and that he obtained her cellphone number

from his assistaniVitness 3

December 27, 2017 11:q6m.
He initiated contact via text asking to deer alone.
Risco sent a text message asking if shesaés and asked her to get on the Signal app.

At 11: 06 p.m., he sent a text message asking,

December 28, 2017
ACan we meet for breakfast at Wi ld Eggso,;

sex;Withnesst esponds no to his request and foll ows
would you tell your daughters?o Ri sco respon
that this is a fAsafe zone. O

December 28, 2017 9:30m.
At Wild Eggs (Market & Floyd) He offered me a safe space to bedis'fu d d y 0

January 1, 2018
Sends a Happy New Year text.

January 2, 2018

Invites her to UofL basketball game and states that he will keep her Waimess 7

responds no; Risco replies, fALet me know when

January 4, 2018

Risco sends a text while he knows tWtness 7s at dinner and busy.
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January 11, 2018

Risco sends a text commenting\dlitness s di mp |l e.

January 2018
He beginssuggestinghat theybegin using the Signal app

June 10, 2018
Receives atextrm Ri sco, AThere you go, 0 which was

indicating he saw her in the office.

July 18,2018 11:4H.m.

come get you]|[Hiert mepy ypwasentidNot dri ving.

July 19, 2018

Receives text, HAAr e oymeu Pgeododa? ytDko?0you need

August 13, 201,810:31 p.m.

Receives a text with the worfiRed...looks very goodWitness 7learned the next day
that this was a reference to the underwear she was wearing on A8fuRisco again
encourageyVitness 7o get on the Signal ap/itness 7specifically remembered this date
because it was her parentsé anniversary.
August 14, 2018

Receives text referencing Athe CODO (col or
referencing red and Sehsk irreg,p ofmWisess Roted thédtte . tobo d a y
Risco was in a fraternity whose color was purpiditness 7had heard that Risco had made a
comment to his assistam/itness 3hat he was going to wear her drawers. He responds that it
was a convenient answeThe fraternity that he was in was Omega Psi PhVditigess Avas in

a sister sorority.

August 15, 2018 10:31.m.

Via textmakes referenceterunder wear , what <col or are youl
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August 22, 2018, 7:27 a.m

ALeave somelsapaceofuodot h&®i sco sends text m
you. O They agreed to meet at Ciao Ristorante
mar keting job and stat e byuodud yc.aon gHeet oiftf ebrust hfe

therestaurant.

August 23, 2018 9:4@2.m.

Via text marketingDirectorposition in exchange for a few sexual favors

August 28, 2018 8:18.m.
Via text offeredherthe option to end the nightinhisbed You out toni ght 0;

ALast swhiohgs a3efefrice to his home address

August 31, 2018, 9:30 p.m

Receives text thanking her for helping with Jeremgference to Jeremy Priddwho
was brought in after Russell Goodwin was terminai¥itihess 7helped to train Priddy in his
new jdb. Previously, omAugust 20, 2018, Risco fired Russell Goodwin who was a young fit

male who held th®irectorof Marketing position.

Septembe018

Continues to ask fdrerto download the Signal app

September 15, 2018
Receives a text from Risco, ALetds get on ¢
the marketing job that is open; text message while she is attending the UofL football game,

AWhere are you sitting?o9

October 1, 2018
Atagroup meeting forLeades hi p Loui svill e receives a te:

be involved in these types of meetings?0; ano
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Catch 23.Witness 7noted that she used to go to dinner with the @ioectors who were

professbnal but that she felt uncomfortable going to dinner with Risco.

October24, 2018

Interview for the Marketindpirectorposition

November 11, 2018
AAr e y o Witressdlate? learned that a rejection letter to her application for the

MarketingDirectorposition had been sent out to her.

November 172018
Rejection Letter

December 10, 2018
[REDACTION #1]begins as MarketinBirector

March 29, 2019

fiDuring the daywitness 3proposed that she, her husband, and | gditos aesidence
after work. | felt comfortable because the are othergld bewith me.Risco providedpirits
and appetizers. We all had some few drinks and food. We were wrapping up the evening and
headed to the doowitness 3goes out first, then her husband. At that p&iistcoshut the door.
He then proceeds to pull out his penis to entice me to Is¢atyied to kiss me and fondle me. |

gratbedthe door and left. | rejoined/itnessand[her husbandat the elevator 0

March 30,2019
AwWitness 3asked if | was feeling better from all the drinking from the night bejore.
Witness 7believes bth Witness3 andRiscomay have been icahootdo getherback to his

residence.
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March 31, 2019
Witness3 texted and asked if | had seen the text invite to go baRkitas doo dake and

food. The invite was fowitness 7 and Witness 10

May 2019

Shortly after Risco was promotedHEaecutiveDirector, Withness * ecei ved a t ext
can have as much al on dlb¢lieventbesenntetattionste beahasstiiey o u  wa
and harassing in nature from battitness 3andRiscao

In reference tdhe football game in Octobawitness 7old her mom around the same
time that she did not think she was going to
with him.o Her mom recommended that she obt a
November of 2018Witness 7did retain a lawyer for a period of three months to review her case.

The lawyer advised her that she did hawtaan butWitness 7did not press forward with the
claim because she was afraid of the consequences of doing so.

Witness Ftated that it was her opinion that RarfatgintzandWitness 10nvere complicit
i n Ri s c o 0VEitnelsse/dtated thad Risco would beratdtness 7n front of others and
Witness 10wvould allow it to happenFrantzwould laugh at some of Riséos | nappr opr i at
jokes. AfterWitness® ej ect ed Ri scob6s o ¥Frantzbegantobemore Mar c h
involved inWithess s over si ght an dWitaess 7nakingeher feelisalated 1 gn or
Soon thereafteiVitness 1@aveWitness 7a job appraisal with the ratings of 2 and 3 when she
had always received the rating of 4 in the past.

Witness 7also noted thalVitness 10and another person namédtness lfrequently
traveled with Risco. A g ai ns, Risaofwasenrean@nessng r e ]
7 in front of Witness 1Qwould often walk by her without acknowledging her &vidhess 10did
nothing about that.

Witness 7decided that she was going to make a complaiftitness4da b out Ri sco6s
behavior. Witness 4told Witness 7o gather her text messages from Risco and said she needed
to take it to the boardwitness 4told Witness 7hat it was her responsibility to report issues like
this to theTARC board.

In February of 2019\Vitness 7attended a Title VIl cdierence and indicated that on or
about this ti me TARGCavatableva reporbthingsohthisnatere; botvever,
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afterWitness 4was put in the position to handle these types of maiéitagss 7observed how
she handled an issue involvifREDACTION #1]in which he was alleged to have raped a
TARC employee nameWitness 2vhen they were in IndianapoliVitness 2reported the
incident towitness 4andWitness Avas comfortable with the way thdtitness 4handled that
matter and, thereforéelt comfortable reportin@ i s dehévior to her.

During the Martin Luther King weekenw/itness 4told Witness 7she was going to
report it to the board. In February of 20¥0itness 7earned thawitness 4was having a
breakdown because of the situatioT ARC with Risco. On February 8, 2020, Risco sent a
message, AYou all Yvaness 2WitnessBiVitnesls 2arsdWibness A s i o n ,
went to the Encore Restaurant at which time Risco kept caimitingir table trying to get
Witness 7o join him for the evening.

From June of 2019 through September of 20¥Bness Avas given the responsibility to
rebrandTARC. Risco stated that this was her project. However, after she started to resist
Riscds overtures for sexual favors, she felt sh
overtures for sex. She cited as an example her efforts to rebddr(d. Witness 7stated that
30 minutes before the rollout of the n@&RC brand Risco pulletier off the job and project.
Risco hadWVitness 1®mailWithess® hat @A We are moving in a new ¢
moving forward with the rebrand &¢itness 7had suggested. Risco brought in someone from
NashvilleNimbusMobile App. This contract as for $75,000 to $150,000Vitness 7earned
that Risco went to the Super Bowl with corporate officials from Nimbus in early 20&0ess
7 described the devastation she felt by having this project taken away from her at the moment of
rollout. On thedate of the rollout, December 12, 2019, Risco stood béNitriess 7 Witness 7
described feeling very uncomfortable with Risco standing immediately behind her.

Finally, Witness ot ed t hat she did not trust AKiIim i

WITNESS8

Witness &started alT ARC in 2015. Initially, she thought she had found her forever
careethome. She thought she would retire there one day. She said she never imagined the
unpleasantries that would take plgears to come. It was not until Risco joinBARC and
Barker retired didhings begin to change. Risco went on what people call a "power trip"

stretching his grips into evedepartment. She said he struck the fear of the "Army into all of
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us, 0 e syrl@rectom. Thie Employees livedach day going to work in fear of losing their
jobs.

It began when they noticed long term employaeddenly started to retire, some early.
Over the 4 ¥z years she workedl&RC, her work area was physicaltyoved 5 diferent times.

At first, she was in the Finance area, tsemetimes in HR, then Marketing, Grants where she
had her own office for 1 year but then was moved to a tafdleaining; then while pregnant in
2018shemoved to Customer Service on'2Street; ad finally, during her last year &IARC

she was seated at a conference room table shared with two ctherkeos.

Witness 8vent on maternity leave in April of 2018 for 8 weeks. Although she returned
to work, she had a sigkewborn, requiring numerous doctor appointmehitstness 8submitted
notes to Human Resourcéter MarketingDirectorat the time, Russell Goodwin, was
terminated and she was transferred to@nants department. She was experiencing-pagum
in addition to anxiety, which can last up to a year dfteh. Witness 8poke to her new
Director, Geoffrey Hobin, who could not offer any support or insight ivhen the office
conditions would be better and get her out of the uncomforsallingshe was in.

Witness &lecided to try to get more support from another lev@8lARC. There wasot
aDiversity and InclusiorDirectorat thetime, so she went tdVitness 8ivho was theChief of
Staff. Instead of feeling compassion and understandingasiterd whywitness 8had used upll
her vacation and sick time, and days of4payy to be off with her newborn sddothing
happened to help the angemenbf hersharing about a 500 sq foot office with 6 other people.
Instead, the&Chief of Staffleft TARC. Witness &did not know why she left.

Witness 8was involved with numerous program8RC was offering to its business and
nonprofit partners. Details were being worked out including terms and conditions for its retail
partnersWitness 8vasableto manage all of these programs under the supervision of her
Director.

Witness &had set up a eeting with Thornton's aspaospective retailer. She was
excited about the meeting and the fact that Risco and her boss, Hobin, were going to attend.
During the meeting a h o r n, she coreented dhe beautiful Christmas decorations they
had and stad she wishe@ARC had some. This upset Risco and he madetbateshe wasn't
allowed to attend any further meetings and had Hobin do a "yearly" evaluaticgdan)dhat

she was forced to sign.
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Witness &oted that during meetings, she always was y@wansiderate about the
customeandhow she would feel if in their shoes. St
Risco did not likehat about her and they had disagreemeWgness &elieves this is what led
to her being "Laid off." She digkceive severance pay in thmount of $19,452.21Witness 8
was laid off 4 months short of h&ryearanniversary which would have vested her inTA&RC
retirement program with Kentucky Deferred Comp.

Witness 8stated she was extremely busy at work when she was laid off. They had just
received a signed agreement with Kroger which would place the Retail Point ofl®ates in
20 different Kroger locations. She was going to handle this program atrdittieg of their

Staff. Instead, she was laid off. She was not told the reason she was selected to be laid off.

WITNESS9

Witness %has a Bachelor of Arts degree in Marketing from Sullivan University and a BS
in Communications from Spalding University. Shaswired byTARC in June of 2019. She
went to work forTARC because she needed fulltime employment.

She initially worked in the Marketing Department as a marketing administrative position.
[REDACTION #1]was her supervisor. In October 2019, the Marketing Department was
dissolved, and she was told she was going to become the executive assistant to/Risss. 9
expressed her preference to stay in the Marketing Department. Skiéittoéds 1Ghat she
would rather stay in the Marketing Department because she enjoyed what she was doing and, in
addition, she felt aspects of Risco were troubling Wi t ness 10 responded, f
you wondét have a job. o

While in the Marketing Department/itness doticed thafREDACTION #1]was very
touchy feely with another employee in Marketing naméthess 2 [REDACTION #1]always
wantedWitness 20 go places with him[REDACTION #1]would pick upWitnessd s per son al
cellphone and look through iWitness Qold him that he should stop doing it, that it made
Witness Zeel uncomfortable.

In September of 2019REDACTION #1]wanted to make a trip to Indianapolis to look
at the marketing program for the Indianapolis transit sys{&EDACTION #1]had mentioned
to the marketing team that the team might be going to Indianapolis. InsteafREBBIKXCTION
#1] andWitness 2went to IndianapolisWitness %old Witness Zhat she should not go on the
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trip with [REDACTION #1] Witness 2vent anyway. Bdt[REDACTION #1]andWitness 2
seemed secretive about the trip. The trip took place on September 19, 2019.
Prior to the Indianapolis tripVitness 4went to Randy Frantz and said something was
going on betweefREDACTION #1]andWitness 2 Frantzrespnded, fAWedl | J ust
plays out. o
The next day, September®ARC planned to participate in a Pride Festival event.
Witness QrganizedTARC6 s p a r t WimespZaommunicated tdVitness Xhat she was
going to work the booth at 2 p.nWitness Zcame to the event with a male friend. When
[REDACTION #1]arrived, he quickly left Witness 2did not talk towitness Sabout the trip on
this occasion. The trip to Indianapolis was paid fomfByRC.
That eveningVitness Sand her husbanaent to dinner withVitness 2and her male
friend. During the dinneMVitness 2started to cry and said Withness9 @A Somet hi ng hapj
i n | KVdnegss Bwas very upset. She said that it was very inappropridieness 9oted
thatWitness 2ooks like the younger version [REDACTION #1p s wi f e . For abou
three weekswitness 2was not as bubbly as normal and not herself. She then confided in
Witness %hat[REDACTION #1]had raped her while they were in Indianapolis.
[REDACTION #1]had toldWitness 2hat they were going to have two rooms but there was
only one room when they got to IndianapoREDACTION #1]iigot her drunk and
In October of 2019Witness SconvincedWitness 2o go talk to Human Resources about
what had happened.
WhenWithess st art ed her job in Riscobs office,
get along because they both had strong personalies.communicated this to Witness 10.
Witness 10 again stated, fAYou either take the
take the job because she was pregnant and could not afford to be unemployed. When Witness 9
began the job, Withess 100l d her t hat she was going to be s
in essence be his Awork wife. o Witness 9 res
and said that Risco already has a wife.
Overall, Witness 9 stated that Risco was natea guy and described him as an
Aasshol e. 0 She said that he played games. R
small. She described it &igeasant versus kirig.Theyhad disagreements back and forth. In

November of 2019WVitness9 mertioned to Risco that she was going to visit family in Atlanta.
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Ri sco who also had family in Atlanta said, AW
Withness* esponded with a question, fAWhy?0 He res
was in Athnta. Witness did not do as directed by him. In December of 2019, Risco only
worked the first week of December. He treated her very unprofessionally when he was in the
office at this time.
Witness Sstated that Risco attended the 2020 Super BoVitness 9%aw that he was
planning to attend the Super Bowl when reviewing his calendar in December. Risco then went
to the Super Bowl with a vendor named NIMBUS which is a marketing firm. Risco was a
fraternity brother with the CEO of NIMBUS. She believes that the trip may have been a
kickback for Risco providing business to NIMBUS. When Risco came back from the Super
Bowl trip, he was talking about the different people he associated with while atghe Bowl.
Persons included going to dinner with Stacey
NIMBUS charged $150 per hour to include charging for all phone calls. A budget was
set up for $180,000 as a contrabt.the first four months, they ezeded that amouniVitness 9
stated that there was not anything that NIMBUS could do that the prior inTé&R&l
Marketing Department was unable to do. She was seeing invoices for $20,000 per month.
Another former marketing department employ&#tness2, sai d she al so didné
product from NIMBUS.
Under Ri s cTARG, TARE didunot baveadhief FinancialOfficer. TARC
has now promoted tHeirectorof Finance, Tonya Carter, to the position of CFO.
Witness %had askedVitness1d f t her e was any DBMteegsdd f or R
responded, ANO, Ferdinand | ikes to stay in ni
Risco traveled via Delta Airlines when he flew anywhere. He always requested the
Comfort ticket with a seat on the aisle. Some of the business trips he took cost between $2000
and $5000. He frequently got reimbursed for the use of Uber and his meatiasg) of their
cost. Randy Frantz traveled the same walithess 10vould frequently go along on the trips.
Witness Yelieves that Randy Frantz attended the Super Bowl with Risco in February of 2020.
Risco would often submit requests for reimbuneat for intown dinners out with
employees. Risco, Frantz adtness 1(all hadTARC credit cards.Witness 9nly booked

Ri scob6s travel
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As of August 2020TARC had not instituted a tip line that they stated earlier in the year
they were going to itiate.

Witness Shad suggested a program called Open Door by which employees could provide
suggestions to upper management who would also provide a forum for employees to vent.

Jeremy Priddy said that he was under orders to get the tip line upefwst lconsidering an
option like Open Door.

Prior to June 16, 20208Vitness 9wvas the executive assistant faterimDirectors Laura
Douglas and Margaret Handmaker. She was also the point person for board matters and board
liaison. At first, she thaght that both Douglas and Handmaker came into make things better but
after observing their statements duringetrocouncil meeting in late July, she is not sure
anymor e. She also doesnodot understand why Dou
officials.

Witness 9 observed Risco leering at women, especially Witness 10 and Witness 2.

Randy Frantz observed this as well. She described Risco and Frantz being like brothers. When
Ri sco would walk through the of far Erentzawould mak e
laugh about it.

She believes that she initially was appointed to executive assistant because Risco liked
attractive women. He also seemed to like women who were meek and mild. Risco spent a lot of
time with Witness 4 Whenever she guld come to his office, they would close the door.

Witness 9metWitness la couple of times. She thought tNditness was Ri sco00 s
friend. She would often walk into the execut
say that fAoHe Whneonwss hmee .came t o vi si tWitiess®c o, t he
never saw invoices from/itness 1but was told that she was a financial advisofMiARC. She
believes thaT ARC is trying to suppress the truth about misbehavidiARC. She also ned
that Risco would frequently te\Vitness 2n the middle of the night.

She believes that Randy Frantz hired a Sdbimgctorof Operations so th&iscocould
travel. She also questioned whgnya Cartewas promoted to CFO without it being poséesd

well as a job for Executive Communications Manager which also was not posted.
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WITNESS10

Witness1 bt ai ned a Bachel or of Arts in Communi
Business Communications in 2016 from Spalding University. She started her working career at
the Fern Creek Walmart and moved up to assistant store manager in 2007. In 2009tlshe was
co-manager of a Walmart at New Cut and Outer Loop. In 2013, she jbikRE as an
executive assistant to tlexecutiveDirectorBarry Barker. She learned of this opportunity from
someone who worked & ARC. She was trying to get out of the retaismess. Her friend
knew that she wanted to get out of the retail business and reduce the number of hours that she
was working and to improve her work life baland@RC would provide an &o-5 job for her.
She applied for the executive assistant pasitidhe first interview was with Barry Barker. The
second interview was with thessistanExecutiveDirector Alyce French Johnson.

Witness 10wvas hired byTARC. She noted that she took a pay cut to gbARC butdid
so becausshe was trying to getut of the retail business. She sBARC as an opportunity for
career advancement.

Il nitially, she managed much of Barry Barke
assisted him with all the different responsibilities he had. She assisted wlittcards, his

travel and ethics forms. She served as | iais
trust of her as well as the trust of DEectors . She became what-toeshe con
person. 0 She al sohseMetdo aGoumhei ll i amndoinhe¢ oMa
Periodically, someone from the MeéabouwusCounci I

stops or buses running late.

In the fall of 2016, Alyce French Johnson retired. The persons involved in finding a
replacement for her included Barry Barker, the board chaingitdess 25vho was théirector
of Diversity and Inclusion. When Risco was selec#®dness 25reated an announcement that
was sent out to allARC employees.Witness 1dirst met Risco on hisifst day on the job. It
was simply a formal meeting at the time.

Witness3va s Ri s ¢ o Mitness $§(Hescabiedahertas wetheaning but the
complete opposite of herséliwitness 10vas more composed and conservative and not loud
while Witness3 was a loud person and always talkingitness 1Qried to steer clear of her.

Initially, Witness 10adid not have too much interaction with Risco. Conversations

initially were very basic. Ri sco wmessld frequ
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Witness 10with all that he had doneWitness1s ai d she wasndét I mpressed
step into his office to check on him because he was new, the conversation initially was primarily
related to work. It took a while before he started to ahldut his personal life. When he did, he
talked about his wife and spoke negatively ab
Witness 1ahought this was strange for him to share that with her.

There werdimes when Risco responded to@tbirectors in a fashion that she described
as harsh and not part of thARC culture.

Witness 10made sure that Risco was aware that she was married. Around Derby time in
2017, Risco asked/itness 1Go go to dinner with him along with her wife. She declined the
invite.

As theExecutive AssistarDirector, Risco was trying to get to know Louilei He
liked to hang out at bars and rub elbows with the elite in Louisville.

Ri scob6s t oWitaesscl0 Hectatkednabodt himself a lot. She spent a lot of
time listening to him about how great he was and all the great things that he did while at
MARTA. He spokea lotabout hisnvolvement with the Diversity and Inclusion Program at
MARTA and thathisdivsi on was fdAperfect, 0 anmdnbtiegande x a mp |
trying to impress her.

Again, she reiterated that his tone with some ofdirectors concerned her because of
the harshnessShe also described him as not being straightforward.

During Barry Barkerodos tenure, she would at
there to help Barker and the board. She got to know the board members and acted as a liaison
contact. Anything the board might need, they would contact her. When Risamé the
Executive AssistarDirector, he also attended the board meetings as did e Directors.

At the time that Barker IefTARC, Witness 10vas applying for other jobs. She really
di dndét | iTRRC. 8he expressed thiato Barkefdre he left along with her
aspirations to get into human resources. She mentioned to Barker that she would someday like
to be theDirectorof Human Resources @®ARC. She also told Barker that she wanted another
role atTARC and asked him to give herads where she could go. Barker suggested that she go
talk to Risco about other opportunities. She informed Risco that her passion was to work with
people and would prefer to be part of the Human Resources Department. She commented that

she perceived thEARC Human Resources Department to be composed of white women and
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hoped that she could get into HR to help with making it more diverse. She also explained to
Risco that she wanted to grow professionally.

Risco told her that he planned to creaf@r&ctor of Engagement position and that he
would like to put her in that role. After Barker retired, Risco did establiZinegtor of
Engagement position in January of 2019. The position was to act as a liaison between
management and the employees. Hirgavas increased from $50,0000 per year to $70,000.
At the same time, Risco created another positibirectorof Customer Experience and placed
Witness 7n that position.

Witness 10wvas in the role oDirectorof Engagement until August of 2019 arishe
became th€hief of Staff.

Withesshandl ed most of Ri s c tntesmEgreautive Assigantwh i | e
Directoruntil June of 2019 wheWitness 1(assisted whil&Vitness 3wvasoff work. That began
an increased interaction with Risc@/itness 1@bserved that after Risco becaBeecutive
Directora lot of people were retiring fromMARC.

In July of 2019 Witness 1thad a discussion with Risco about her future. He indicated
he wanted her to become thxecutive AssistarDirectorsometime in the future. They talked
about her career aspirations and her next roldRC. They talked about human capital and her
interest and true passions were in human resources. She told iRisgassnot interested in the
Executive AssistarDirectorposition. In July of 2019, around the time of a COMTO
Conference in Tampa, Risco encouraged her to become part of the leadership at APTA which is
an association for uand-coming transit professiats. She applied for a position as second vice
president and she was approved in September of 2019 for that position at APTA. She started a
Louisville chapter of the Conference of Minority Transportation Officials. She attended the
Tampa conference witRisco andVitness 1

Witness 1Gstarted to work wittWitness 1lin May 2019whenTARC hosted the APTA
Conference.Witness 1lwas on a panel tha¥itness 10noderated. WheWitness lbecame
involved withTARC, she acted as a coach for Risco ®@fithess10. Witness Iguided them in
how to manage the new team. She first Wahess 1in March of 2019 at the office but got to
know hermuchbetter in April of 2019 during a conference in Dallas. &mha Witness 1 spent

much time togetheduringthe conference in Dallas for th&lationalDiversity Council
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Conference. She attended the Dallas conference with Risteess 4andWitness lwho lived
in Dallas. She stayed at a Marriott Hotel.
While attending this conferenc@/itness landWitness 1Gexchangd telephone
numbers. During an evening dinner while in Dal\&ness 1@®bserved inappropriate behavior
by Risco. He invitedVitness 4 Witness landWitness 1Qo his hotel room. While in the room,
he stated that i f you go across tWiteesstlbr eshol d
interpreted this to mean that sexual activity would occur if they crossed the threshold into his
hotel bedroom. Risco rda this comment in front &Vitness 4 Witness landWitness 10 At
the time,Witness 10daughed this off. At the same meeting in the hotel rddiimess 1Gook
off her wedding ring. Risco made a comment, sexual in nature, about her taking off the ring
indicating that she was now available sexually.
Witness 1Gsaid that similar comments were made by Risco while she was at her desk at
ti mes when she took off her wedding ring. Ri
t hat ringng roifnfg ds cSohmei t ook Ri scods comments t
behind and sexual behavior was okay. His comments made her feel uncomfortable although she
laughed it off. She did not feel comfortable challenging him. One of the reasons she did no
challenge him was for fear of losing her job. She had seen him fire other pebpRGtvith
whom he was displeased. She mentioned Russell Goodwin from Maraetngitnes$ and
Sherry Copp. She stated that if a person did not agree with Rissouldecome after them and
isolate them.
Goodwin wasallegedlyfired because he had approved a bill wheshwuld nothave
Later, it became apparent that he was fired because he was a threat or had challenged Risco.
Witness 6was fired allegedly lmuse she had sent out an email concerning approvals in
the Ellipse System into which contracts are entered. She had sent an &iaiess 1Go
approve the mattelWitness 1thad responded that a resolution was needeMiness 6
responded that thesolution was not required. Risco became upset and stated to those with him
at the Dallas conference thalitness Bwas trying to go around him. Risco also tried to reach
Witness 6while he was at the Dallas conference and was unable to reach herhigpeturn to
Louisville, he firedwitness Gand Copp.
WhenWitness 6was fired, Riscelaimedhe was eliminating th€hief of Staff position

which she held for budgetary reasons. Risco had discussions/diboess 6and Copp while
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attending the conference in Dallas. He discussed the matteititbss 1 Witness 10and
Witness 4who were in Dallas with him attending the conference
He said that he was going to hes assistanjo because she had asked him questions
about his family which upset him.
As time progressedVitness 1d ear ned of Riscobds preference
when a new assistant was hir#ditnessb. She was hired in July of 2018Vitness 1 Witness
10Witness 10Jeremy Priddy and Kim Blanton were on the hiring paWétness 5vas the best
person for the role. They brought her on after the interview panel concluded she was the best
person. Thy met with her at a Louisville coffee shop along Withiness 1 Witness 1QRisco
andWitness 5 Ri sco became upset with them stating
you do somet hi ng Wihdsse® st hpaht y?sdi cr ael fsamadpe procidke tagn ¢ e .
physical appearance. He thought she weighed too much. He also disliked her dark skin tone.
He had a preference for lighterk i nned Afri can Ameri cans. He al
would make comments that she smelled like faaghin a reference to her weight. She resigned
under pressure. Risco made her feel incompetent and that she could not do anything right.
Witness 1(elt that Risco was upset about her hirlvggness 5 He made sure that
Witness 5went throughVitness 10with any matters that were to be presented to Risco. Risco
did not want to deal withVitness 5 Risco was short tempered wit¥itness 5which Witness 10
found upsetting.
Witness 1(had plans to mov/itness 5o a differentdepartmentbut she resigned
before she was able to speak to the head of Human ResoWiteess 1®emphasized that
Risco would constantly mak#&/itness Seel incompetent.
As an il lustrati oWineds5Winescl@Galdsofab ectasioni or wi t
whenRisco stated he want&tlitness 5o simply drop documents in his inbox and not talk to
him when she came in with those documents. RiscoMiidess 1GhatWitness Swvould come
in and talk to him or comment about needing a signature on a documenangéisd Risco.
Witness 1Ghen counseleWitness 5o just leave the mail in his inbox and allow him to ask
guestions if he needed to. Risco then broWgithess 1andWitness Snto his office and told
Witness 5 Wifhess 10s your key to success leer 0 Ri sco then went on t

told about the delivery of folders?odo He aske
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imposing presencaWitness eft the room crying.Witness 1Qried to console herWitness 10
then sent herdme for the day.
Witness 1Gsaid that Risco was disgusted\Wtness ® s a p p &\Vaness a0warild
give her advice on how to dress professionaiifitness 10vould counsel her that as a minority
woman iitdéds i mportant t.o |l ook and dress profes
Witnessl@escri bed Riscobds management style wit
presenting an imposing look with his legs crossed and an intimidating tone.
Regarding the trip to Dallas, she recalled when8htess 4 Risco and/Vitness lwent
tolunch. His behavior to wadtaff made her feel uncomfortable. He was unhappy about his
french fries and asked for the manager in a very embarrassing manner.
The next dayVitness 4and Risco went out to lunch. Risco made an offhanded remark
thatWitness 1thad missed out on lunch with them. When they got back to Louisville, Risco
said something abol¥itness 4having met a guy in Dallas and having had sex with him. Risco
made fun of it and puitness 4down. Risco seemed to gossip abdlitness 4 Risco was
exhibiting dislike toward§Vitness 4 Witness 1Ghought it may have been because she
challenged hinor went out on a datelt seemed that after the Dallas trip that she fell into the
circle of people hdid notlike.
Risco tried to keepVitness 1drom befriending peopleWitness 10referenced a
consultant by the name of Lee Green whom Risco waffigtess 1 Witness dandWitness 10
to meet. He said that he was a n@dach,and they could maybe hire him to help cloghe
management team. Although he was hired, he did not perform any work. Risco got upset with
Green and composed an email that he wavitiedess 1Qo sign and send to Green. She was
reluctant to do so because the tone of the email was not whabsteenermally compose.
Risco had become upset with Green because he was asking for payment. Green was associated
with a beneficiary group. He was paid $9000 deposit for no work performed.
Recalling the Dallas trip, she recalled tiétness lhad totl her that Risco sodomized
her in October of 2019Witness1had dev el oped aVitmessil8iness1l0bondo v
would confide inWitness land vice versaWitness ltold Witness 1Ghat Risco pulled up her
skirt at a hotel and tried to sodomizerhWitness lalso told her about another incident that
happened in July of 2019 at a COMTO conference in a hotel room. He came to her room one

night and had sex with her at a Marriott Hotel in Tampa, Florida. While in Tampa, Risco was
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glued toWitnessl andWitness 10 This was annoying them. They tried to distance themselves

from him. Another female from APTA said Witness 1GandWitness1 @A Youodr e | i ke C
Angel s. o Risco |iked that.

Risco always talked about his-gklfriends. He fregently made comments about
women wanting to be with him. He would refer
instances when he would reference a female, h

of comments madé/itness 1(feel uncomforable. Risco was worse when attending
conferencesWitness 1@escribed his behavior as similar to that of a teenager. \Bibtiess 1
andWitness 1thoped that they could change him so that he would only act that way in front of
the two of them.

Riscds comments about women Whnmess lahdWignpssent |y
10 but at timesalso duringdinners with people he knew the community Witness land
Witness 10vould talk about his behavior and their desire to see him succeed in his role.
Witness 10vas uncomfortable talking to him about his behavior. She feared being placed in the
Aouter circleo and isol ated or bo#rd. Slkeedriedtob®8he ne
very loyal to Risco and cared for him. She stated that she did not want to be the one to report
him to the board. She hoped that someone else would do something. She did not want to endure
what might happen if she reported Risadhe board Instead, she hoped the board would pick
up on how he changed the board meeting structurevaadhotprepared for board meetings.

Ri sco seemed enamor ed wWithdss 1@esaribed bih dsiang 1 wh
true narcissist. He emyed having whites work for him. He wanted to be like a white person.

Witness 1Qecalled a time wheWitness lwas staying in Louisville at a hotel in the
NuLu area.Witness lhad told her thatVitness land Risco had gone to a restaurant on
4™ Street and that she had gotten into an argument with him and had gotten out of his car and
walked back to her hoteMitness linformedWitness 1Ghat as they were driving down
4™ Streethe was yelling at herRisco stated toVitness]l fAYou gi ve me more pr
anyone | have ever WimesdllandWitneds lwentto dhiwreh togethert day
at which timeWitness 1shared this information with her.

Witness 1Qecalled a time in Septembefr2019 when RiscdyVitness landWitness 10
were working on approving a COMTO chapter for Louisville. Between midnight and 5 a.m.,

Risco sent out 34 emails and text messayéisness l1said these emails and text messages were
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a tantrum by him and caotied him that he was creating a hostile work environment. Risco
became upset witWitnessland sai d, fAYouodr e Wianess d03ometimesi t i ci z
wondered whyVitnesslput up with Riscobs behavior and th
she was earning fromARC.
Risco |Iliked having Witness 1 around becaus
While attendinga conference in Washington, D.@\jithess lwent over to the tdé to a
celebrity named Malik YobaWitness 1Gsaid thatWitness lwas very outgoing ancomfortably
approached peoplehen out in public.Risco was withVitness lat a restaurant when this
occurred. Shortly beford/itness Iwent over the other table talk to Yoba, she and Risco were
having a heated discussion in the restaurant about her criticizing him. Risco was trying to place
blame on Randy Frantz for not doing his jolitness 1liried to defend Frantz. Risco became
very upset and actually stadtto cry. Yoba who was at a nearby table noticed the conversation
and Apicked up on the energy. o People in the
Risco did not likewitness ltalking to other men. Risco liked being the center ohttia.
In October of 2019Witness 1(attended a conference in New York City along with
Risco andWitness 1 It was an APTA TRANSform Conference. Also attending the conference
was Randy Frantz. Risco aWdtness lwent out to dinner and came back armUber. Risco
was upset witiWitness land her feedback to him. In October of 200tness 1started dating
someone. Risco saw this on social media and got very upsietess lthen began reporting to
Frantz rather than Risco. Risco wanted Frémteal with her. She believes this occurred
becausé&Vitness lwas dating someone.
It became apparent that wheéfitness lwas in town the tranquility or lack of tranquility
in theWitness 1Risco relationship governed his behavior at work. He woulé h@ood swings
depending upon where they were in their relationship. Risco would periodicallyitmdss 10
AHave yoWinesslPloed Sthe woul d respond no even i f
want to upset him.
Witness 1(thad a conversation witWitnesslas ki ng her t o Atake one
meaning that Risco was difficult to deal with when he was on the outVititless 1 Witness
10was urging her to patch things up between the two of th&itmess 10encourage®Vitness

1 to go to dinnewith Risco because things were getting worse al tieC office. Risco
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seemed to be getting more upset and more paranoid and having more mood swings after his
alienation withWitness 1 His circle of people he didnodot |
Witness1@ ook t he role of Amiddlemano trying t
toldWitnesst hat she shouldndét criticize Risco in t
with himd when you want to critique him,
Witness1@ | ai med t hat Risco never fAcame on to
came on to her, she didlate an incident in January of 2019 when she was at her desk talking
about her husband liking sports. Risco made a comment that he knew the sports schedule and
thatWitness10 s husband | i ked football and basketbal
Witness 10would be lonely. Risco would say to herthatbelds | i p ri ght i n and i
youo and he wouldndt ever know aWignesslleeyy r ef er
uncomfortable. He stood over her at her desk talking about beingdigehere for her. This
was at a time just before Risco announced her promotion.
Risco would make sexual gestures and jokes and talk about girlfriends, masturbation and
make masturbation gestures in front of her and make references to the sizeeofhiRisco
would always talk about women wanting him. She described Risco as having a large ego and
being very insecure. He would often talk abélitness 7and her looks. He also made
comments about Victoria Russell who was the diversity and imclusi per son f or Papa
Pizza.
He seemed to be obsessed with social media and would pull up pictures of his exes and
make comments that, fAShe wants me now &cause
Witness 1 Witness3, andWitness 4old Witness 1Ghat Risco had saidliewoul d have
Witnesslb ef or e t he eWitdessd@eached a brgaking pointtowards the end of
December 2019. Ri scod0s behavior was beginnin
husband about all of Ritshcaad s fAblehh asv icaarnsd.t bSh emy
In December of 2019 whéNitness lwas in town, RiscoyVitness landWitness 10
went to dinner three nights in arowitness1d el t t hat she coul dndot dec
because she was afraid Risco would geeupRisco would often say Witness 1Ghat he
needed a girlfriend. She later realized that he meant her.
Risco had been taking/itness 10on all of his trips which was creating an image that

Witnesslovas hi s girl friend. ouHewat twapwer wadtuedngot
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also put his arm around her at times. She recalled this happening while on a trip to Washington,
D.C., and New York City where he put his arm around her. He was talking very closely to her in
her ear with his lips taching her ear which gave the appearance she was his girlfriend. Risco
would also make certain references to her when she had her hair $ijtadss 10nentioned
that on a trip to Dallas Risco had made comments about not liking African Americansgwearin
their hair braided and preferred long straightened Walitness 4went tothe conference in
Dallas with her hair natural and came back with it straightened.

Witness 1Qecalled a meeting with Risco in January of 2020. The meeting was to
discussWitness 4having been arrested for driving while intoxicated. Attending the meeting
were Randy Frantz, Kim Blanton, Lorri Lee, Risco &¥iitiness 10 During the meeting in
Rismds office, t heyWiness4 Risdoasked the gronp \yhsthwiness 4 f
should be held accountable for this and disciplined in some manner.

Witness 1 esponded that in her experience if a
bass for TARC that it was not something warranting disciplinary actisvitness 10vondered
why they were having this discussion. It bothered her. She thought it might be a form of
retaliation by Risco. She believed that Risco was trying to justifychiceng and wanted the
others to concur with his concern abuitness 4to provide cover should there be any pushback
from Witness 4 In talking towitness 4about the matter, she stated that Risco knew about the
incident. Witness 4dinformedWitness 1Ghat in February of 2019 she was out partying with
Daryle Unseld and Risco. They were out drink
Risco had sex witkVitness 4sf r i end t hat evening at his apart:Hr
apartment, she was sfog by police.Witness 4informed Riscahe next daybout having been
stopped by the police.

By January of 2020, Risco became more paranoid. People were beginning to realize who
he really was. Risco plac#tlitness 4into the circle of people thatliei d né6t | i ke or we
to him. He would try to fire people who he perceived were a threat toWiitness 4was in this
circle because of the tone of her emails and related to her evaluations. Risco had some friends
outside ofTARC who Witness 4knew about and he wanted to get riditness 4before she

spoke up to his friends about his behavior.
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Witness 1Qecalled Risco entering into an agreement with a friend of his, Todd Mason,
who worked for Colonial Life Insurance Company. Risco hadMaeton through an APTA
Conference in May of 2019.

Witness 1(also observed that Risco frequently did not have money to pay for dinners.
He would make references to having a fAifree di
would order a lot whenenwent out to dinner knowing someone else was going to pay. He
tended to drink a lot when going outdmner. There were times when he would useltheC
credit card for these evenings outisé® would occasionally reminditness 10and Randy
Frantz how much they were making as a way to manipulate them. Risco also did not feel he was
being paid enough.

In June of 2019Vitness 5Swvas the executive assistant to Risco. She reported directly to
Risco. Later, he changed the repatio Randy Frantz. Risco did not likéitness ® s
appearance. Risco tollitness 1ot to help her out as he was trying to find anything to
Anitpick her about o i nWiness appedran orgTéd SteveiHdrvep f h e
Show. Risco deed for pictures and video of this. After reviewing the pictures, Risco said that
Withesslovas fAchunkyo in the video. He shared t he
meeting weraVitness 10Witness 5 Randy Frantz and Jeremy Priddy.

Risco usd profane language both withilARC and during external meetings. He used
the words, fAnigger, colored and coonso refere
recallsWitness Istating at one time that she wished Risco would not use those words.

Risco encouraged his inner circle to use the Signal app through which messages could
disappear after a certain amount of tinvéitness 10id notsee the need to use the app. She
recalled a time wheWitness 1showed her a selfie that Risco had sem night towitness 1 It
was a picture of him on a scale with his penis showing. This was in the fall of @0tifess 10
described Risco as a bully. When he wasbkecutive AssistarDirector, he tried to belittle
Witness 21in the Training Departent. He sent him emails which had a tone &giihess 21
was a child. Risco often sent messages that were demeaning to Witeess 1@escribed his
behavior as a fAncyber bully.o She remembered
Nick Van Hooser.Witness 1Ghought that Risco was intimidated by Van Hooser because Van
Hooser was taller than Risco. Anyone who Risco perceived as a threat or he felt intimidated by

he would try to get rid of.
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Witness 10 did not thebgad because of s fear of setallatomby v i or
Risco if he found out that she had reported him plus the embarrassment to herself. Mitness
did not want to lose her job and was trying to protect her kids and husband. She felt that she
could take the stees . She was embarrassed and ashamed.
involvement withWitness 1 During her tenure aShief of Staff, she assumed the position as a
Aglmet weeno between Risco and other employees.

She also mentioned that while workimgretail years before she was sexually assaulted.
She reported theacident,and it took some time for that person to be fired.

She also contrasted Riscob6s behavior in bo
was very inclusive and would hairectors handle many of the reportRiscochanged the
format and started giving the financial reports himself and tookittaceDirector off the
agenda. She heard Risco making derogatory comments about the membefa\&fGHmoard.

Witness 1Qeceived no onboard training, no EEO training when initially hired and no
EEO training whileChief of Staff.

In terms of recommendaiis to prevent the type of behavior by Risco, she stated that
there need to be more checks and balances by the board. She statedEttetutieeDirector
should not be allowed to have so much power. She also recommended onboard training for all
employees and EEO training. Risco had access to all information about employees to include if
they had sought help through the EAP progoamade an EEO complainHe would use this
information against employees who might be seeking another posifiéyRal.

She did reach out for former board chair,
management style and the culture and climaieA®C under Risco but not the sexual aspects.
She made thatontact withPowell at the end of January 2020. She hohd that shelid not
know what to do and that he was ruining things. She felt comfortable talking to Powell because
she had developed a relationship while he was omARC board.

She also recalled in January of 2019 at a board meeting when Theo Hamilton from the
TARC union stood up and told the board that Risco was not competent tobecthéive
Director.

On the Saturday before Risco wased (February 8, 2020yVitness 1Qcalled board
chair, Mary Morrow. She did so becai®@ness 4told herthatWitness 4had called Mary
Morrow the day beforeWitness 4encouraged her to call Morrow to tell her what she knew.
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Witness 1ahen spoke tdorrow about her concerns and h&ing surevhat she should do.

She informed Morrow about Riscobs | eadership
the finances and Witness 1knew ofWitness 1 Morrow said that the board was looking into
thefinance issues with Risco. Morrow reassured her that everything would be okay and to be

patient.

WITNESS11

Witness 11 received a Bachelor of Communications from Berea College in 2006. She
received a Master6s i n PulbateUnverditdg mi ni strati on

In 2015, she was employed by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet in the Civil Rights
Division. She investigated violations of EEO matters and sexual harassment and hostile work
environment issues. In 2017, she accepted a job withetkiagton Public Transportation. She
was the compliance officer. She investigated the same types of matters that she did while
working at the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet.

She was hired by Carrie Butler who was the general manager at the LexXingtsit
Company. Butler had previously workedT®RC. Butler recommended that Witness 11 apply
for a job afTARC.

In April of 2018, Witness 11 was interviewed for fhgectorof Diversity and Inclusion
atTARC. Risco, Kim Blanton anwitness 10vere on the interview panel. Kim Blanton called
Witness 11 after the interview and offered her a coordinator position which she turned down

because of the salary. Risco | ater called an
get you to coméo TARC. 0 They offered $59, 000 which she
employmentalARCi n June of 2018. Her office was 1in

office. Witness 11 was commuting from Lexington to Louisville as she did not want tolraove
son out of his school that he had been attending in Lexington.

Shortly after starting her careerl@RC, she started to notice things that seemed
inappropriate to her. For instance, Risco would make comments about his extensive drug use
while in college to include hallucinate drugg/itness 3was also present when he made these
statements. Witness 11 thought it strange for him to talk to her about this matter.

Witness 3asked Witness 11 if she wanted to go out for drinks after wtikness3
asked Witness 11 what types of drinks she liked. She also asked Witness 11 if she was dating.
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During this discussion, Risco was coming in and out of his office. She thought these questions
were prompted by Riscobs interest in her.

Riscoalsowaspren t o t al k -naibgohutt shti asn diso.nce Wi tness 1
when he discussed this behavior that she was not that type of girl. Risco would talk about dating.

He gave explicit details on how he would prepare a female for sex. He used hiarfdnds
gestured how he would use his hands on female genitalia.

Both the drug and sexual conversations were huge red flags for Witness 11. She thought
about going back to Lexington but th&RC job gave her financial independence and
promotional opportuties not found in her prior employment.

The next day after these discussiofgness ame t o her office and
okay about yesterdaybd6s conversation?o Wi tnes
because of the career advancenperential alTARC. Risco mentioned to her that he could,

Atake her to the top. o0

Il n Sept ember o0 bsugRidoB Jenniér Delabars, svholhdddbeen the
Directorof Diversity and Inclusion, left. Witness 11 did not have a supervisor foy manths
thereafter. Risco never met with her about what he wanted her to do after Delahara had left. In
November of 2018, Risco asked her to meet with a nonprofit organization working-wgk at
youth. She participated in the meeting and typed sypranary of what was discussed. When
she presented it to Risco, he said, Altds up
to give her direction on whether the project would be beneficiBARC.

In December of 2018, Risco asked her wietplans were for recognizing Veterans Day.

She typed up an email to the veterans. Short
for Christmas?o Witness 11 r @ARCeffcd. Ridco$ 900 f o
criticized Withess1 and sai d, AWhy are you so excited a

for spending so much money for the Christmas decorations. Soon thereafter, she received an
email from Risco in which he expressed concern about the work that she had performiedrsince
boss, Delahara, had left. He asked Witness 11 to provide a summary of the work she had done
since Delahara left. Witness 11 stated that she conducted investigations of EEO matters. She
also had provided Risco with information about what diversityiaalusion should include.
Shealsotold him that she had been interview panels and did other taskings. She felt that

Ri scobs treatment of her changed when she reb
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Throughout her employment, she was frequently stressaa ¢ghe potential of losing her
job. She felt that her work was never good enough for Risco, especially after she declined his
sexual advances.

She recalled a time when they were ordering lunch and she made a comment about
putting on weightandonlyocu | d wear | eggi ngs. Ri sco stated,
giving her the impression that she would look good in leggings. Witness 11 stated she felt there
was a list of people Risco would like to sleep with. One of the persons on that list vedis hers
Witness 3old Risco to back off pushing Witness 11 about sexual matters. After she expressed
concern about this, she felt that there was a dramatic change in how Risco treated her. That is
when she started to notice him not being nice to her.

Witness Jnew everything about Risco. Risco would Wikness 3about women with
whom he wanted to sleepVitness 3old her that she was one of the girls he wanted to sleep
with. After Witness 3had a conversation with Risco about leaving Witnesddreahe treated
Witness 11 differently.

There were times when she felt uncomfortable about the way that he looked at her. She
also noticed that he looked at other women.

Witness 3would pull Witness 11 and/itness 6out of their offices when femadevould
go into Riscobds office and meet with him so t
Witness 11 had a vent i n her Withess3ol@Witndss ch con
11 that the people in the office were doing sexual thing

Witness 3was like a mother to Witness 1Witness 3old her that Risco was having
some type of sexual relations with a person named Sydney in the Purchasing Department. Risco
al so A hadwWiteesstoh iarcge ofithiesa 3) Witness 11 realled some story about
Risco showing his penis Witness 7

In February of 2019yVitness 4was hired for th@irectorof Diversity and Inclusion.
Witness 4was hired after the position had already clos@titness 3old Witness 11 that
Witness4dvashi red because she Adidndédt have a gag r e
Witness 4had some type of relatiship. Witness 3old her they were sleeping together both
before and aftevVitness 4was hired.Witness 4did not have any experience in diversity and
inclusion when she was hiredlVitness 4treated Witness 11 very poorly. Witness 11 was in fear

of losing her job aftewitness 4was hired.
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Wit ness 11 h a dChiefef8taff, Witheast§ waR ersinated shortly after
she had spoken Withessda b out Ri scods beh aNitnessBvasfireRi sco al |
because he did not nee€hief of Staff position. Risco told th& ARC board the same thing.
After Witness 4was hired, Witness 11 was &ted poorly by bothVitness 4and Risco. Risco
witnessedNitness 4treating Witness 11 poorly. She felt that the mistreatment was because she
did not want to participate or did not <capitu
Witness 3had told Witness 1about Risco following girls and watching girls coming
into work at the same timaVitness 3also stated that she had observed Risco coming into work
about the same time &¢itness 4and another employee with the first name of Sydney.
Witness 11 believ@Witness 4had been having a sexual relationship with Risco.
Witness 4contributed to the hostile work environmenT&RC. Witness 4told Witness 3she
was going to learn all the regulations so she could fire Witness 11. At one point, Risco called
Witness 11 into his office to talk about an investigation she was conducting concerning a
employee Wi tsnemvyestil@ation involved his inapprop
getting a black girl, o when an AgingDapatmenAmer i c
The case involved discriminatory comments and hostile work environment. Witness 11 met with
Risco about the case. Witness 11 wrote up an investigative summary and s@fitness 4
She is not sure what happened to the investigafien it was given taVitness 4 She thought
there might be some type of a coverup related to that investigation by her.
Risco allowedNitness 4o practice law while working atARC. Witness 11 observed
her doing her personal law practice ARC time.
Witness 4was like a bully towards Witness 11. Risco allowed this behavior. She had a
meeting with Risco an@itness 4who threatened her with being fired because Risco and
Witness 11 could not get along.
Witness 11 informedlVitness 8iho was theChiefof Staffa b out Ri sco6s beha:
in turn toldWitness 4who then increased her mistreatment of WitnessWitness 4made fun
of the way she dressed and kept her hair. Ultimately, Witness TAIRIE because of the way
thatWitness 4and Risco were treating her. She did not want to [g&FRC but was afraid of
losing her job. She underwent therapy, had sigmfiséeep issues, lostralationshipand went

on an antidepressant drug as a result of the way she was treated by Ridttmass 4
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She recalled an incident whandtness 2was sexually assaulted FREDACTION #1]
Witness 4dandWitness 7reached out fowitness 2and told her to walk back the statement to say

that the conduct had not been a sexual assault. She believes they dRd ss atlice€tien.

WITNESS12
Witness 12 has an Associate degree in Human Resources from the J&féatsoical
College. Priorto coming towork fGIARC, s he wor ked at the Jeffer st
Office, Child Support Division. In January of 2018, she was hireBARC. She moved to
TARC for better pay and benefits and the opportunity for grovie started as a driver, was
later promoted as a customer service/paratransit support role. In April of 2019, she was
promoted to a position in the Purchasing Department. She was very pleased with her promotion
as she considered it working her way ug ARC. She loved her job &ARC and wanted to

make it a career. She found her role very important and meaningful and enjoyed serving people.

When she was transferred to the Purchasing Department, she had the responsibility as a
buyer. Her boss was khael Ratchford. As a buyer f6ARC, she handled the purchase of
anythingTARC needed from bus parts to toilet paper and papers and pens. She had constant
contact with vendors. She also worked with fellow employees Michael Fitzwater, Mary Cooper

andWitness 24 Mary Cooper, who was the senior buyas her supervisor.

During the interview process, people witfiIARCt ol d her t o be very c:
white people work in the Purchasing Depart men
andlater that day was offered the job by Ratchford. Ratchford made an offhanded remark that,

Aln spite of the decision, Il 6m going to give

chance. 0 Witness 12 thought this was a very

Witnessl X prior supervisor alARC said they wished they could have kept Witness 12
but they couldnét increase her pay so0o she sou
For two months, Witness 12 worked in both departments at the same pay. She wirked i

Purchasing Department Monday through Friday and the Paratransit Call Center on Saturdays.

After being assigned to the Purchasing Department, she was told that the senior buyer,

Mary Cooper, would be training her. However, no training was provitléithess 12 told
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Ratchford that, il want to be an asset to the

processes and systems in place in the purchasing were new to her.

From time tatime, she would ask Mary if they could do training. Marr es ponded, i

have my own job. |l dondt have time. OO

Witness 12 then told Ratchford that no training had been provided to her. He told her to
get it on the schedule. The day that it had been scheduled initially was on a day when Cooper
had just retured to the job. Therefore, they rescheduled the training for another day. The day
that the training was scheduled was a day when Cooper had just returned from vacation. When
Witness 12 asked Cooper about the 6dlieduwléed t
training are you talking about ?o0 Witness 12
training was to be on handling contracts. Co
Cooper called Ratchford aemdasma? d,| iWhwae 6my t thw
Ratchford had both Witness 12 and Cooper come to his office to discuss the matter. After a
combined conversation, Witness 12 was excused from the meeting. When Cooper left the
meeting, she tol d nmWintunteesss. 01 2 ,ApifipGiovxe mMmaet e3 Oy 30
provided 30 minutes of training.

The next day, Witness 12 asked Cooper for additional training. Cooper responded that
she didndét have time but Witness l12enoticed t

computer.

In August, she had ordered glass forlheesput the glass had been on backorder.
Witness 12 tried to find another vendor to provide the glass sooner. Cooper stated to Witness 12,
AYou need to call thatl adsesf fiisn.gd p | Wicten e sos sle2e enx
that they had discussed the order over the past weeks and that Witness 12 had given Cooper
updates regarding the matter. Cooper then #db
the way she was beingetited. The behavior was very foreign to what Witness 12 had
experienced previously &ARC. Witness 12 left the meeting and went to the bathroom to cry.
Fellow employea&Vitness 24came in to check on her. When she got back to her desk, Ratchford
came n and asked for an update on the glass as if Witneasd 2otdoing her job. Witness 12

produced the emails to show that Cooper had been updated on the status of the glass.
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A day later, Witness 12 went to the Human Resources Department and spogarto S
McKenick about the hostile work environment. Prior to doing so, she had spoken to Ratchford
and told him that, Al do not talk to Mary I|iKk
Ratchford responded, AThat s just Mary, thato

Anot her employee attempted to console Withn
dealing with, she wild|l be I eaving. o Someti me
Ratchford had been found Aguilty eatédalnostdet i | e w

work environment and were racially discriminatory.

Witness 12 also recalled a time whafitness 24vas going to provide her with training
on vendor contracts. While they were working together, Ratchford walked in and stated that he
was interested in one of the vendor contrad#tness 24and Witness 12 asked him which
contract he needed. Ratchfor;e sponded, fAThe one with the Asi a
kind. o

Witness 12 saw signs of racism. She noted that Ratchford took a fellow buyer to events
with vendors but did not take Witness 12 with hiWwlitness2d&a s ked Wi t ness 12 wh)
go. Witness 24said that Witness 12 should have gone to the event to gain knowledge about the
vendor contracts. Ratchford continued to take another employee to events and excluded Witness
12 from the vendor events. She was never given the opportuaitietwl the vendor events.
Witness 12 spoke to Human Resour&gctor Kim Blanton and Diversity and Inclusion
Director, Witnessb,about the situati on. To further il 1lwu
treatment, she noted that Ratchford took empldysvater or the other employee to a vendor
event after Fitzwater [iwatepMhve nvahsi sl etawa nwe eskt sa

donét | ike what theyoére doing to you.oo

When Fitzwater was asked to attend the event with Ratchford after he naittesdilnis
resignation, Fitzwater stated to Ratchford that he thought it would be good for Witness 12 to go
to the event. Ratchford replied, Al hadnodot t

found the statement demeaning, demoralizing agiladling as an employee.

Shortly after this incident, William Hatrris, ti&irectorof Transportation, approached her

about moving to bus maintenance. He made com
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black girl in the Finance Department. Thanversation with Harris occurred on a Friday. On

the next Monday, Ratchford approached Witness
another job, | need to know what youdre going
youtotrainingi youdre not going to stay in the depar
Witness 12 in which Cooper ppmrsdneldileipfontefd and r
Cooper and Witness 12. He told Witness 12 that Cooper was her supervisor. Ratchfand we

to ask, fAAre you not happy back here?bo0 Wit ne
and wanted growt h. Ratchford responded, AYou
within the company. 0 Wi t mheendoldhbut tha gojicp.nded t h

Ratchford responded, Altés called considerat:i

I n October of 2018, Witness 12 went to Ran
Frantz replied to give him two days and that he would address it. Frantz werdaynthat
Risco would be back in two days. Witness 12 never heard back from either Frantz or Risco on

the matter.

On the next meeting with Ratchford, he sta
l i ke wor king back hienwighWitness Txthatherljole dotldbe he i mpr e

eliminated.

On another occasion, Ratchford criticized Witness 12 for her handling of reorders.
Ratchford asked her, AWho told you to do that
Fitzwater to verify that tlsiwas how she was told to reorder items.

Due to the hostile work environment, Witness 12 started to apply for outside jobs. She
was having anxiety attacks, panic attacks, had to seek counseling and was prescribed
medications to help deal with the artyie Ultimately, she took a lesser paying job to get away

from the hostile work environment.

Concerning the hostile work environment, she further stated that both Cooper and

Ratchford would ask her every time she got up from her desk where she was going

Witness 12 had heard Ratchford make racial comments. One time, she overheard him
say reference, AThe faggot in the credit unio
like black people. She believes that managemeRARIC knew this but did nibaddress the
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situation. She also noted that her prior boSsA®RC who was a lesbian came by to tell her how

much she missed Witness 12 in her department.

Ratchford overheard their conversation and after her former bos$sfhde stated,
AWhat daWhas a wife?0 This gave Witness 12 th
wrong. Witness 12 quit because she coul dnot

Witness 12 stated that on other instances Ratchford had employees tell him how long
Witness 12 wasroa break. If she was five minutes over the allowed break time, he would call
her into his office and criticize her. He also criticized her for going straight to Human Resources
and Diversity and Inclusion Department. She stated that the policy alows to that.

Ratchford responded liwes noknow of that policy.

Everyone in the Purchasing Dermpchnamberwasnt had
fldeleted to protect identity] 0 She also went on to say that s
ARat cthf o®@tdher s in the department did the same.
stated, ARandy told me you need Winess2dnd me Mr
Fitzwater never were told that tdred. iheeWietdn d s
followed up with a conversation with Frantz who said that he did not tell Ratchford that

employees needed to call hiillister.0

Witness 12 told Frantz that she wanted to meet with Risco. Frantz stated that he would
get back to her butaver did.

Ratchford gave her a 2 on her performance appraisal under the category Conflict
Resolution because she went to Frantz. Witness 12 also wenfllARI@&EAP. She asked to
take medical leave but Cooper called her and said it was notamuadicelt er and she co
take sick time. Witness 12 reaffirmed that she was permitted to utilize sick time. The next day
Cooper was very nasty to her. Witness 12 never saw anyone else in the department treated the

way she was treated.

Witness 12 statethatTARC did nothing to protect her and this failure resulted in
tremendous mental health issues for her. Witness 12 does not believ&Ri@atid enough to
adequately address the problems of Ratchford and Cooper. When 3#eREftshe took a pay
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cut from $17.50 to $16. She now works at Metro Government and works with people who are

providing the requisite training and treating her properly as a human being.

Finally, Witness 12 stated that she received no onboard training when comibB®@
received no EEO training and was not provided an EEO policy. She concluded that she should

not have had to endure the hostile work environment that she did.

B. HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT 1 ISOLATION AND
MARGINALIZATION

In addition to hostile work environmentee at ed by Ri scods anéd xual [
other conducas outlined above, other employees reported bullying behavior that also created a
hostile work environment and other behavior that created a feeling of isolation and being
marginalized.Many fdtthreda e ned by Riimeendosbouttarnangtingeemployees
and getting even with peopl&mployeeghen witnessed thesenuendoecome reality when
many employees weterminatedpr their positions eliminated. Risco often called meetings at
the end of the dagind on Fridays during which he would take glee in annourasinther
termination. His action at TARC mirrored much of what was reported by employees at
MARTA. The following ae example®sf the hostile work environmeutted by current or

former employee&

WITNESS21
Witness 2loversaw the Training Department. Hired fromTARC in January of 2020
after nearly 30 years of service. He felt that he was forced out Ri¢itness 21stated that
from the time that Risco arrived it seemed like he had an adversarial relationship with Risco.
Witness 21believed Risco had problems with men and preferred working with wokiVéness
21 perceived it to be a hostile work environrafter Risco wapromoted tdExecutiveDirector.
Witness 2Ibelieves that an agency the sizel&RC which operates a transit agency for
a large metropolitan city should have a training department, however, Risco dismantled the

Training Department when he arrived.

"6 Throughout this report, persons in Director level position are identified by their name and title; others who were
potential victims of Riscobds sexual harassment or aske:
throughout this report.
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Witness 2lwasthenplaced into a new role but not given a job description as towadsat
his new jolrole. The Training Department was one of the largest departmenéd=at with
approximately 300 to 400 employees. The new position that was creadrfess 21was
Directorof Quality Assurance but soon after being placed in this posiitness 21felt that
Risco was out to get rid of him. Consequenfiftness 21eft before he was fired. He stated he
had no plans to retire but felt it was necessary so he would not lose his benefits that he garnered
over his almost 3@ear career wih TARC.

Witness 2Inoted that under the formExecutiveDirector, Barry Barker,TARC did not
have the turnover that it seemed to have when Risco arrived. It seemed like people were being
forced out and replaced with younger femaMétness 21believed that many of the women
moved into the jobs previously held by experienced career employees lacked the experience for
the jobs into which they were placed. As an example, he mentioned Michelle Bartoszek who
replacedwitness 21with training responsibiies. Witness 2Inoted that most of the women
hired by Risco were youndfrican Americanfemales.

He mentioned that several people IB&ARC because they were concerned about keeping
their jobs. Risco mentioned on his first dayARCt h at , uSuBllg laripglme in to get rid
of people. o This statement | eft the | mpressi
Witness 21 Witness 21believes that the new job into which he was placed was created with no
directivesto set him up for failee. Examples of persemho felt they were forced out included
Jimmy Jones who was tliErectorof Safety and Security. He was replaced by a female named
Lori Leewho Witness 21did not believe had the requisite experience for the position. Another
peron who left wasVitness 25vho went to the Jefferson County Public Schools system.

Risco also dismantled the Marketing Department which had been headed by
[REDACTION #1]

Another promotion that troubléd/itness 2Iwas the promotionf Witness10to Chief of
Staft TARChad never had that posTARC WimesplQéceived t 0 Ri s
a raise of $50,000 when she was placed into this new positiitness 2lbelieves that Risco
placedWitness 10n this position so that he could be close to her.

Witness2lal so noted that prior to Riscobs arri.\
would attendTARC board meetings and brief the board on financial matters; however, when

Risco arrived, he would ldee only one briefing the board members.

113



Witness 2lalsocited as negative actions by Risco the shutting down of the call center
that provided assistance to special needs riders, changing the insurance companyf A&t by
to a company located in Geaagiand changing th@aratansit company which he did not believe
resulted in any financial benefit TARC. The prior company servirgaratansit clients had
been doing a good job. There were rumors that Risco may have received a kickback for the
changeof this contract.
Another person thaw/itness 21stated had been forced out was the Road supervisor,
Daniel Elve. Witness 21said he had heai¥itness 7did not get a promotion because she did
not submit to Ri sco oMtnesséxaied that lbevhadheamd tha Risco Fi n a

only had women working for him when he was at MARTA.

WITNESS22

Witness 22 was AARC employee foR2 years. He was Transportation Training
Manager making $57,000 per year with benefits and a pension. Risco farceulrietire early
in January 2020 and replaced him with a younger;dgpsgrienced individual. Witness 22 had to
purchase four years of service at a cost of $92,500 to increase his pension. He had planned on
working atTARC until he was at lea®t7. Riscoforced him out at the age 68. He lostl4 years
of income, his health insurance, and has a much lower pension than he would have had he been
permitted to completerhat he described asstellar career aIARC as he planned. Being forced
out of a career he loved and had devoted his life to del/#étaess 22 emotionally and
physically. Hestated he wasnder so much stress that his marriage was nearly destroyed, and he

had to seek professional help.

WITNESS23

Witness 23 was a loydlARC employee for almos35 years. He was Supervisor of Road
Operations making $65,000. At Riscobs directio
her office in April 2019 and asked him how old he was and how many years he had been at
TARC. Witness 23 answered her questions, and her response was to tell tienlibtier look
for other job options. He reported this conversation to Kim Blanton, but nothing was done. He
asked for a copy of his personnel file. His request was denied, but Blanton told him that the only

things in his file were merit raises anyway.théiss 23 lost wages, has a lower pension and must
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now pay for health insurance. He suffered humiliation and depression from what he believed was

age discrimination.

WILLIAM HARRIS -DIRECTOR OF MAINTENANCE

Harris has worked foFARC for approximately 15gars. He becanigirector of
Maintenance in November of 2015. His responsibilities are to provide sifamnd reliable
vehicles for transportation to the community. When fdiffed, he has oversight of 115
employees. When Barry Barker was EwxecutiveDirector, Barker was an easy man to talk to.

If there were concerns, he could approach Barker.

When Risco was hired, there was a definite change in atmosphere. Risco had a different
vision forTARC. He had a vision for new ideas. Harris agreed with some of those ideas;
however, he was concerned about the significant number of experienced emplbygegere
leaving after Risco becankexecutiveDirector. He stated thalARC lost a lot of experienced
employees to include tHairectorof Transportation Dean Franklin, Saf@jrectorJimmy
Jones, Marketin@irectorKay Stewart, Paratranditirector Priscilla Rao andirector of
Training Witness 21 He described all these employees as very good employees.

Harris noted that Risco seemed to create positions for vets. One of the departments that
Risco dismantled when he came in was the Training Drepat. Risco dismantled the Training
Department and placed the thBirector, Witness 21into a role calledirectorof Quality
Assurance Witness 2lwas placed in this position at the same pay that he had been receiving but
with no instructions as tolmat this new position entailed or what his responsibilities were.

Harris also did not understand why other employees were let go. For example, Risco
removedWitness 6Gas hisChiefof Staffand eliminated th€hief of Staff position purportedly
for budgetary reasons. Then a few months later, he brought the position back and placed a new
person in a€hief of Staff.

Harris believedRi s c 0 6 s e xwere averly friiemdlysntmedtirigs and seemed
inappropriate in their behavior. He recalled gomgtRi scod6s of fice at one
four females were in his office giggling and behawngrofessionally. He mentioned the
names in that meeting #gitness 4 Witness 7andWitness 3 Harris described their behavior as

out of place. He recallethatWitness 3wvould routinely go get food for Risco.
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A committee was formeih preparation for the019APTA Bus Roadeavhich was
hosted by TARC Harris observed that some persons on this committee had nothing to do with
maintenance or transportation but seemed to be along for a fréerefdering to persons in the
executive suite.

In preparation of the eventarris and then Transportati®irector Franklin began
studying howlike cities of Reno and Tampa prepared for the bus roadeos in their Eiéprles
fromRi s c o 6 s stafitraveledtalongtarris believed there was a lot of drinking involved
in their participation.He added thathere was no valued added by their participation.

Harris also noted that Risco creaf@idectorpositions for persons who had no direct
reports such ad/itness 7andWitness 10vho was hired as th@irectorof Employee
Engagement and the position thatdreated foWVitness 21

One of the things that Risco did was he took cellphones and cars away from some of the
road supervisors which angered them.

Harris stated that he did not observe any inappropriate sexual contact with other
employees except he did note that Risco seemed to be prone to hugging female employees.

Harris again reiterated th@ARC lost a lot of good people with significant exerce

when Risco took over.

THEO HAMILTON i TARC UNION PRESIDENT

As noted above[ ARC Union President Hamilton stated tlogice Risco was hired as the
AssistanExecutiveDirector, Hamilton began to hear concerns voiced about him by the union
membership. One of the principal complaints was his bullying behavior and abusive handling of
the employees. One example given was the drivers had taken up collections to buy bicycles to
had out to persons in need. ThesdARCi cycl es
headquarters. One day around noontime, Risco walked into the room and saw the bicycles and
said to the drivers to get rid of them by the end of the day.

Hamilton also tated that a number of people began retiring because of Risco. t&ddme
Hamilton that they could not work like this and were fearful that he would fire them without
adequate cause. Some names given included Dan FranklirDpaotor of Transportation
who Hamilton said was forced out by Risco; Dand:theExecutive Assistariirectorof

TransportationandWitness 21 Dan Franklin had voiced to Hamilton that when he attempted to
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terminate someone Risco reprimanded him and treated him poorly bethisedecision to
terminate the employee. Other names mentioned by Hamilton included Steve Brown and David
Burke.

KIM BLANTON - DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES
Blanton received a Marketing certificate from Spencerian College and a Human Resource
certificate from Bellarmine. She was hired by TARC in 1990 as a Benefits manager. In 2005,

she was promoted to Human Resoulgsctor.

Her duties as Human Resour&sectorinclude hiring, recruiting, discipline,
termination, benefits, drug and alcohobgram manager for the employees at TARC. TARC

has a total of 630 employees.

Risco was hired in February of 2017. No background check was conducted when he was
hired. Blanton was one of the applicants when Risco was hifegeasitiveDirectorand,

therefore, did not participate in the hiring of Risco

When Risco was initially hiredVitness 25assisted himvith his needs as a new
employee. It was agreed that TARC would help Risco with moving expenses, business cards

and benefits packages.

Blanton met Risco on his first day in the office. She asked him if he needed anything.
Within a couple of weeks of his hire, he sat down with Blanton and asked her what her top three
priorities were and what she would like to see changed at TARC. She nadniiomm the need
for a pay study for employees. She thought a pay study needed to be conducted because she felt
compensation was on the low side for administrative employees. TARC is competing against the
private market industry where she believesrgadaare higher. She did work on getting a pay

study conducted and then received a mesageWitnessl0to stand down.

In her interactions with Risco, she observed that he could get frustrated easily, said what
he thought and was very demandingsdeiwould use profanities in meetings. He would get
frustrated if hedid notlike the answer provided by an employee. He also did not seem to listen
when in discussions with him. Because Risco had had some experience in human resources, he

did notseemto listen to her about some matters. He frequently referenced MARTA and the way

117



things were done at MARTA. In meetings with otBarectors, they frequently mentioned Risco

as being very demanding and fAwanting what he

Risco never touched herappropriately. Blanton had no information about sexual

harassment.

Blanton discussed the hiring of various employelesco made the ultimate hiring
decisions on persons Rirectorlevels and above. During his tenure at TARC, he was
responsible for the hiring of Michelle Bartoszek, Lorri L@&tness 4 Witness 5 Wanda

HendersonWitness 6 and Brian Butler.

Bartoszek, Hendersoklitness Gand Butler had military experience beé being hired

by Risco.

During the period that Risco was the intefixecutiveDirector, Withess 10vas made
the Directorof Community Engagement and paid $75,000. Risco also prométadss Avho
was a Graphic and Web managebicectorof Custome Experience and raised her salary to

$75,000. Blanton was not consulted regarding these promotions or salary increases.

Witness Bwas initially hired as chief of staff for Risco. She was hired in August of 2018.
In April of 2019, Risco fired her. &itold the otheDirectors that she was being terminated
because the position was being eliminated. Risco claimed that the elimination of the position of
chief of staff was a coseduction measure. A few months later, Risco stated that he was
promotingWitness10to be chief of staff. Blanton was informed of this move right before a
board meeting was to begin. Blanton was concerned about the fact the position had previously
been eliminated and now was being filled. She told Risco that it would lee toetlo a title
change and work description that was different than a chief of staff position that he had

eliminated but he disregarded her advice.

Witness 1(had prior experience as the assistant tdetkecutiveDirector. When
Witness Bwvas the chikof staff, she was paid $75,000. Wheiithv#ss 10vas promoted, Risco
increased her pay to $120,000. Risco claimed that he wanted her salary to be higher than the
highest paidirector. At the time, the highest paldirectorreceived $115,000 (IDirector).
OtherDirectos 6 s al ari es were around $105, 000. Bl ant

information would be public, and she believed obigectors would be unhappy with the
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significant pay raise thaWitness 1lreceived that was greater thanithe Blanton would have
recommended a salary of $100,000. Blanton did research for similar positions in the market and
determined that the salary average was $100,000. Risco disagreed with her recommesmdiation

was dismissive of her

Dur i ng teRuresthedbbasd did not approve any hires. Risco would simply mention
some hires during board meetings. When he fivgtiess 6 he told the board that he was
eliminating some personnel from the executive staff because of funding issues. In réference
the funding issues Risco stated, fAiWedre alrea
that the board was advised of the specific reductions in the executive staff. Moreover, the board
did not make an inquiry when Risco mentioned staff redost Blanton was also unsure
whether the board was aware tkiéitness 10vas promoted to chief of staff. There was also no
discussion during board meetings abdlitness® s posi ti on having been e
hiring a new chief of staff only morghafter he claimed the position was being eliminafdue

board is not involved in approving salaries of new hires.

Blanton stated it was very unusual for an employee to receive a pay raise of $40,000 or
more. She thought it was inappropriate\iditness 1Qo receive such a huge pay increase. She
stated that the pay raise was noted by other employees especially others who thought they
needed a pay raise but had not received any. Risco had been tellingiabens that pay
raises were not possébbecause of funding shortages, yet they\8ainess 7andWitness 10
receiving significant pay increases. Blanton noted that she has worked for TARC for 30 years
and her salary at the time was $103,000 which was significantly less thaWitiess 10vas
being paid andlVitness 1thad many years less experience. Blanton mentioned that previously
an employee by the name of Jennifer Delahara had provided EEO training to some employees at
TARC. She recommended thatraining departmerte reinstituted anthat EEO training be

provided to all employees.

She stated that a review of Riscobds person

check completed when he was hired.
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MICHELLE BARTOSZEK - DIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION

Bartoszekstated that she was never the victim of inappropriate behavior by Risco. She
did statehowever that other employees wouldll her abouR i s anapprepriatdbehavior.
Specifically, she mentioned Witness 4 would tell her about her escapades with Sl
recalled one time when Witness 4 got a bad review and Witredssdt ed she was goir
hi s Wimeass 4vas very upset about the poor performance evaluation.

Bartoszek stated that a lot of people came to her to vent. She also ragafisthnce
when Witness 4 went to a trip in Dallas with Risco. She returned and said that she had had
sexual escapades with someone in Texas. Bartoszek later determined it was Risco. Witness 4
said to Bartoszek that doszekhadsemefobowp cked by hi
conversations with Witness 4. Another employee who shared information with Bartoszek was

Witness 7. She confided in Bartoszek that she was under significant stress.

TONYA CARTER 1 DIRECTOR OF FINANCE
Carter recalled that Riso 6 s behavior at times was unprof
Ri sco and others were participating in a conf
and wal ked out of the conference call .o Cart
time. She also remarked that one minute he could be your friend trying to encourage you and
then at other times take your | egs out from u
|l oses. 0 Ot her times she hear dathimesiwduldyelsat , A Le
employees. Carter stated that she knew that she was better than to be treated that way.
In addition, she described Risco as being all over the platmody like an addict; sent
weird emails at all hours of the day to include ghhi Although Risco could be professional at
times, he would be verywishya s hy and woul d Ajump on empl oyee
day to day what mood Risco was going to bring
Carter also noted that Witness 4dhmentioned to Carter that Witness 4 was concerned
Risco would try to fire her for a drunk driving incident involving her. Carter\dkthess 4that

she needed to report the matter.
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AIDA COPIC i DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

She first met Ferdinand Risco when he was hired. Barry Barker told her that Risco had
been hired as thexecutive AssistariDirector. After Risco was hired, he had scheduled-one
one meetings with Copic which lasted approximately a half hour. Théngeetere intended to
exchange information, however, Copic found the meetings to bex@aneommunication from
Risco. She did not feel that it was reciprocal and that he did not want her input. She received
very little, if any, direction from Risco @8 what he wanted her to do.

In group meetings, Risco acted not as a leader but instead created a fraternity atmosphere
by his jokes, giggling and inappropriate behavior. Copic did not appreciate this behavior.

In meetings, Copic observed Risco tieg people like they were little kids and not in a
professional way. Some of Riscod0s emails wer

Copic felt excluded from the organization, discussions, and corporate planning.

Decisions were made without her inutconsultation with her. Risco surrounded himself with
people that he wanted to have as his inner circle.

Copic felt that senior members of the leadership team had much more institutional
knowledge than the people with whom Risco surrounded himEkése moré&nowledgeable
people were not included in important discussions abARC. Some of these discussions
included shortages of funding and a shortage of drivers. Copic concluded that Risco was all
about impressions and not solutions.

Copic doserved that under Barry Barker theectors provided reports at the board
meeting. Under Riscob6s t en Direetgs ntaking repgortswoa s a s
the board. Risco appeared that he wanted to control the message. He was raliyngamtd
exclusionary.

Copic had a great working relationship with the ofbeectors. She had nextb-no
interaction withWitness 1

She recalled that Witness 10 was involved in purchasing furniture for the executive suite.
She did not thinkhis was appropriate especially at a time whARC was incurring financial
difficulty.

Copic also disagreed with Risco creating new positions such &hibkof Staff position

whenTARC was incurring financial difficulties. She also disagreed wighhiing of so many
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people without the requisite experience and terminating persons with experience. She described
Risco as acting like a czar and that employees were to do what he wanted them to do.

Many Directors with significant experience IEARC after Risco became tHexecutive
Director.

Copic found Risco to be difficult to work with and not professional. She also noted that
Directo®ds positions were created when they coul d
Copic also observed that$Rp did not take time to learn abdARC and its past, what had
wor ked and what didnodot wor k.

Risco had an overpowering personality both in his physical size and behavior. He
wanted to show people he was in control. Professionally, he was veryltiffieeork with. It
was a very difficult two years while Risco wasT&RC. Copic felt excluded from
organizational planning and strategy and in matters in which she had the requisite experience to
help. She felt very marginalized by Risddevertheles, she stayed professional in her dealings
with Risco. She concluded tHati s ampiifessional behavior was not going to make her
behave in a nonprofessional manner.

Two projects that she thought were important to be advanc@AREZ were Bus Rapid
Transit and Comprehensive Operational Analysis. Risco did not embrace either of these ideas.
Risco found it difficult to accept different opinions.

In conclusion, she stated that Risco was all about building glory and to help his career
rather than Hping TARC or TARC employees.

WANDA HENDERSON i DIRECTOR OF PARATRANSIT AND CUSTOMER
SERVICE

Henderson joined the Army in 1998. She served 20 years in the Army. Towards the end
of her career, she participated in a fellowship program betWw&R€ and the Army. This
fellowship program helped Army personnel to transition to civilian life. Urtdeptogram, it
would pair Army personnel soon to be retiring in a civilian employment setting. Henderson got
paired withTARC. Risco served as her mentor. She entered into the fellowship program for a
period of eight weeks. Part of the process offédlswship program was also to assist the soon
to-be veterans with obtaining a job in the civilian world. Both Henderson and Risco had a

common experience as they both served in the Army.
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Towards the end of her eighieek fellowship program, Hendersbad a conversation
with Barry Barker about a permanent position. Barker gave her a good offer. Henderson fell in
love withTARC.

After Henderson was hired, Ri scoidogourd her,
j ob. o Henderson began her fulltime empl oymen
still the ExecutiveDirectorand Risco théssistant Executiv®irector. Risco was her
immediate supervisor.

Initially, she had a lot of dealings with Risco. She felt at ease with Risco because both of
them had military experience and spoke the language. Risco would say to her when working on
a matter, f Ee&nacdarstand tidis conknand dvieich she had heard when she was in
the Army.

Hender son desc-hbbdd Bascedas fihdé he di dnodt
tell you. She observed Atantrumso bysidRi sco.
manner . 0

Under Barker, the culture &RRC was touchyfeely. Under Risco, it was all business.

Referencing Riscob6s and her experience in the
a course of action and | et me review it.o
SherecalllRi sco saying, AWebre | osing moneyo anc

losing their jobs.

When Risco became tlt&ecutiveDirecto, he was no | onger Hender
access to Risco was reduced. She was unable to provide feedback as she@vantédhe
first major tasks for Henderson was to develop a contract for Paratransit Services. Risco
informed Henderson and the others working on this contract matter that he wanted to move from
a multicontract to a singlsource contract.

Hendersorstated Risco had a vision but that vision would change frequently. He also did
not give concise guidance to the team working on the Paratransit project. At the conclusion of
the RFP process, there were two choices: select an underperformer (the ctiraphag the
contract) or select a new company. Henderson was of the opinion that First Transit could have
done the job.
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David Grishel, a paratransit focus consultant, helped draft the initial RFP. Risco did not
like it. He was not satisfied with theitial RFP because it did not match his vision. He got
angry if people disagreed with his vision.

Henderson stated that Risco cursed somewhat. She stated that he had a shrewd
management style with high expectations and high tempo. She descrileadibiship as

aggressive.

GEOFFREY HOBIN - DIRECTOR OF GRANTS AND CAPITAL PROGRAMS

Hobin has been employed BARC for over 24 years. He is responsible for
administrating all federal grants, state contracts, the creation and application for diacyetio
grants, development of the capital budget, capital improvement projects, fixed assets and
consumables. He currently has four assistants.

Hobin served under Barry Barker who he described as a very good man with a heart of
gold. Unlike Risco, Barkeworked hard to keep his temper under control.

Il n 2018, Ri sco was hired as Barker 6s assi

S

took Risco out to dinner. During that dinner

Fer di nan dscobed Riscolas extremdedy confident, cocky,-aslured, harsh, arrogant
with strong political leanings Trump supporter, affable and charismatic. Hobin was alarmed by
Ri scob6s political | eanings.

Hobin had much interaction with Risco during the FagplRcement Project. Initially, a
decision was made to sell day passes but Risco convinced the team working on the project to go
to a smart card program.

Witness 8 who had been hired one to two years previously became involved in this fare
card initiatve. Hobin was involved in the hiring of Witness 8 but she was not his choice when
she was selected. She was initially placed in the Finance Department, then moved to Marketing
until approximately January of 2019.

Risco then came to Hobin and stated titewas not happy with her and asked Hobin to
take her under his responsibility. Hobin was given the challenge to improve her performance.

Hobin gave her a plan and coached her and accepted her into the department as a team member.

Hobin thought she vgadoing a good job and improving as requested. But Risco terminated her

anyway. Hobin believed that the method of her removal was disrespectful.
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Hobin felt that he had fAbeen snowedo in ta
believed Risco intenddo fire her regardless of her performance improvement. Witness 8 was
hired in at a salary higher than Hobinds two
of the reasons Risco disliked Witness 8 was t
Corporate office with Risco. The meeting was intended to discuss a partnershi\Ri{th
When at the Thorntonés corporate office, Witn
Thorntonés office, 0 and t ol d c®thosghtdhatfsHe hadli s h we
behaved immaturely in front of him.

Hobin described Witness 8 as very willing to work and that she was very committed to
TARC. He noted that Witness 8 volunteered for many things to include community outreach and
assisting at evegs. When Risco decided to fire Witness 8, Hobin argued to retain her. Risco
responded that they were having budget issues and could not retain someone making the salary
that she was. This rang hollow for Hobin as Risco was hiring other people ard @€htef of

Staff position and created othBirectos 6 posi t i o n Directogdidwdiltave t hos e

empl oyees reporting to them. Hobin also saw
executiveStaffwh i ch was i nconsi st easoningfortetmin®ingscoods pur
Witness8.

Sometime around March of 2019 after Risco had been confirmed as the permanent
ExecutiveDirector, he conducted a management meeting where he told the management team
that hisChief of Staff, Witness 6, and anothexexutive assistant were going to be let go. Risco
claimed that these cuts were because of budget needs but soon thereafter, Risco hired a new
executive assistant and promoted someone intGhiref of Staff position.

These actions caused Hobinto bemiss si ve of Riscods credibil
need for someone in tighief of Staff position. He did not see the need for someone between
the Executive AssistariDirectorand theExecutiveDirector. Hobin saw new positions being
created despitetioer people being terminated allegedly because of budgetary needs. Hobin
noted that when the prior safdyrectorleft TARC there were only two people in the Safety and
Security Department. When Risco hired a new sddatgctor, there were additionahgployees
added to the Security Department despite Risc

of budgetary needs.
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Hobin was familiar withWitness 1 She was allegedly brought in as a consultant to to
assist with financial matterdRisco claimed that she had expertise in raising capital to fully fund
capital projects. Since Hobin was responsible for capital projects, he aséfitness would
reach out for him for information regarding capital projects and fundivigness Inever
contacted Hobin. Hobin did not see any value of her involvemen{liRC.

Sometime later, Risco pushed the board for a $300,000 contradtiitass 1 Hobin
was embarrassed by this request and thought it completely unnecessary. The contract was
awarded without any procurement process and should not have beers@usoéecontract.

Hobin noted that Risco6s hulmoughlyinvestigalee ci si o
matters were driven by his big ego. Hobin st
Hobin observed Risco making inappropriate comments about different people and was

prone to denigrate someone in a meeting. During the APTA confdrehoaisville, he saw
Risco behave rudely with a contractor who wanted to introduce himself to Risco. Risco was
very abrupt and rude to this person.

Another instance cited by Hobin was when the representatives of Gill Corporation, a bus
manufacturing ampany, were in town. Risco would not meet with the sales rep. Gill executives

invited Risco to dinner, but he declined their offer.

MONROE DWIGHT MADDOX, JR, -DIRECTOR OF INFORMATION AND
TECHNOLOGY

Maddox has been employed BRARC for 22 years. Hés responsible for all computer
technology alTARC. He oversees a total of seven employees in the tech group. In addition, he
has oversight of contractors from time to time who handle special projects.

After Risco was hired by ARC but before he awved onsite, Risco called Maddox and
stated that he was interested TARC. Mlgadgetso he
specifically stated he wanted a cellphone and a Microsoft Surface rather than a laptop computer.
Risco seemed cordial at first. Maddo di dndét get a good read on hi
after his arrival aTARC.

After Risco was alTARC for a few months, Maddox had a better picture of him. It was
his observation that Risco had a path in his mind where he wanted to go. Risc®sitidcix

as a Aineed to know type of persono meaning he
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thought they needed to know the information. He described Risco as a very demanding person
who used his personality to get the things that he wantedurther described Risco as a person
who wanted to get things fast and wanted short answers in response to questions. Whenever
Risco stated his opinion, he stayed with that opinion.

Risco was very demanding. He would call Maddox on nights and weeiatidg that
he needed some assistance with his tablet or phone. He called Maddox on a number of occasions
that he was locked out of his account. When he would call, he wanted action right away. Risco
was very demanding of his teams.

Risco had a vien of mobility as a service. Under this concept, the use of cellphone apps
to interface withTARC and other transportation systems such as Uber, Lyft and Bird Scooters
would be merged. Risco did not do a very good job of communicating this conceptdarhi
He got very frustrated when the team did not seem to understand his vision.

Maddox recalled that in 2019 when they were reviewing the paratransit service and
preparing a request for proposals (RFP) Maddox and the committee spent over a mkinth wo
on the proposal. At the end of all the work,
flexibility with the paratransit service, but the team did not understand what he meant. At the
end of the process, the request for proposal was netaited as they normally would have been
in the past.

During the process, Risco stated to the committee working on the RFP that if they needed
to, they should work all weekend. Ri sco was
model . 0O @darh workimg oo the RFR project were reluctant to buy into the concept
because of the cost and a belief in the system that was in place. At the end of the process, the
majority vote was to contract with MV.

Maddox attended a Leadership Louisville nregebreakfast with Risco and Witness 3.

Maddox was the only white person there. Risco made a comm@fitrtess 3o sit down and
|l isten to what AMr. Light Skind has to say.
Risco. He felt his comments veevery inappropriate.

In June of 2019 while working on budget matters, there was a discussion that everyone
needed to turn iTARC equipment such as vehicles and phones and be reissued to only those
who needed them. Maddox oversaw the process of takiagtops and vehicles. Witness 8

who was going to be responsible for a fair program had a vehicle. There was discussion between
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Lorri Lee and Michell e Bartoszek who stated t
response was shg wdaulidmdauts eb es hreedesdigoi ng t o be

it was inappropriate to talk about the possible firing of an employee like that.

MICHAEL RATCHFORD i FORMER DIRECTOR OF PURCHASING

Ratchford was initially hired by TARC in October of 1997. warked at TARC for 30
months and then was recruited by Motor Coach Company. He was rehired by TARC in 2012
and continued at TARC for 11 years. Prior to working at TARC, he served for 13 years in the
U.S. Army and was discharged in September of 199% addsignment in the Army was
Transportation and Logistics. He resigned from TARC on April 17, 2020.

Ratchford stated that he felt he was being forced out of TARC by the new management
team. When the management team came in, he provided them witbraar@phonest interview
concerning matters at TARC. He was reassured by the management team that if he were open
and honest there would be no repercussions and he would not lose his job. Accordingly,
Ratchford cooperated with the interim executive team.

Based on his interview, he was referred to counseling for diversity training. He felt that
he was being Anitpickedod and criticized for h
TARC became toxic under Ferdinand Risco and continued under thecgiiofathe interim
executive team. He was frequently called into Human Resources at the end of the day and

challenged about his behavior towards minorities.

Ratchford stated that he had two toxic employees in his department who he was trying to
Aged orfi. o No matter what he triwoddnbtire do, t hey
them. He referenced Witness 24 and Witness 12. When he presented his case for terminating
the employeeghelnterim General Counsélo |l d hi m, A Donedt rdod aonfy tthhienm
He felt that he was being undermined by the interim executive team. He denied any racial

comments or inappropriate actions towards minorities.

Ratchford stated that he loves working for the community and loved his job at TARC
until Riscowas hired At the end of his career at TARC, he was a year short of being able to
retire but found the working environment so toxic that he could no longer stay there.

Consequently, he submitted his resignation.
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Ratchford stated that much of hiesk and the work of those in his department could be
considered somewhat boring. He always tried to encourage his employees that they were not
merely purchasing windshield wipers or motor oil but they were part of the process for moving
people in the comomity i people who needed to get to school, hospitals and work. He tried to

encourage the philosophy that the Purchasing Department was helping people in the community.

When Risco was hired, Ratchford tried to stay away from him. He described Risco as
having a very negative attitude and described him as a narcissist. Frequently, Risco would
Aprobe you for information and then twist the
an example the following: Risco asked him to do a survey on hash chief financial officers
make in similar businesses. Ratchford did research and provided the information to Risco
believing that the information would be used to hire or support an effort to have a chief financial
officer at TARC.

Instead, Risco used the information provided by Ratchford to support his effort to hire an
outside contractdr Witness 1. Risco told the board that Ratchford had done a cost analysis and
that the proposed pay for Witness 1 was appropriate. In fact, Batdtdd no involvement in
the hiring of Witness 1 nor did he perform any research specifically for hiring someone like
Witness 1. Ratchford was kept in the completely in the dark about the hiring of Witness 1.

He stated that the hiring of Witness 1 wasnpletely in violation of all procurement
rules. Risco totally ignored the procurement rules in hiring her. He stated that the board
approved her contract in violation of the procurement rules in place. He stated that the board
should have been famali with the laws and the fact that the hiring of Witness 1 was in violation
of those procurement laws. He stated that the board should never have approved her contract

without going through the solicitation process.

Another example of Risco totally igring the procurement policies and acting without
Ratchfordéds involvement was the purchase of f
approved a resolution that stated a set amount of $50,000 but the actual total cost exceeded what
the board had appved. Under the procurement policy, Risco should have gone back to seek
approval from the board to purchase items in excess of the original approval but Risco did not do

so.Rat chford believed that Riscobs ability to e
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oversight by the boardRatchford also stated that the furniture was purchased using a federal

grant.

Ratchford stated that he helped write the purchasing marethbysTARC. He also was
involved in training programs to help TARC and other city agencies learn how to use the online
purchasing system called Bonfire. He hosted a training event for local government employees in
2018. He stated he was also very inedlin the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program
whereby minority businesses and vendors are taught how to bid on contracts. He worked with
persons in the community helping them understand the process. He stated the Bonfire system
was an online purclsang system that made the process more user friendly than having to submit
written bids. He noted that the Witness 1 contract did not go through the Bonfire system as her

contract was a personal service agreement.

Ratchford stated that TARC utilizesdexal Transit Administration guidelines in
purchasing items rather than the Model Procurement Code. He stated that Louisville Metro
Government and state agencies utilize the Model Procurement Code which is a very robust
purchasing process with extensivdess and regulations to ensure government funds are

expended properly.

He noted that Risco had the authority to spend $100,000 without board approval and up

to $50,000 for amendments to those contracts.

Ratchford stated that TARC utilizes the Elligdgstem for payment of contracts. In this
system, there is a hierarchy of approval. The process requires supervisors above a person

making a purchase approve the purchase and this approval is noted within the Ellipse System.

Under Barry Barker, the land would receive a package of information in preparation for
the next board meeting on the Friday before the next meeting. Barker would have all the
Directors attend the board meetingdirectors who wanted a contract approved or renewed
would presenttte information to the board when Barker wasERecutiveDirector. This
process changed when Risco becamé=ttexutiveDirector. Risco wanted to control things and
reduce the involvement @firectos at board meetings. Ohfordi n g

attended all board meetings.
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When Risco started to control the board meetings and reduce or eliminBiesttiters 6
involvement at the board meetings, he would oftentimes twist the information provided to him
by theDirectors. He recalled onazasions thaDirectorof Finance, Tonya Harding, would say
to Ratchford during a board meeting that, ATHh
that Risco was presenting information to the board that was contrary to that provided to him by

Harding.

Both Ratchford and Harding were concerned
regard to the Witness 16s contract and the pu
procurement policy He stated that people were afraid to chgéeRisco. Risco was very
threatening, and employees felt fearful and intimidated while Risco was there. He seemed to get
rid of people by whom he felt threatened. Ratchford did not feel that he had anywhere to go to

report Riscobs behavior.

Ratchfordnoted that many of the othBirectors had been hired by Risco so he and
Harding felt uncomfortable talkinigp the other Directorabout their concerns. Ratchford
specifically mentioned that Risco hired Wanda Henderson, Lorri Lee and Michelle Bartoszek.

Ratchford felt that he had no one to talk to about his concerns.

He also stated that he could not talk to R
by Risco. He also did not feel comfortable sharing his concerns wikstistant Executive
DirectorRandy Frantz, because he believes that Fr
was just as complicit in the inappropriate behavior at TARC. Ratchéatdnentioned to Frantz
some of his concerns but bel énnewrhdardranythingdnonc er n

response from Frantz.

He specifically noted that Frantz saw Risco being abusive towards him and abusive
towards other employees. He specifically noted that Risco was very verbally abusive to Witness
3 and would curse at heRatchford mentioned an AFTA conference held in Louisville in May
of 2019 during which Frantz saw Risco cursing at Ratchford. Risco frequently used profanity
especially the AF wordo and AGD. o

Ratchford stated that the Human Resources Department bepagetewith him towards

the end of his tenure because he told the counselor working with him that the HR Department did
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not have any policies concerning the matters related to his situation and that in general TARC
had insufficient HR policies. ItwasRafctor d s opi ni on that there wa

policies at TARC and that appropriate training was also lacking.

Ratchford stated that the Paratransit Services contract was the responsibility of the
Assistant Executiv®irector. Consequently, Rto was responsible for the contract when he was
the Assistant Executiv®irector. Ri sco devel oped a concept tha
Service. o0 Ditectorhad TWAR®@ farm B comraittee to prepare a contract proposal
for the Paratransit progm utilizing this Mobility as a Service concept. However, Risco did a
very poor job of verbalizing what he wanted. He gave a general overview of the concept but
gave very little specifics. When the committee produced a product and presented it® him,
would become upset and state that he did not like what they had produced and instructed them to

go back and rework the program or rework the contract proposal.

It was Ratchfordds opinion that Risco did
and that Risco claimed to know more than he really did. Risco tended to micromanage matters
and then disavow any involvement in a project. Risco was very convincing and had good voice
projection. Risco always claimed that he wasjtain in the Armyandthat he was discharged
on a medical discharge due to a parachute accident.

Ratchford believes that Risco became irritated withwWwhenRatchford made some
critical comments about Witness 4. Ratchford
oftentimes saw Witness 4 walking around the executive suite without her shoes on acting very
cozy, comfortable, and casual with Risco. He described her looking at Risco with googly eyes.
Sometime later that relationship seemed to sour as Ratchford diglenthtessame behavior

between the two of them.

Concerning the lack of board involvement involving some of the procurement matters
and contract matters while Risco was at TARC, Ratchford recommended that the Board Finance
Committee should have quarterlyestings with the finance and purchasiigectors concerning
what contracts are coming up for renewal as well as initial authorizations rather than those
matters being presented for the first time at Board meetings or merely made part of an overall

packagesent to the Board a few days before a Board meeting.
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While Risco was th&xecutiveDirector, his approval seemed to trump all procurement
policies and bypass all safeguards that were in pldeethought the Board should have been
more engaged in tifeance and procurement piece of TARC businé&atchford also believes
having a staff attorney is a good idea. He recommended that the staff attorney conduct a legal

review of all contracts over $100,000.

Ratchford thought fdistmawmasd ea thhueg el rmii snti ankge Dte
made no sense to him. Instead, he believes that the Training Department should have a more
robust involvement in TARC than it did when it was dissolved. He believes that an agency the

size of TARC needs a good Traig Department.

He also believes that it was wrong to dismantle the Marketing Department. The
Marketing Department helps TARC make money. The ads that appear on buses generate
significant revenue for TARC as well as promoting a positive image of TARG.r i ng Ri sc o0
tenure, he wanted more layers between the executive office and the leadership team to distance

himself from decisions and provide him with plausible deniability.

Ratchford believes that Tonya Carter was a good selection for chiefiihafficer.
However, he questioned whether Frantz was a good fit for TARC. Ratchford stated that
althoughFrantz had not been at TARC for very long, he believes he was aware of some of
Ri scobs inappropriate behayviaswellasmapgropsiatee gar di n
treatment of employees; and should have either addressed his concerns with Risco or brought it

to the attention of the Board.

It was his impression that Frantz would do whatever he needed to do to preserve his
position at TARC.Ratchford also noted that Risco had the opportunity to hire the now
ExecutiveDirectorof TARC, Carrie Butler, when he was looking forAssistant Executive
Directorbut passed on her because he did not believe he could control her. Instead, he selected

Frantz who lacked the experience Butler had in the transportation industry.

I n conclusi on, Ratchford stated that RiscoO
work and efforts to build a great reputation for TARC. Under Barker, TARC was a respected

agency and Barker was very well respected.
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RANDY FRANTZ i ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Frantz started his work career at General Electric where he worked for 15 years. After
leaving General Electric, he went to work for the Jefferson County Public Schools System and
was director of transportation.
Frantz had previously had associationthvarry Barker through the Family Scholar
House. Frantz described Barker as wupstanding
impending retirement and thought that there might be an opportunity for him as an assistant
executive director. He viesd this as an opportunity to grow and serve the community.
After learning of the assistant executive director opportunity at TARC, Frantz contacted
Risco about the job opportunity. Frantz congratulated Risco on being appointed interim
executive directo He discussed the career limitations at JCPS and verbalized his skillsets that
might make him a good fit at TARC. Risco told Frantz he should apply for the position and
asked him to send him a copy of his resume. The job opportunity was also pasted ARC
website. During the initial conversation with Risco about the potential job opportunity, Risco
had noted, Al O0Om interim and will 1l et you know
Risco was notified of an interview for the position\Wjtness6. Frantzmet with an
interview panel consisting of Kim Blanton, Nikki Lanair (St. Louis Federal Reserve) and
Witness 1. After the first interview with the panel, Frantz had a second interview with Risco in
person. After being selected for the position, Frantzltiach with Risco, Witness 1 and
Witness 10. Prior to this lunch meeting, Risco had a telephone conversation with Frantz during
which pay and benefits were discussed. The salary of $160,000 was offered to Frantz. This
represented a small pay raise framat he was being paid at JCPS.
Risco frequently referred to Athe big teno
Washington, D.C., New York, San Diego. Risco was candid with Frantz about Louisville being

a steppingstone. Risco would shgtthis next job would be a destination job with one of the

Abi g ten. o Ri sco knew Frantz was interested
available.
Frantz met Riscob6s wife, Stacy, one ti me w

San Francisco.
On Frantzbés first day on the job, Ri sco wa

each director to I earn of each directords res
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Ri sco seemed to trust Frantz~6s opinndon and
dataoriented leadership.

Frantz worked with Risco for seven months before Risco was terminated. Over that time
period, a trust developed between the two. At some point in time, Risco seemed somewhat
intimidated by Frantz. Risco did not approvepefsons challenging his opinions.

It took Frantz about three months to under
service.

Towards the end of Riscob6s tenure at TARC,
being produced by Witness 1raRtz was not seeing any output for the money being paid to her.

It appeared to him that she was doing redundant work and billing excessively.

When Frantz voiced concerns about Witness
balk at his challengenad woul d def |l ect . Ri sco would say,
accomplishments and | etds have her work on al
suggested that they discontinue their association with Witness 1, Risco stated that she will
Ambably make an all egation that | made her pu

There were times when Frantz would ask Witness 1 for information who in turn would
get the information from thBirector of Finance, Tonya Carter. Frantz thought they needed to
be beter stewards of the public money and that the money being paid to Witness 1 could be
better spent elsewhere.

Frantz was shocked that Risco made the statement that Witness 1 would make an
allegation mentioned above. Frantz went home and had a conmensiti his wife about
Ri scobs statement. A few days | ater, Risco c
Frantz met Risco at Riscob6s TARC office to he
Risco home to his apartment. He assistsgdrin unloading the items from the car and carrying
them up to his apartment.

The next morning Frantz and EIll en Hessen f
the executive team. They attempted to reassure the team that work as usual would.continu

About a month after Risco left, Risco called Frantz one time but Frantz did not answer.
Approxi mately an hour | ater, Frantz received

tal k. o
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Frantz also recalled that a day or two after Risco esmsihated he contacted Jeremy
Priddy and Frantz asking them to delete his social media accounts. Priddy handled the social
media accounts for TARC including the Twitter and Facebook accounts.
The day after he assisted Risco removing his personal itemgshe TARC office Frantz
took the cellphone and Surface Pros Risco had been using and gave them to Dwight Maddox.
On their drive from the TARC office to Ris

terminated, Risco told Frantz that he was let go for ekeessvel and use of the work vehicle

for nonwork matters. HerecelRi sco saying, Altds been fun. I
say, AThis iIis a blessiecdgi vert meROscEdOanapgast m
awkward.

Frantz accompaed Risco on several trips to include the GLIDE Conference in San
Francisco, the annual APTA Conference in New York and the APTA Conference in Washington,
D.C. He also accompanied Risco to Frankfort for legislative matters dealing with obtaining
federal gants.

During some of the times with Risco, he wo
show Frantz a random picture of a girl. Ot he
sheds hot. o Ri sco woul d ndngfereate bodadarts ardesay u al c o

things such as, ALook at this nice ass. o Fr a
professional and that he used profanity frequ
Aibe crude i nshiappdedi siFormntandtated that Risc

Risco wanted to be the decision maker and was quick to make up his own mind and did not seek
input from others.

Frantz recalled a trip to New York which was attended by Witness 10 and3#/itn
This was Frantzdos first TARC trip. One mornni
asked Witness 10 if she wanted to do some sig
woul d be upseto because he texmtaskingbaboutgightseeingp f i t .
was sent and Risco was included on the group text. At this time, Witness 10 agreed to join
Frantz to do sightseeing. Frantz recalls that there was some disagreement between Risco and
Witness 1 on this trip because Witnesantl Withess 10 had a hotel reservation at another hotel

and shared a room.
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When Witness 1 went on a trip with them, she was introduced as the financial consultant.
He was not sure if TARC paid for her travel expenses.

During the San Francisco GLIDEp, TARC sponsored two charter buses to tour the
area. They spent the afternoon sightseeing and discussed mobility as a service. Frantz stated
Risco was a visionary who understood the industry.

Concerning Witness 1, she would make monthly businsgs to Louisville and
attended board meetings. Frantz attended work dinners with Risco, Witness 10 and Witness 1 at
the Omni . He also attended some | unch meetin
Louisville. Frantz never observed anything inappropat e wi t h Ri sco and Wit
relationship. Frantz approved travel for most of the people at TARC except that Risco approved
travel by Lorri Lee, Witness 4 and Witness 10.

Frantz did not recall Risco saying anything inappropriate about WitnesselOtindre
was some discussion about her appearing on the Steve Harvey Show.

Frantz stated that he would hear Witness 1 tell Risco he needed to work on his language.
Il n response, Ri sco gave her strong mentoring
his subordinates. Risco could be abusive at times towards eseploye recalls Risco walking
out of one meeting being conducted by Frantz. Wanda Henderson and Jennifer Miles were in
attendance at that meeting.

Frantz was asked about Witness 5. Frantz described her as not capable of doing her job
and that she wasorganized. Witness 10 attempted to counsel her. Risco voiced displeasure
about Witness 56s performance.

Risco did not have a good work life balance. Frantz would wake up in the morning to 20
emails sent to him by Risco over the night. Witneswad0ld always be with Risco. She
seemed to be his confidant and person he could trust.

Witness 1 was quick to give her opinion about things. At times, she criticized Risco for
some of his behavior including sending so many emails at nighttime. Shep#g#tl to mentor
him.

Because of this close relationship between
at TARC he may have asked Witness 1 to ask Risco for clarity on his vision.

When Witness 10 was being promoted to chief of staff, Riscedaskantz to inform her

that she was being promoted. In response, Witness 10 asked if she was going to get a fulltime
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use of a fleet vehicle. Frantz discussed her salary with her which included a raise. Witness 10
was a powerbroker. If you wanted someg) from Risco, you needed to go through Witness 10.
She was, in essence, a gatekeeper. Risco liked her in that role, and she seemed to enjoy being in
that role.

Risco was not a fan of the TARC union. He had a bad relationship with the TARC union
president. Risco wanted Frantz to work with the union president.

Frantz stated that ARisco |Iiked Riscob6s op
peopl e. o Risco did not |ike contradiction to

Frantz did not have a lot of interaction wit¥itness 4but in those instances that he did
he did not believe she was very professional. She also seemed to be late on deadlines

Frantz recalled a time when heoncerailg cal |l ed
Witness 4. Attending the meeting was Lorri L
stopped for a DUI. Human Resource Director Kim Blanton was called into the meeting and they
searched the internet for information regarding DUIsanfz was then contacted by Attorney
David Crittenden with Boehl Stopher to make s
vehicle on a suspended license.

Risco told Frantz that he met his wife in the Army. He also told Frantz that he hurt his
knee whie in the Army jumping out of an airplane.

Frantz stated that there was no onboarding process when he came to TARC. There was
no EEO training provided. He did note that there have been policy improvements since Risco
left concerning EEO matters. Ftamlid remember Witness 1 telling him that she had taken
Witness 4 to a beauty shop while on a TARC business trip in Dallas. This was in reference to
getting Witness 46s hair styled the way RiscoO
hair. In canclusion, Frantz stated that Witness 10 was a very good person, seemed religious and
seemed to value her employment at TARC, but the job of chief of staff exceeded her ability and

skillsets.
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C. SUMMARY OF WITNESS STATEMENTS

The above witness summarieand a very troubling picture. AlImost universally all
described an extremely hostile work environmentany were sexually harassed or assaulted,;
others treated incredibly poorly, isolated and marginalized. Risco ruled by fear and intimidation.
Manyemplog es wer e fearf ul of reporti dgom&hngcobds be
reinforced by his many threats and actual firings or elimination of positMoseover, the
persons to whom employees were tosinnernricle.t t his
Employees were uncertain who they could trust and who they could not. Some who tried saw no

action taken or lost their job.

IX. BOARD OVERSIGHT
TARC istransit authoritycreated pursuant to state statlf The enacting statute states

that h busiriess, activities, and affairs of a transit authority shall be managed, controlled, and
conduct ed "TyA RaChtswsaalsadstaté thdthe business, activities, and affairs of
the Authority shall be managed, controlled, and directeitsiioard ofDirectors to the full

extent of the powers and authority delegated to them bypfaw.

The TARC website lists the current board membérscludes a brief resume of each
board memberTheseresumesiepictawide breadth ofexperiencdrom a variety ofprofessions
andtypes ofcommunity involvement. During duly 14, 2020, Metro Council, Govenent
Oversight and Audit Committee meeting T A R C 6 sGerenalCoarsel, spenmuch time
highlightingthestatureo f T At&@dnsember® Without questionthe board is composed
of many talented peopléelhe following analysis of the TARC bhod@rds acti ons or i nac
intended to denigrate or minimize the breadth of experience noctmemitmento giving of
their time. It is merely an analysis of the factsamvered during this investigation.

Although the TARC report highlights manigsificant changes that have been made as a
result ofthe Risco debacle, it was incumbent on the TARC Board to provide sufficient oversight
and accountability to prevent this from happening in the first placeview of TARC Board

minutes during the yes Risco was at TAR@ere woefully inadequate to document what

TKRS 96A.020

8KRS 96A.040

" TARC Bylaws, Article lIl, Section 1

80 http://louisville.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=6565
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information was presented to the boardl considered by the Board in making significant
decisions$! There was total lack of documentation concerning thany personnel changes
implemented by Riscand his allegeéfforts to reduce spending for an organization that shows a
substantial deficion its annual audits.

The interviews of board members disclosed tleegived virtually no onboardaining
aboutTARC, EEO matters, ethics, procurement, budget proceBdasiaryresponsibilitiespr
many other essential matters to ensure they were adequately informed to fprogtentyin
their fiduciary roles.

The fact that Witness 1 was able to obtain a sole source cartigeting TARC to
close to $330,000 without sufficient documentation as to lwgmhiring was necessary or what
probing of Risco was done to ensure theg $wsficient information to approve such a
substantial contract outside of normal procurenpefitiesclearly demonstrate a lack of board
oversight. Moreover, the fact thatscocould employ Witness 1 and pay her $27,000 and
continue to pay her for eight mostkvithout a contract on file demonstrates a significant lack of
or lapse of internal controls and oversight

Although the TARC board has implemented many laudable changes to corlacktbé
oversight and accountability, there are still numerous deficiencies that should be addressed

which are more fully setforthn t he A Recommendati onso section

X. OVERALL IMPACT ON COMMUNITY AND TARC CONSUMERS

TARC and its many dedicatemnployees provide an invaluable service to the

community. KRS 96A.020 states that the purpose of a transit authority established under
Chapter 96A is to:
Promote and develop mass transportation in its transit area and adjoining areas, including
acquisiton, operation, and extension of existing mass transit systems; and an authority
shall have and may exercise such powers as may be necessary or desirable to carry out
such purposes.
The reality is mass transportation is used extensively byiHoame people A recent

MIT study found that lowincome people take significantly more trips on public transporition

81 Examples are included on a spreadsheet éatiexhibit 4.
140



about a third more than others. The study found thainoame riders use public transportation
for errands, visiting family, as well as going ta@s services and healthcare provid&rs.

Three lowefincome persons were interviewed during this investigation. All three were
African Americans living in the West End of Louisville.

One worked at a national chaiiscount department stoire Middletownwhere he makes
minimum wages. He stated he leaves his home at 6:00 a.m. to catch a TARC bu¥istraet 2
and transfers twice to get to work by 7:00 a.m. He does the reverse at the end of his shift and
gets back home at 6:00 p.m. He stated he isrtigmt on TARC to get to work.

The second person interviewed also stated he leaves his home early in the morning to
catch a TARC bus and transfers once to get to his carwash job near the Ford plant on
Chamberlain Lane. He too statedifidependent on TARC to get to wdtk.

The third person works three jobs to meet his budgetary needs. He does not drive and is
dependent on TARC to get to work where he receives a minimum wage salary. He rides his bike
to the bus stop, loads his bike ottte bus, and then transfers twice to get to work.

There are likely thousands of others in the community with similar stories. While these
persons were and continue eking out a living and taking TARC to get to work, Risco was living
the high life squanderg precious TARC financial resources while receiviegrlya $200,000
salary, driving a TARC vehicle as his personal car, taking Lyfts and Uber for his transportation
needs while out of town, staying in elaborate hotels and traveling the country towacati
hotspots. He was also randomly promoting employees with whom he wanted to foster sexual
liaisons and paying them significant raises. All of this was done with no one holding him
accountable.

In addition to the impact on the ultimate TARC consuntéesgentire fiasco had an
untold i mpact on TARCDOG swndredpflnarcdworkingdedicatedd mor al e

TARC employees not to mention besmirching the reputation of Metro Loui&Ville.

82 https://news.mit.edu/2019/publtcansportatiordiscountaffectlow-income 0619

83 Witness 14 noted that during the civil disturbances in Louisville last summer, his bus dropped him in the vicinity

of 5" and Jefferson and he had to walk home to his residence after working all day; Watsésted that during the

civil disturbances he chose to camp out near his place of employment off Chamberlain because of the disruption of

bus services.

8%This sordid affair and adverse impact on skushwsthevi | | ed s
LMPD Police Explorer scandal; a federal investigation into use of federal overtime funds; and the hiring of a MSD
Director who left Cincinnati MSD shortly before a scathing state audit that found financial improprieties and

improper sole soae contracting one involving a person who coincidently was awarded a substantial and

guestionable sole source contract by TARC (Witness 1).
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Under Bar ker 6s | eader pdsiiivpimagd [AcRIZCand reatoeallyo p e d
throughout the transportation industry. Unfortunately, much of his hard work and that of many
dedicated TARC employees was severely eroded
weeks, the media was filled withe ws of Ri scob6s sexual forays at
mi sconduct . As noted above, Riscods outl andi
mismanagement resulted in substantial financial losses to TARC; thereby, furthering its deficit
financial position and dimishing funds that could have provided pay increases to many
deserving TARC empl oyees. This is a tremendo
went on uncheckednd underscorebe need for proper due diligence when hiring an executive

whose agbns can have such tremendous impact on so madyroper accountability

Xl. EORENSIC ANALYSIS

Three electronic devices previously assigned to Risco were obtained from Dwight

Maddox, TARC Directorof Information Technology. These devices included a Samsung
manufactured mobile phoréNote 10 Plus series (EV)®% a Microsoft Surface Pro5th

Geneation, model 1796 (EV2); and a Microsoft Surface Pro; 5th Generation, model 1796 (EV3).
The devices were analyzed by a retired law enforcement officer who had been assigned to the
FBI Regional Computer Forensic Laboratory located on the University o$\itlej Shelby

campus. The devices were submitted for forensic analysis to determine if any evidence related to
Risco inappropriate or possible criminal activities might be found on the devibedorensic

analysis determined the following.

EV1 contaired 11 text messages and 4 media files. The media files and text messages
recovered from EV1 were found to be not related to the investigation. No user data was found on
EV1. No data from the Signal app or other 3rd Party texting app was found on EV&xiThe t
messages from EV1 can be found on the associated digital report. It was the conclusion of the
examiner that because EV1 lacked artifacts, it strongly indicates that someone deleted evidence
and removed the user account.

EV2 had two ueedb andoidhRtendédhresRisco. 0 Rev

two accounts, it was discovered that they contained no evidence related to the investigation.

85 Each device was assigned an identifier by the forensic examieét, EV2 and EV3.
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Most of the files within the two accounts were woekated documents farARC. There were
no inapproprite images or messages on EV2.

At the time the evidence was collected, Mr. Maddox indicated that EV3 was not
operational. Examination of EV3 found the device to be nonresponsive to charging or activation
of other device buttons.

In conclusion, no evidencd the Signal app or any 3rd Party messenger software was
found on the devices nor was anything of evidentiary value found. However, the lack of artifacts
on EV1 strongly suggests that someone purposefully deleted possible evidence as well as the

user accont information. The full written report is attach&d.

Xll.  IMPORTANCE OF BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS AND ONGOING
REVIEW
A. OVERVIEW

This case alone clearly demonstrates the dire consequences of not performing due

diligence including a thorough background invgstion when hiring an employ&esspecially at
the executive level. Not only would adequate due diligence have uncovered extremely negative
information about Risco, the inherent risks of fraud by persons in executive roles demands a

robust vetting of execives.

Government is necessary for a civilized society, and government organiz&eons
TARC provide great value to citizens. Fraud against government organizations, consequently,
is harmful not only to the government but also to taxpayers and beriefai government
programsand servicesThe cost of government fraud is difficult to measures for various
reasons. For one thing, the clandestine nature of fraud makes it difficult to measure in any

situation. For another thing, not all government fraardsdetected.

Government fraud is a big, profitable business. Z0&4Report to the Nations on

Occupational Fraud and Abusehich is based on 1,483 cases of occupational fraud,

provides that government entities, along with those in banking and financial services, public

administration, and manufacturing industries, were the most represented sectors among the

8 Exhibit 14.
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fraud cases analgd®’ Due to its prevalence, the FBI dedicates significant resources to

investigating government fraud and corruptfén.

Moreover, government fraud causes reputational harms. While reputational damage can
affect any organization, virtually all government organizatikes TARC are uniquely exposed
to it because they depend on public funds to successfully operate. Ag,ahmesulblic tends to
view government organizations under heightened scrutiny when it comes to the management of

assets.

B. DIXON, ILLINOIS CASE

The potential magnitude of government fraud involving local governments and the
importance of background checlks\d ongoing credit checks is clearly illustrated by a case
involving the small city of Dixon, lllinois. This case is a glaring example of how someone
with fiduciary duties and access to government funds can embezzle tremendous sums of
money and go undated for year§? Dixon is a small city 100 miles southwest of Chicago
with a population of approximately 15,00Qver a twentyyear period, its city clerk, Rita

Crundwell, embezzled $53.7 million dollars. She began her scheme by creating a secret bank

account . The name oResbdevacEondt owasha@aRISEDAI
AReserve Sewer Capital Devel opment Account . o
city.

Crundwell began transferring city funds into this account in 1991 and conforue
next 20 years. Throughout the course of this scheme, she embezzled an average of $2.5 million a
year with as much as $5aillion in 2008. She used the money to fund her quarter horse

farming business and to fund a life of luxury.

87 https://www.acfe.com/repotb-the-nations/2020/

88 hitps://www.fbi.gov/investigate/publicorruption/news

89 https://www.justice.gov/usandil/pr/formerdixon-comptrollefrita-crundwellsentenceghearly-20-yearsfederat
prison537; see alsdttps://www.fraud
magazine.com/article.aspx?id=4295003585#x=8y%20Dick%20Carozza%2C%20CFE%3B%20Photos,Crund
well's%20astounding%20%2453.7%20million%20fraud
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As part of the fraud scheme, Crundwell created 159 fictitious invoices purported to be from
the State of Il linois to show the cityds auditors tI

account were being used for a legitimate purpose.

Meanwhile,Crundwell participated in budget meetings with city council members and
various city department heads. She repeatedly
downturn in the economy and because the State of lllinois was behind in its paymems. At t
time she made those statements, Crundwell was stealing millions of dollars, causing Dixon to cut

its budget, which had a significant impact on city operations.

To conceal the scheme, Crundwel |l picked up
for theRSCDA account, to prevent other employees from learning about the secret account.
When she was away, she asked a relative or other city employees to pick up the mail and
separate any of her mail, including the statements for the RSCDA account, frost thiethe
cityods mail
Her scheme went undetected until another city employee assumed her duties while

Crundwell was on extended leave and discovered the fraudulent account.

This case demonstrates that even supposedly loyal, trustedinengmployees cabe
subject to the temptation of defrauding funds if adequate safeguards are not in place. It also
demonstrates the i mportance of and need for o

credit/financial status.

There are services offered by various camips to assist government agencies and
businesses to detect and prevent these types of schAmesample of this is service offered by
Transunion called AContinuous Monitoring.oo T
per sonods c rwhaherttheyshave beensarrestedar involved in any civil actions. They
have also developed a predictive financial trouble index whereby they can detect financial
irregularities and predict a personaeutdsi kel i h
two years?® Often financial problems develop overtime and not detected by an employer until

the employee has gotten to the point where they may be enticed in embezzle money.

% This investigation included discussions with a TransUnion executive who explained the process and provided
examples of agencies and companies using thigcee In addition, former high level FBI executives now working
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C. DUEDILIGENCE AND BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS
The level ofscrutiny required when doing background checks on new employees
increases as the authority or fiduciary level increasthief Officers whether Executive
Directors, Chief Financial Officers, or others with significant control over government funds
generdly have greater access to organizationalassetaand i | | ustr at edre by Ri scoa

better able to evade or override controls than ldeszl employees.

Hiring officer-level employees requires maegtensive background reseatblan for
lower-level positionsYet organizationgnd government agencissmetimes put less emphasis
on the background check af axecutive levehpplicant assuming that reputation and claimed
accomplishment demonstrate the fitness of the candi@éientimesthis laxity has led to very

unfortunate hiring decisionsOnce again, this case is a prime example.

Background screening for executive level positbmadten referred to as-@vel
positions is imperative. €&vel positions hae certain charactestics that increase the level of

role-related risk associated with it. These include:

LEADERSHIP i the assumption of strategic responsibilities and decision making at

strategic level.

FIDUCIARY RESPONSIBILITY 171 access to financial assets and/or financial

performance of a section of the organization.

POSITION OF TRUST i1 a very high degree of independence in unsupervised activity
that includes the ability to commit the or

of action

in the private sector were consulted concerning best practices that they have encountered and recommended when
working with major corporations. This TransUnion model was cited as a betitera

146



ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILI TY T authority over high level direct reports

who manage important units of the organizafion.

Risco certainly met all four elements as do many other metro government executive level
empl oyees. TARCOGs Di r ect Officeravduld EBlso fathwitkirea €a n d

level position®? Such positions require a more rigorous and through background screening.

A typical C-level background investigation should include

=A =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 - -4

SSN Locator

National Criminal Database Search

Sex Offenders Record Seh

Local Criminal Records Sear@dhMinimum 7 Year History
Statewide Criminal Records SeafchMinimum 7 Year History
Federal Criminal Records SeaécMinimum 7 Year History
Motor Vehicle Records Search

Employment Credit Report

EducationVerification

Employment Verification

Employment References

Civil Records Searchés Including Tax Liens and Judgments
Open Source and Print Media Research

Professional License Verification

Possibly also International Criminal Records Se&rch

9 How to Background Check a Chieff@er, by MICHAEL GAUL
HTTPS://WWW.PROFORMASCREENING.COM/BLOG/AUTHOR/MICHAELGAUIMay 27th, 2015

92 This investigation determined that no background check dricre hi st ory was perfor med

of Finance was promoted to Chief Financial Officer in July 2020.

93 |d
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In addition, me of the best practices that is frequently used by companies when hiring or
promoting an executive is referred to as a 360 review or reference. This business practice seeks
input from not only references supplied by a candidate, but takes a step bgyotaiviewing
subordinates, peers, and superigks360-degreereference check helps to form a more objective
picture of the possible candidate than the candidate would provide on thesr wenld be
provided by close friends and referendes

The Glevel roles within an organization are extremely important to organizational success
and requires a very careful revi elhssonplywab e 1 nd
not done when Risco was hired nor when he was promoted. The resui$sovktisight and

laxity created tremendous financial, emotional and reputation damage to TARC.

D. GOVERNMENT FRAUD 7 INTERNAL CONTROLS

As noted above, government fraud is a prevalent probletarnal controls are the first
line of defense againftaud, and according to the fraud triangle, opportunity is one of the
determinants of fraud. Controls serve to reduce opportunities for fraud to occur, and to provide
for early detection when it does occur. When strong controls are lacking, or whenscareriol
place but are not actually followed, the environment for fraud is enhd&nhTads investigation
determined that not only were strong controls lacking at TARC, but the controls in place were

ignored.

Xlll.  EINANCIAL IMPACT AND _IMPROPRIETIES
A. FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The financial costs of this matter at the time of filing this report is close to $2 million

do!l | ar s. This does not i nclude the untold | a

94 Seehttps://yespartners.com/whista-360-degreereferencecheckandwhy-is-it-important/
https://www.dhrinternational.com/about/trippheckassessment/36fegreereferencing/
https://www.opm.gov/policdataoversight/assessmeandselection/otheassessment
methods/refereneehecking/

9 http://web.nacva.com/JFIA/Issues/JFPA11-3 5.pdf
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improper conduct, the time expended bythMay or 6 s of fice to respond
expended by Metro Council trying to determine how this all could happen.

830, oooo FINANCIAL IMPACT

$15,000.0 $60 000. OO

$2,850.00 \‘

$284,673. 58

m Settlements Paid
= Severance Payout

= Legal Fees

Interim Executive Team
m Advanced Invest Solution

m Witness 1 Contract
$79,571.95

$87,425.00

TOTAILOSS$1,827,520.53

The above graph illustrates the huge financial impact this entire affair has had on TARC
to date. This total amount witbntinue to increase as TARC continues its litigation against
Risco. There remains the potential for other victomsingforward which would further
increase the total impact.

As noted throughout, these substantial losses are attributable to a syatieneédrom
beginning when Risco was hired to the day he was fired. They are also attributable to inadequate
internal controls and board oversight.

B. FINANCIAL IMPROPRIETIES:
A thorough review of over 5000 financial records was conducted. This revielvsdid

significant violations of TARC procurement policies, excessive spending, inadequate record
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keeping and a severe lack of oversigihis important to note that we were dependent upon
information being provided voluntarily to us and that Covid E&rietions limited unfettered
access to potentially important TARC records. Our work should, therefore, be viewed in the
context of an administrative investigation and not a forensic financial audit.

Nevertheless, the following is very illustratveafR c o 6 s freedom t o do
terms of spending TARC funds. Moreover, it illustrates the lack of oversight and essential
accountability controls. Risco entered into contracts with entities with whom witnesses stated he
had existing friendship a clear conflict of interest. TARC paid a contraet@fitnesst-almost
$137,000 without a contract on file; followed by another $84,000 after the board approved a sole
source contract. This being done while Risco and Witness 1 were having a sexual rgationsh
which he did not disclose to the board.

Much of this occurred because Risco disregarded procurement policies and was able to
do so because employees feared challenging his behavior. In large part, it was due to a lack of
board oversight that permittédim such freedom. It appears that Risco set in place various
actions early in his TARC career to further his improper behdwstablishing a new Chief of
Staff position, getting board authority to allow the chief of staff to countersign checks, thereby,
bypassing other more objective and ldegn employees. There are several areas of financial
impropriety that were reviewed: the substantial payments to Witness 1, how that began, and how
they were able to continue even without a contract in place; hessixe spending to include
excessive travel; his doubling of sponsorships to outside entities; and additional monies
expended on | arge pay raises and creation of

substantial deficit®

CONTRACT WITH WITNESS 1

Risco was introduced to Witness 1 by Louisville MSD Executive Director Tony Parrott.
Witness 1 had worked for Parrott as a sole source contractor during Parrott tenure as Executive
Director for the Cincinnati MSD. Also, present at the introduction weértka Johnson and
Jeff Dingle who were associated with Jacobs Engineering which also was under contract with

Cincinnat. MSD during Parrottds tenure. At

been identified by the Ohio State Auditor as hgwa questionable sole source contract with

9% TARC current deficient is $21.9 million according to TARC Financial Statement for 2020.
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Cincinnati MSD through which she was paid $3 millfldrOne Cincinnati council person
bed the
Wi

p a y nréThée purpcse ofithermeating svasitoaliscads | e . 0
usaius to BARCE. WNithanadays ahthig ihitial meeting,
Risco encouraged Witness 1 to submit a proposal which she did. Even though no contract was

descri
whet her tness
entered into, TARC beggrayingWitness 1 substantial payments. She was $E3{,445.08

from February 201%trough November 2019 before a sole source contract for future services

was approved by the board.

PAYMENTS TO WITNESS 1

Date Invoice Check # | Payment Check payable to
February 25, 2019 1703 145372 | $27,000.00 | KBC Management Consulting*
April 9, 2019 1705 146061 | $5,139.09 KBC Management Consulting*
May 7, 2019 1707/1708| 146617 | $13,059.73 | KBC Management Consulting*
June 4, 2019 1709 146982 | $18,135.06 | KBC Management Consulting*
June 14, 2019 1710 147144 | $9,920.88 | KBC Management Consulting*
July23, 2019 1712 147737 | $12,200.00 | KBC Management Consulting*
August 15, 2019 1714 148163 | $8,500.00 | Fiscal Firm*
August 27, 2019 1715 148319 | $9,883.22 Fiscal Firm*
September 6, 2019 | 1716 148502 | $9,907.22 Fiscal Firm*
September 26, 2019 | 1718 148811 | $6,699.88 | Fiscal Firm*
October 15, 2019 1719 149103 | $8,500.00 Fiscal Firm*
November 11, 2019 | 1720 149506 | $8,500.00 Fiscal Firm*

Total

Loss $137,445.08| * No contract on file.
November 26, 2019 | 2001 149736 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng ContractSA2194
January 2, 2020 2005 150153 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng Contract SR2194
January 28, 2020 2006 150506 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng Contract SR2194

97 hitps://ohioauditor.gov/auditsearch/detail.aspx?ReportiD=140620

98 hitps://kycir.org/2020/09/14/beforentractorbilled-tarcfor-no-work-sheworkedfor-msd-director/
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Date Invoice Check # | Payment Check payable to

February 20, 2020 2015 150827 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng Contract SA&194
April 2, 2020 2017 151219 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng Contract S&194
April 27, 2020 not listed | 151486 | $14,000.00 | Fiscal Firng Contract S&194

This total does not include trave
Total expenses that TARC paid for h
Loss $221,445.08| travel with Risco.

The above chart illustrates th& payments made to Witness 1 without a contract in
place. As discussed above, the Director of Finance, Tonya Carter, was aware of this but felt
helpless to do anything about. Carter told the chief of staff and the assigtautive director
that the Witness 1 contract needed to be presented to the board because it was close to the
$100,000 threshold requiring board approval. In October of 2019 when there were discussions
about a new contract for Witness 1, Risco represkthat she had been paid between $8000 and
$9000 when, in fact, her first invoice was for $27,000. Although the total payments made
without a contract exceeded Riscobs authority

Witness 1 was paid anywayhis demonstrates the lack internal controls and board oversight.

The fulfill ment of Riscodbs scheme to pay h
December 2018 to seek board authority to revise the TARC Procurement Regulations. The
board minutes a not reflectwhatrevisions they were authorizing Risco to make, but the
Procurement Regul ations were amended to per mi
up to $50,000. During the time that Witness 1 was receiving these payments, Risco had
promoted Witness 10 tae his Chief of Staff and gave her a $70,000 pay raise ensuring that she
would sign off on Wit ne-siggeddadtbe chenks madepayahletss he a

Witness 1. Others were signed by Assistant Executive Director Frantz who was Hrisddoy

The following are examples of checks signed by Witness 10 and payable to Witness 1.
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I‘c' il o0 Thrd Bk 148163

21-234 7830

A

SNSRI
oaTE08/15/2019

" CHECK AMOUNT $ 8,500.00
PAY  EIGHT THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS

TRANSIT AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY
ANEDATINME AN

S5 Redacted Redacted

N <o R P e W
8/16/2019 148163 $8,500.00

tif BRI s . 148319

L -

i

21-234 7830

oATEQ8/27/2019

CHECK AMOUNT $ 9.883.22
PAY NINE THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED EIGHTY-THREE DOLLARS AND 22 CENTS

TRANSTT AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY
OPERATIONS ACCOUNT

% Redacted Redacted o1

.

8/29/2019 148319 $9,883.22

147737

paTe07/23/2019

CHECK AMOUNY $ 12,200.10
PAY TWELVE THOUSAND TWQ HUNDRED DOLLARS AND 10 CENTS

TRANSIT AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY

e awisae A SCOLMT

B Redacted Redacted
S|
SR covremmi s ooidTER

7/25/2019 147737 $12,200.10
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150827

DAT®R2/20/2020
CHECK AMOUNT $ 14,000.00

TRARSIT AUTHORITY OF RIVER CITY
OPERATIONS ACCOUNT

Redacted —

B it

3/2/2020 150827 $14,000.00
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