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I. Introduction  

This report was prepared by Russell F. Van Sickle, Florida Bar Board 
Certified Labor and Employment lawyer and partner with the law firm of Beggs & 
Lane.    

On Friday, January 29, 2016, I was asked to perform an investigation into 
issues involving the management of the Pensacola Fire Department (PFD) by 
Interim Fire Chief Matthew Schmitt and Deputy Chief Joseph Glover.  It was 
explained to me that the concerns prompting the need for an investigation were 
initiated by City of Pensacola Human Resources Officer Edward Sisson.  For the 
details on the issues to be investigated, I was asked to meet with Sisson at a later 
time for a detailed briefing.   

The reason why I was asked to conduct the investigation, and not Sisson or 
someone else within the City Administration, was that and Glover 
had recently filed separate charges of discrimination with the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and Florida Commission on Human Relations 
(FCHR) alleging that Sisson and City Administrator Eric Olson had discriminated 
against them because of their respective races (  and 
Glover because he is black), and further alleging that the City had retaliated against 
them for their engaging in protected activity under the law.  I was not tasked with 
responding to the charges of discrimination to the EEOC or FCHR, as another law 
firm was retained for that purpose.  However, in the course of determining whether 
the concerns brought forward by Sisson regarding the management of PFD were 
legitimate, my investigation necessarily included an assessment of any concerns 
raised by Schmitt and Glover.   

I was directed to perform a fair investigation with no pre-determined 
conclusions. I was assured that until my investigation was concluded, no decision 
would be made as to what action to take, if at all, with anyone that may be 
involved in any of the issues investigated.  I was informed that, because the nature 
of the allegations brought by Sisson, if true, indicated a high level of dysfunction 
within the PFD upper management, and to help protect the integrity of this 
investigation, Schmitt and Glover would be placed on administrative leave with 
pay during the pendency of this investigation.     
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II. Communications During the Investigation 

During the investigation, I provided periodic verbal updates to Assistant City 
Administrator Keith Wilkins and City Attorney Lysia Bowling, including 
periodically confirming the continued paid leave status for Schmitt and Glover, as 
the City decided to renew their paid leave status every ten (10) days.   

The City made the decision, with my encouragement, not to issue statements 
to the public about the substance of this investigation while the investigation was 
ongoing both to respect the privacy of the current employees involved with the 
investigation and to protect the integrity of the investigation as it proceeded.  

During the investigation, Glover asked me to look into whether Olson made 
comments on a radio program to the effect that the City placed Schmitt and Glover 
on paid leave due to their EEOC complaints.  Glover also alleged that Olson 
improperly analogized Schmitt and he being placed on paid leave to a police 
officer being placed on paid leave pending an investigation into a police shooting.  
The February 9, 2016, radio interview recording on the News Radio 1620 A.M. 
website confirmed Glover’s allegations.  Olson’s comments on the radio program 
contradicted my understanding of the circumstances of the paid leave. Olson’s 
analogy to an investigation into a police shooting was inappropriate. During the 
same radio interview, Olson stated that he had been removed from the situation 
regarding the investigation, which was consistent with my understanding.  Olson 
was not the appropriate person to make public statements about this investigation 
because he was the subject of the EEOC allegations and was intentionally removed 
from any decision-making relating to this investigation.  At a subsequent City 
Council meeting while reacting to an item for discussion brought forward by the 
City Council, the Mayor correctly stated that the paid leave was not because of the 
filing of the EEOC complaints.       

While the investigation was ongoing, I was asked by Council Member 
Myers to provide information on the substance of the investigation to her on the 
basis that she was my client regarding this investigation.  I responded to her on the 
day of her request that I would need to discuss this issue further.  After researching 
the question, on the following day, I wrote Council Member Myers an explanatory 
email citing the Florida Bar rule and commentary that, in my opinion, established 
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that neither she nor any individual Council Member was my client for purposes of 
this investigation requested by the Mayor’s office.  In my email, I invited Council 
Member Myers to provide any contrary authority, but she did not respond.  
(Exhibit II-1) Other than a brief request from the Pensacola News Journal for 
information, to whom I explained I was not able to share information during the 
investigation, I received no other requests for communications. 

A false rumor spread that attorney Robert Kerrigan was involved in this 
investigation.  This rumor began soon after Glover saw Kerrigan speaking with the 
paralegal whose work area is outside my office when Glover was at Beggs & Lane 
for a follow-up interview.  The rumor apparently spread further when someone 
took photos of Kerrigan’s car parked in front of the Beggs & Lane Building.  
Kerrigan was not involved with this investigation in any way, and I have never 
communicated with Kerrigan anything about this investigation.  Kerrigan was 
present at Beggs & Lane often in the days leading up to April 11 because he had 
previously asked for the assistance of other Beggs & Lane attorneys on a case that 
went to trial starting April 11, 2016, before Judge John L. Miller in Escambia 
County Circuit Court.  On the day Glover had his follow up interview, Kerrigan 
was speaking with the Beggs & Lane paralegal assigned to that other case, of 
which I had no involvement.  It is not unusual for attorneys in one law firm to have 
business with another law firm for one reason or another.    
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III. Initial Steps 

Assistant City Administrator Wilkins met with Schmitt and Glover on 
February 2, 2016, to inform them that they were being placed on paid leave 
pending the investigation.  Wilkins handed Schmitt and Glover a letter advising 
them of their paid leave status, which was effective immediately. (Exhibit III-1 and 
2) This letter also included a direction that they not speak with anyone in the Fire 
Department regarding the pending investigation.  As I had not yet met with Sisson 
regarding the details of Sisson’s concerns, Wilkins chose not to speak to any of the 
specifics about the investigation when informing Schmitt and Glover of their paid 
leave status.  However, Wilkins informed Schmitt and Glover that I would be 
conducting the investigation, and provided each of them with one of my business 
cards to contact me.  (Exhibit III-3) Neither Schmitt nor Glover attempted to 
contact me.    

At some point, a false rumor developed that Schmitt and Glover were not 
offered a ride home by Wilkins.  However, both Schmitt and Glover confirmed 
during this investigation that they were in fact offered rides home.    

I met with Sisson on February 4, 2016, and was provided supporting 
documents from Sisson on February 9, 2016.  Sisson described that the most recent 
and precipitating event for his concerns involved allegations that Schmitt and 
Glover intentionally departed from the customary hiring protocol for a new round 
of firefighters. Sisson described these concerns as only the latest in a series of acts 
attempting to exclude or antagonize the City’s Human Resources department, and 
as a consequence he contended that PFD upper management was unnecessarily 
exposing the City to legal claims. This report addresses in detail each of those 
concerns raised by Sisson. 

 Before interviewing anyone else to determine the legitimacy of Sisson’s 
claims, I purposely next spoke with Schmitt and Glover.  The Florida Legislature 
has enacted a statute entitled the “Firefighters’ Bill of Rights.”  Fla. Stat. 112.80 et 
seq.  The statute provides for certain rights to be afforded to firefighters who are 
“interrogated” as part of a “formal investigation.” A formal investigation is defined 
by statute as:  
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(4) “Formal investigation” means the process of investigation ordered by 
supervisory personnel, after the supervisory personnel have previously 
determined that the firefighter shall be reprimanded, suspended, or removed, 
during which the questioning of a firefighter is conducted for the purpose of 
gathering evidence of misconduct. 

Although in this case there has been no previous determination of any 
discipline toward anyone, I nonetheless offered to Schmitt and Glover each of the 
interrogation rights set forth in the statute.  Those rights include, but are not limited 
to, a recording of the “interrogation,” and advance written notice to the person 
being “interrogated” of the nature of the investigation and the names of the 
complainant.  Therefore, based on information from Sisson, I drafted separate 
letters to Schmitt and Glover setting forth the items that in my view, if 
substantiated, could conceptually lead to a disciplinary action. (Exhibit III- 4 and 
5) Sisson neither drafted nor even reviewed those letters prior to being sent to 
Schmitt and Glover.  I did not assign any level of importance or unimportance to 
the items listed.   

Neither Schmitt nor Glover returned my calls to them.  Therefore, I asked 
Wilkins to hand deliver the letters to them, which Wilkins did on February 11, 
2016.  I first heard from Schmitt and Glover on February 15, 2016, when they sent 
word for word identical emails to me suggesting that they would not sit for an 
interview, but that I could ask them questions in writing by email to which they 
would respond. (Exhibit III-6 and 7) This was concerning on two levels.  First, 
conducting an investigation by emailed written questions back and forth where I 
would not even speak with Schmitt or Glover would be unacceptable.  Second, the 
fact that both sent identically worded emails to me indicated that they had spoken 
to each other about the investigation, which was contrary to the directive they were 
given by the City when placed on paid leave. Both Schmitt and Glover 
subsequently informed me that they had retained the same attorney to represent 
them. They asked that their initial interviews not take place until February 26, 
2016, as an accommodation for their attorney’s schedule, and their accommodation 
request was granted. (Exhibit III-8) With both Schmitt and Glover represented by 
the same attorney, there was no assurance that they or their attorney would not 
communicate with the other regarding the substance of a statement in an interview 
or regarding the investigation.  However, despite their initial shared 
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communications about the investigation and despite sharing the same attorney, 
based on their individual testimonies that at times conflicted with one another, I 
find that they did not collude with each other as the investigation proceeded.        

The initial interviews of Schmitt and Glover began on February 26, 2016, 
and concluded on February 29, 2016.  An official court reporter recorded the 
question and answers and their attorney participated by telephone as he had 
requested.  In this report, citations to the transcripts for Schmitt and Glover are 
notated as follows: a citation to page 24, line 3 to page 25, line 4 of Schmitt’s 
statement is described as “(Schmitt 24:3-25:4)”.  To save costs, other interviews 
were conducted either by audio recording or by my taking notes.   
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IV. Overview of Allegations 
 

A. Sisson’s Allegations  

Sisson’s allegations, in simplistic, overview form, may be distilled to the 
following:  

• Schmitt and Glover intentionally and deceptively deviated from hiring 
protocol for the recent firefighter hiring round in late January 2016; 

• Schmitt and Glover intentionally and deceptively severely retaliated 
against Edward Deas, an African-American Fire Lieutenant, merely 
because Deas made a written complaint about Glover;  

• Glover poorly managed a “Firefighter Apprenticeship Program,” 
unnecessarily antagonizing Sisson in the process, where one of the 
issues was Glover’s alleged poor judgment in renting a BMW 5 series 
for in-state travel for two persons; 

• Glover and Schmitt handled raise requests for the battalion chiefs 
poorly, and then improperly tried to place the blame on Sisson;  

• Glover publicly demeaned Sisson during the Firefighters Annual 
Awards ceremony; and 

• Glover improperly tried to obstruct a random drug test. 

The allegations made by Schmitt and Glover overlap in several respects with 
Sisson’s allegations, and, in simplistic, overview form, may be distilled to the 
following: 

B. Glover’s Allegations 
o Glover has been repeatedly harassed and discriminated against by 

Sisson because of Glover’s race (African-American) and retaliated 
against by Sisson and Olson for filing a lawsuit against the City and 
for filing charges of race discrimination and retaliation against the 
City in the following ways:  
 Starting when Glover assumed deputy chief duties in 2011 and 

continuing thereafter, Glover was denied a pay increase to 
match the salary of his deputy chief predecessors; 
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 Sisson improperly investigated the demotion of Fire Lt. Edward 
Deas and colluded with Deas against Glover to overturn Deas’s 
demotion, where Deas’s demotion should not have been 
overturned in the manner that it was handled by Olson and 
Sisson; 

 Sisson did not select firefighters nominated by Glover for the 
City Employee of the Month award;  

 Sisson attempted to sabotage and undermine the “Firefighter 
Apprenticeship Program” initiated by Glover, including Sisson 
writing a demeaning and false email to and about Glover, where 
Sisson copied on the email a third-party entity and a battalion 
chief; 

 Sisson failed to act on Personnel Action forms designated by 
Schmitt and Glover to provide pay raises to the battalion chiefs;  

 Sisson improperly arranged for Glover to take a so-called 
“random” drug test;    

 Sisson improperly investigated an alleged report by a member 
of the public who claimed that the City vehicle assigned to 
Glover was observed exceeding the speed limit; and 

 Sisson improperly questioned Glover’s integrity when he 
inquired about Glover’s familial relationship with firefighter 
Marquis Oliver, regarding Oliver’s desire to take the steps to 
advance to captain. 
 

C. Schmitt’s Allegations 
o Schmitt’s requested pay increase in December 2015 was wrongly 

denied by Olson and Sisson because Schmitt is white, because of his 
age, and because Schmitt made a verbal complaint to Olson that 
Sisson was harassing Glover, informing Olson of some, but not all, of 
the allegations made by Glover described in Subsection B above. 

o Sisson improperly interfered with the Deas demotion, which should 
not have been overturned. 

o Sisson unreasonably interfered with the Fire Apprenticeship Program. 
o Sisson did not act appropriately regarding the request for raises for the 

battalion chiefs. 
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o Schmitt contends that Sisson failed to follow chain of command by 
contacting Fire Department administrative employee Susan Cotton 
and asking her to identify the individual assigned to a particular 
firefighter vehicle tag, who turned out to be Glover.      

Both Schmitt and Glover further challenge the City’s decision to initiate this 
investigation and to place them on paid leave during the pendency of the 
investigation.  

D. Additional Allegation Regarding Deposit of Cash and Checks into 
PFD Safe 

During the course of the investigation, an additional issue arose as to the 
depositing of cash and checks into the PFD safe.      
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V. Background of  and Glover’s Race and Retaliation Claims 

Because  and Glover have raised the question of discrimination 
based on their race, the races of persons will be identified when appropriate.     

A.  and Glover Litigation Against the City 

Because and Glover have raised the question of retaliation for filing 
EEOC charges of discrimination against the City and, in the case of Glover, a 
lawsuit against the City, it is relevant to know the history of their charges of 
discrimination and lawsuit against the City.  

1.   

 
 
 

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

    
  

2. Glover 
 

a. 2005 Lawsuit 

Glover, with three other African-American firefighters, retained an attorney 
and initiated a lawsuit against the City in 2005.  Chief Judge M.C. Rodgers of the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of Florida awarded summary 
judgment in favor of the City in a 2009 written order.  The attorney for Glover and 
the other plaintiffs appealed the order, and subsequently the Eleventh Circuit Court 
of Appeals remanded the case back to Judge Rodgers to consider certain additional 
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evidence.  In a 2011 written order, Judge Rodgers again issued a summary 
judgment in favor of the City.  (Exhibit V-2) The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeal 
upheld Judge Rodgers’ summary judgment order in December 2012, finally 
concluding the case almost 8 years after it was filed.  (Exhibit V-3)  

  Judge Rodgers’ 2011 order in favor of the City is lengthy and detailed, and 
there is therefore no reason to simply repeat everything in that order within this 
report.  In her findings, Judge Rodgers found that Glover and the other plaintiffs 
admitted during the case that no one in the Pensacola Fire Department had ever 
directed a racial slur at him in his presence, but that each had been aware of past 
use of racial language in the 1990s and through the year 2000.  In addition, Glover 
stated that a hangman’s noose was left in his work vehicle in 1999, but Glover did 
not report this to the City Manager or to Human Resources at the time, with Glover 
signing a memorandum indicating he did not want an investigation conducted 
regarding the noose.  As a part of the same lawsuit, Glover also made a court claim 
that the City violated his rights under the Family and Medical Leave Act by 
denying him FMLA leave. Pursuant to the court order, Glover’s claims under 
federal and state discrimination statutes were untimely and/or substantively 
insufficient to be allowed to go to a jury.  Glover’s FMLA claim was dismissed 
because he was admittedly never denied any FMLA leave. 

  Olson’s employment with the City began on September 2013 as Initiatives 
Coordinator, advancing to Assistant City Administrator in August 2014, and City 
Administrator in April 2015.  Sisson’s employment with the City began in 
February 2014.  Therefore, Glover’s unsuccessful 2005 lawsuit was concluded 
prior to their City employment.     

b. March 2010 Charge of Discrimination 

In March 2010, Glover filed a charge of discrimination with the Florida 
Commission on Human Relations and the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission alleging that because Glover is black, and due to retaliation against 
him for filing the 2005 lawsuit, then-Fire Chief Edwards (white male) and then-
City Administrator Al Coby (black male) selected Russell Beaty (white male), 
instead of Glover, for a deputy chief position in late 2008.  Glover further alleged 
that Coby discriminated against Glover when Beaty, not Glover, was selected to be 
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Interim Chief in August 2009.  (Exhibit V-4) That charge of discrimination was 
dismissed in 2011, and Glover did not file a lawsuit over this claim.  

c. December 30, 2015, Charge of Discrimination  

On December 30, 2015, Glover filed another charge of discrimination 
against the City.  (Exhibit V-5) In the charge, Glover alleged that in 2012 he 
became aware that prior white employees in the deputy chief position were paid 
more than Glover and that Glover’s pay was not equal to his predecessors’ pay 
because of Glover’s race.  Glover further alleged that race discrimination was the 
reason that Deputy Chief Glover (black male) was paid less than Interim Fire Chief 
Schmitt (white male).  That charge of discrimination was dismissed by the EEOC 
on March 31, 2016.  (Exhibit V-6)  
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VI. Organization for this Report 

The timing of the parties’ claims partially overlap on several of the issues.  
Therefore, this report cannot address the allegations in strict chronological order.  
The report begins by addressing the most recent incident that prompted this 
investigation, the issues surrounding the new hire process for firefighters in late 
January 2016. The next subject addressed are the issues related to Schmitt and 
Glover’s attempted demotion of Lt. Edward Deas and Olson and Sisson’s 
subsequent review and overturning of the demotion decision by Schmitt and 
Glover.  The Deas matter was deemed important, for different reasons, by Sisson, 
Schmitt, and Glover. The actions taken by Schmitt, Glover, Sisson, and Olson 
regarding Deas provide useful perspective over the dynamics of several other 
issues raised in this investigation. After addressing the Deas issues, the remaining 
issues are addressed roughly in chronological order beginning with Glover’s claim 
stemming from pay decisions made in 2011.   

Although some referenced documents are specifically identified as exhibits 
to the report for ease of reference, due to the volume of documents involved 
overall, additional documents relative to the investigation are compiled separately 
to correspond with the sections set forth in this report.    

  



15 
 

 

VII. January 2016 New Firefighter Hiring Process 

Sisson identified that the most recent example of concerns over Schmitt and 
Glover’s alleged mismanagement issues from an HR perspective was Schmitt and 
Glover’s alleged failure to follow normal hiring protocol for the January 2016 
hiring round for new firefighters.   

During this investigation, all parties involved agreed that the normal hiring 
process was not followed for the January 2016 hiring process.  The primary 
deviation was the failure to have the applicants interviewed, scored, and ranked by 
an interview panel of firefighters.   

Hiring new firefighters historically has included, among other requirements, 
(1) successful passage by the applicants of a Physical Abilities Test (PAT), (2) a 
structured panel interview (consistent questions to each applicant with scoring and 
ranking) conducted by a panel of three firefighters, and (3) a Chief’s interview 
with the Chief and Deputy Chief in the Chief’s office.  In the past, the Chief’s 
interview took place after the applicants were whittled down using scores and 
ranking from the structured panel interview and reduced to an “eligibility list” 
from which the Chief could select anyone on the list.  In a change started at least 
by 2014, the Chief’s interview was conducted on the same or next day as the PAT 
and structured panel interview in order to help accommodate applicants travelling 
from out of the Pensacola area.  Applicants who passed the PAT would first be 
interviewed by a panel of firefighters where they would be scored and ranked.  The 
interview panel conclusions would then be passed to the Chief and Deputy Chief 
when they met with the applicants.  Glover said that in his experience prior to 
January 2016, the interview panel’s scoring and ranking would constitute the 
official scores and rankings, and that the Chief and Deputy Chief would not 
override the panel’s determinations when they conducted the Chief’s interviews.  
(Glover 21:5-24; 22:8-12) 

There is no written rule requiring a structured interview panel for new 
firefighters. However, the job application informs applicants that there will be a 
structured interview, and Schmitt and Glover agreed that the interview panel was 
the normal procedure.  The main purposes of having an interview panel conduct 



16 
 

structured interviews are to (a) help ensure that each applicant is treated 
consistently and fairly; (b) that the evaluation of applicants is reviewed by a panel 
so as to include multiple perspectives for the scoring of the applicants, and (c) to 
document the reasons for rejecting or selecting any particular applicant in the event 
that the hiring decision is later challenged.      

The individuals involved have differing stories as to why the normal 
procedure was not followed in January 2016.  Their stories are summarized below:  

City HR employee Amy Workman:  Workman received an email from 
Battalion Chief Jester on January 5, 2016, that the previously selected date for the 
PAT and interviews needed to be postponed based on a scheduling conflict with 
Glover.  (Exhibit VII-1) Jester emailed her that the date would be moved to either 
January 21 or possibly January 22.  Workman interpreted the email as meaning 
that the date was still uncertain.  The next she heard on the topic was a call on 
January 21 from Fire Administration employee Susan Cotton who asked about 
background check forms for the candidates who were present at the fire station for 
the PAT and interviews.  Workman was concerned that she had not been informed 
of the new date because she had planned on taking HR employee Natalie Brou 
with her to the PAT as a learning opportunity.  When Workman and Jester spoke 
that afternoon, Jester said he thought he had sent an email to Workman about the 
PAT date.  Jester also told Workman the Pensacola Police Department usually 
conducts the background checks for the PFD.  Workman later called Lonnie Isom 
with the Pensacola Police Department with this question. Isom told Workman that 
the Police Department did not conduct the background checks for the firefighters.   

On January 26, 2016, Workman received a call from Schmitt asking her how 
to apply veteran status preference to the firefighter candidates (a requirement of 
Florida law). Workman told Schmitt that the veteran points needed to be added to 
the points from the scoring from the structured interviews. Schmitt told her that 
there were no panel interviews, and that he and Glover conducted merely 
“informal” interviews without scoring the candidates.  Workman told Schmitt that 
this would make assigning points difficult, as there would be no official ranking of 
candidates (no eligibility list), which Workman described as their standard 
practice.  Schmitt said he and Jester would call her back later that day.   
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Workman states that Schmitt did not call her back as he said he would, but 
when Jester called later that day without Schmitt, Workman explained the situation 
to Jester regarding the lack of structured interviews, notes, or scores. Jester “stated 
something along the lines that it wasn’t his decision, he had communicated to 
Chief Schmitt that they have always done a panel interview with scores, but they 
(the Chiefs) decided to do it with just them present.”   

Workman noted as well that a new issue arose on January 26 when an upset 
applicant called to claim he had no notice of the PAT date and time.  Workman 
contacted Jester, who confirmed that he had inadvertently not sent the email and 
agreed to reach out to the applicant.  

 At the time, Workman described her “biggest concern with all of this is the 
lack of structured interview questions, notes, scores.  If we, or the process were to 
be challenged, we would have nothing to back up the decisions made by the Fire 
Department.” With no justification for the hiring selection, a firefighter applicant 
could dispute the hiring decision and challenge the unorthodox manner in which 
this process was conducted.  (Exhibit VII-2)   

Workman brought this issue to the attention of Sisson, who had the hiring 
process temporarily halted.  Sisson contended that this was merely the latest in a 
string of incidents regarding Schmitt and Glover’s mismanagement of the Fire 
Department, leading to this investigation.   

Battalion Chief Brock Jester: Jester was responsible for scheduling the PAT 
and interviews and communicating with the applicants about the date for the PAT 
and interviews. Until the January 2016 hiring, Jester also made suggestions to 
Schmitt about which firefighters Schmitt should select to participate on the panel 
for the structured interviews, which Jester called the “Operational Personnel 
Structured Interviews.”  Those firefighters would usually be firefighters who were 
familiar with the interview process, with those on light or special duty being the 
favored picks to reduce overtime needs. 

For the hiring cycle in January, the decision was made early on by Schmitt 
not to have an interview panel.  Prior to even notifying the applicants of the PAT 
and interview date, Schmitt told Jester that there would not be a structured 
interview panel for this hiring round.  Schmitt told Jester that there was no need for 
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one because there were 6 openings and not that many more applicants. Jester said 
that both Schmitt and Glover knew that the interview panel was the way it had 
always been done before this time.  Because Jester had been told there would be no 
panel, when Jester notified the applicants by email on January 14, 2016, of the 
January 21, 2016, PAT/interview date, Jester did not mention the structured 
interview panel as he had done when emailing the previous round of applicants in 
April 2015.    

Jester did not report Schmitt’s decision to deviate from the normal hiring 
process to HR because he thought reporting Schmitt to HR would not have been 
tolerated by Schmitt.     

Jester believed his January 5 email to Workman sufficiently informed her 
that the PAT and interviews would be January 21.  Therefore, he did not believe he 
needed further communication with her about the date. Jester did not think to call 
Workman on the day of the PAT when she was not in attendance.   

Jester did talk to Workman on January 26, and when asked by Workman, he 
did tell Workman that it was the Chiefs, not him, who decided not to have the 
panel interviews.   

Interim Fire Chief Schmitt: Schmitt said the reason there was no interview 
panel was because Jester told him, at some unremembered time after the applicants 
were notified of the PAT date, that Human Resources (HR) had not selected the 
interview panel.  However, Schmitt also said during this investigation that he 
understood that the Fire Department, not HR, selected the interview panel 
participants.  Nonetheless, when Jester said HR had not selected the panel, Schmitt 
said in response to Jester that Schmitt and Glover would conduct the panel 
interviews. Schmitt did not ask Jester whether Jester could get a panel together in 
time for the January 21 date, and Schmitt neither contacted HR nor asked Jester to 
contact HR.   

When January 21 arrived, only Schmitt and Glover participated in the 
interviews of the new firefighters.  (Schmitt 14:6-11)  When asked the last time 
that occurred, Schmitt could not recall, stating that he did not believe he had done 
so since he became Interim Fire Chief.  (Schmitt 15:21-16:4)  Schmitt stated: 
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1 Q Had you before last month been involved in 

2 conducting firefighter applicant interviews since you've 

3 been interim fire chief? 

4 A I don't believe so. 

5 Q Okay. 

6 A But this situation was unique in the fact 

7 that Chief Jester came to me and told me that HR had not 

8 set up an interview panel. The date was set. The 

9 applicants were told when to arrive and to test. At that 

10 point I told Chief Jester that Chief Glover and I can 

11 conduct the interviews as firefighters of the Pensacola 

12 Fire Department.  

  (Schmitt 16:1-12) 

Deferring to Jester while also recognizing the importance of the panel 
interview, Schmitt initially stated:  

 17 ….So Chief Glover and I 

18 conducted the structured interview ourselves, took notes, 

19 scored them on the same day as the physical abilities 

20 test so as to give them a structured interview as a 

21 formal board was not, for whatever reason -- again, 

22 you'll have to ask Chief Jester -- created for this test 

23 cycle. 

(Schmitt 16:17-23) 
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Schmitt was aware that this hiring round was “unusual” because Schmitt had 
not participated in such an interview in perhaps a decade.  (Schmitt 17:14-18)  
However, Schmitt indicated that the unusual situation was mitigated by the fact 
that he and Glover “conducted the structured interview ourselves, took notes, [and] 
scored them on the same day as the physical abilities test so as to give them a 
structured interview.” (Schmitt 16:17-23)   

Schmitt could not say how soon before the January 21 scheduled date Jester 
told him that HR had not set up the interview panel:  

20 Q All right. When did Battalion Chief Jester 

21 tell you that HR had not set up interview panels? 

22 A It was in January. 

23 Q Okay. 

24 A But their test date had already been posted 

25 to the applicants. 

1 Q Sometime after the test date had been 

2 provided to the candidates? 

3 A Correct. 

4 Q Do you know how soon before the actual test 

5 date Battalion Chief Jester told you about that? 

6 A No. 

7 Q Was it the day before? Was it a week 

8 before? Was it two weeks before? 

9 A It was in close proximity, but I don't have 

10 an idea. 

(Schmitt 18:20-19:10) 
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Jester did not email the applicants about the January 21 date until January 
14.  Schmitt’s timeline would therefore have Jester telling Schmitt that HR had not 
set up a panel for the interviews sometime after the January 14 email but before the 
January 21 date for the PAT and interviews.      

11 Q And when he told you -- when Battalion 

12 Chief Jester told you HR had not set up interview panels, 

13 what was your reaction to that? 

14 A I told him that Chief Glover and I would 

15 handle it. 

16 Q Did you tell him anything else? 

17 A No. 

(Schmitt 19:11-17) 

  

23 Q Did Battalion Chief Jester tell you why HR 

24 had not done that? 

25 A No. 

1 Q Did you ask Battalion Chief Jester why HR 

2 had not done that? 

3 A I believe I did and he said he didn't know. 

4 Q Did that satisfy you in terms of an answer 

5 to that question? 

6 A At the time, yes, because the test date had 

7 been set, the candidates had already made arrangements to 

8 travel to Pensacola to test, and we could handle it. 
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9 Q Did you call HR? 

10 A I did not. Jester is the interface to HR 

11 for testing. 

12 Q Did you instruct Battalion Chief Jester 

13 then to call HR? 

14 A No, he talks with them frequently on the 

15 testing process. I figured that eventually he would tell 

16 me what happened, eventually. 

(Schmitt 19:23-20:16) 

  

Schmitt repeatedly deferred to Jester as to why no interview panel was 
formed:  

17 Q And I guess what I'm trying to find out 

18 from you is, and you correct me if I'm wrong, please, but 

19 it certainly sounds to me that you recognized that this 

20 was an unusual circumstance? 

21 A Yes, it was out of the norm. 

22 Q Had this ever happened before? 

23 A Not to my knowledge. 

24 Q And I'm trying to figure out why HR wasn't 

25 contacted. 

1 A You'll have to -- by whom? 

2 Q Well, by you or -- 
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3 A Again, Jester is -- his duties and 

4 responsibilities are testing and interface to HR for the 

5 testing process.  

(Schmitt 20:17-21:5) 

Schmitt’s repeated reference to Jester being responsible for the testing 
process was misplaced, because the subject of the question was the interview 
process, not the testing process.  Schmitt had difficulty explaining what HR had 
allegedly failed to do to set up the panel because, according to Schmitt, Jester 
selected the panel, not HR: 

6 Q What's your understanding of the role that 

7 HR would have played in setting up the panel interviews? 

8 A They would work with Jester to get three 

9 names. Usually it's a three-person panel or two-person 

10 panel, it depends, to get three names, coordinate the 

11 overtime if the person was on shift that day to get them 

12 off shift and set up the panel. 

13 Q Would HR select the names? 

14 A No, the department does that. 

15 Q So what would be HR's role in setting up 

16 the panel to your understanding? 

17 A Just that the panel -- they would ensure 

18 that the panel was formed and ready to perform their 

19 duties. 

20 Q But if the panel is selected -- the 
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21 firefighters on the panel are going to come from your 

22 department? 

23 A Correct. 

24 Q And they would be selected by your 

3 department, right? 

1 A That's right. Sometimes because of 

2 convenience if we had somebody that's on light duty or 

3 days or something that we could detail to do that duty to 

4 do an interview panel. There's no selection criteria or 

5 process. If they're a certified firefighter, we'll use 

6 them. It's been done that way historically. 

7 Q And forgive me if you've just answered this 

8 and I didn't catch it, but tell me -- I'm trying to 

9 understand what HR's role would be in terms of setting up 

10 the interview panel. 

11 A HR's role is to ensure that whatever policy 

12 they have down there as far as the testing process goes, 

13 those squares are filled and the interview panel is one 

14 of those squares. 

(Schmitt 21:6-22:14) 

  

20 Q If Chief Jester is the one who would 

21 normally pick out the firefighters to be on the panel -- 
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22 A Okay. 

23 Q -- why, if you know, why didn't he do that 

24 in this instance? 

25 A I do not know. 

1 Q Did you ask him? 

2 A No, I did not. 

3 Q Why not? 

4 A At the time we were time crunched to 

5 conduct the test. I volunteered myself and Chief Glover 

6 to do the structured interview. 

7 Q Did Chief Jester say that he could get a 

8 panel together? 

9 A No. 

10 Q Did he say that he could not get a panel 

11 together? 

12 A No. He just said that HR did not form the 

13 panel. And it was very close to the test date. 

(Schmitt 22:20-23:13) 

 

2 Q Did you instruct Battalion Chief Jester to 

3 call HR at any time? 

4 A No. 

(Schmitt 27:2-4) 
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Schmitt said that Glover never questioned that he and Schmitt would 
conduct the interviews:  

7 Q So at some point you or Battalion Chief 

8 Jester presumably inform Deputy Chief Glover that he was 

9 going to be participating with you in conducting the 

10 interviews of the applicants? 

11 A Correct. 

12 Q Did Deputy Chief Glover ever ask you why he 

13 was being asked to do it with you? Did he ever question 

14 what was going on? 

15 A No. At some point in the process, I 

16 explained it to him, but I don't know when that was. 

17 Q What did you tell him? 

18 A I just said that Jester came in, said HR 

19 had not set up a panel, and that he and I were going to 

20 do it, like any other two or three firefighters in the 

21 department that have done it before. 

22 Q Normally it's more than two firefighters 

23 doing the panel interviews, as I understand it; is that 

24 right? 

25 A It can be. Three is the norm. 

1 Q Was there an attempt to have a third person 
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2 so that would be more of the norm in this interview 

3 process? 

4 A No.  

(Schmitt 30:7-31:4) 

 

25 Q Well, what is your -- do you have an 

1 understanding of why interviews are normally done with a 

2 panel? 

3 A It's part of the process. More than one is 

4 a panel of two, and yes, so they can be scored and notes 

5 taken and ranked. 

6 Q Do you have an understanding of why there 

7 is a panel? Why there's not -- why there's usually at 

8 least three people? 

9 A No, I don't know why there's usually three. 

10 I've never seen that written that that's the minimum. I 

11 don't know why. That's an HR function. 

12 Q But HR wasn't asked in this case to help? 

13 A You'll have to ask Chief Jester. 

(Schmitt 31:25-32:14) 

Schmitt stated that Glover wrote out questions for the applicants on the 
morning of January 21, 2016.  Schmitt believed that the questions were written not 
on a computer, but “longhand” in Schmitt’s office.  (Schmitt 33:21-34:12)  No one 
reviewed the questions other than him and Glover, and neither sought any advice 
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about the questions.  (Schmitt 34:13-15; 35:11-23)  Schmitt said the questions were 
written with pen and paper and would probably still be in Glover’s office because 
they had not been in the office since February 2, 2016.  (Schmitt 34:19-25) 

Schmitt initially said he took no notes during the interviews, but then said he 
may have taken a note or two about an Emergency Medical Technician 
qualification or something like that on a notepad.  Schmitt said Glover took notes.  
(Schmitt 40:8-20) 

Schmitt gave sharply conflicting responses as to the scoring of the 
applicants.    

17 ….So Chief Glover and I 

18 conducted the structured interview ourselves, took notes, 

19 scored them on the same day as the physical abilities 

20 test so as to give them a structured interview as a 

21 formal board was not, for whatever reason -- again, 

22 you'll have to ask Chief Jester -- created for this test 

23 cycle. 

(Schmitt 16:17-23) 

 

23 Q And the day of the interviews, you said you 

24 scored them at some point. Did you score them the day of 

25 the interviews or did you do that the next day? 

1 A No. No, we did not score them the day of 

2 the interviews. Again, once the last one left, we just 
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3 kind of, phew (indicating) and then it was after 5:00.1 

4 We locked up and turned the lights out and went home. 

5 Q So the next day you had a discussion with 

6 Deputy Chief Glover about it? 

7 A No, I don't think I did on the scoring 

8 because Sisson stopped the process. The timeline there, 

9 I don't know if it was that Friday or that Monday. 

10 Again, I don't have my calendar in front of me. But, no, 

11 we had not as of yet discussed the scoring on the 

12 candidates. 

(Schmitt 42:23-43:12) 

 

1 A You asked me if we scored. You asked me 

2 once if we scored and I told you, no, we didn't do it 

3 that evening. And then you asked me how we scored and I 

4 told you that we went home. We hadn't scored them yet. 

5 Q Right. 

6 A And there was a scoring process, but we 

7 didn't have the conversation yet. 

8 Q Okay, thank you. And I apologize if I -- 

9 because I thought you had said that you did score them at 

                                                             
1 Schmitt: “I think we finished a little before five, but it was right around closing 
time.” (Schmitt 42:1-9) 
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10 one point, but you didn't? 

11 A Did not. 

12 Q And you didn't score them because before 

13 you got to that part of the process, Sisson, the HR 

14 administrator, put a halt to the hiring process? 

15  A Correct. Glover and I did not discuss the 

16  scoring before Sisson put a halt to the process. 

17  Q Had you and Glover discussed how the 

18 scoring would work, how it would be done? Had you gotten 

19  to that point yet? 

20  A No. 

(Schmitt 44:1-20) 

According to Schmitt, therefore, there was no scoring at the time of the 
interviews.  Schmitt discussed his understanding of the scoring metric would 
involve a “plus two” and a “plus up” for formal education or certification, but later 
said he never said “plus two”.  (Schmitt 44:23-46:25; 47:12-25)   

1 Q Was there a plan to give them a score based 

2 upon how the interview went or not? 

3 A No. We just looked at the application, 

4 asked our questions and went from there. No. 

(Schmitt 47:1-4)  

 

 2 Q All right. So how were you going to decide 

3 how much plus you would give, for instance, for someone 
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4 who walked in with their EMT certification? 

5 A I was going to have that discussion with 

6 Chief Glover. 

(Schmitt 48:2-6)  

As for Workman’s claim that Schmitt called her on January 26 to ask how 
veteran preferences would apply and that Schmitt told her that the applicants were 
not scored because they had only “informal interviews,” Schmitt at first denied 
contacting HR.  Schmitt said Jester called HR about the question of how to apply 
veteran preference after Glover brought the issue up.  (Schmitt 50:7-51:4)  Schmitt 
said the call was made in Jester’s office, after which Jester reported that Sisson had 
stopped the hiring process.  (Schmitt 52:5-25)  At that point, Schmitt said neither 
he nor Glover had gotten to the point of discussing how the applicant scoring 
would take place.  (Schmitt 53:1-6) 

Schmitt denied that he even contacted HR:   

4 Q Did you ever tell anyone in HR that there 

5 was not a structured interview? 

6 A No, I had no contact with HR. 

7 Q Did you ever tell anyone affiliated with 

8 the City that there was no structured interviews of these 

9 firefighters last month? 

10 A No. 

11 Q Did you ever tell anyone that what you and 

12 Deputy Chief Glover did was simply informal interviews? 

13 A Was what? 

14 Q Informal interviews? Did you use that term 
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15 with anyone? 

16 A I don't recall. 

17 Q Did you consider it a formal interview? 

18 A Yes. 

19 Q Or informal interview? 

20 A No, it was formal after the -- 

21 Q After the PATs? 

21 A After the PATs, yes. 

(Schmitt 54:4-21)  

 

Schmitt said the decision to conduct the interviews in the manner they were 
conducted was his, but he placed any blame on HR:  

2 Q Did you consider the decision to have you 

3 and Deputy Chief Glover do the interviews your decision 

4 or Battalion Chief Jester's decision or someone else's? 

5 A It was my decision. I provided a mechanism 

6 to which the structured interviews could take place, as 

7 HR did not take care of that piece of the pie, as the 

8 testing dates were already posted and candidates had 

9 already made travel arrangements. 

(Schmitt 55:2-9)  

Schmitt was told by Jester that the failure of one of the applicants to receive 
an email about the PAT date was Jester’s fault due to the application being 
inadvertently slipped between another application.  (Schmitt 58:25-59:8)  
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Contrary to Schmitt’s claim that he “had no contact with HR,” Workman’s 
phone records show Schmitt called Workman on January 26, the day that 
Workman said he had called her.  Schmitt and Workman’s phone records also 
support her claim of a subsequent call with Jester later that afternoon and her call 
to Lonnie Isom.  (Exhibit VII-3 and 4: Amy Workman phone record printout and 
Schmitt phone record printout)  When confronted with this discrepancy in a 
follow-up interview with Schmitt, Schmitt explained that he did contact HR on that 
day about the hiring process, but the purpose of the call was to reconcile control 
numbers for the requisitions for the vacancies.  (Schmitt 244: 22-247:20)  

Deputy Chief Glover: According to Glover, Glover was not told about the 
absence of the “customary three person board” or interview panel until Susan 
Cotton told him this on the morning of the interviews. (Glover 9:14-10:17)  Glover 
did not ask why there would be no panel interviews.  (Glover 11:11-12:2)  To 
Glover, most of the firefighters would eventually be hired, so “it was just a matter 
of at that point ranking them, doing their interview and ranking the individuals.”  
(Glover 11:11-12:2)  Glover described that he was a “little” concerned about not 
following the normal process, but there were only 8 applicants for 6 positions and 
there would be need for future hires, as well.  (Glover 24:1-10)    

 15 Q Did you ever ask Chief Schmitt or anyone 

16 else, hey, why don't we have some panel reviews, or can 

17 we get some going right away? Did that come up at all? 

18 A It did not. It didn't. 

(Glover 24:15-18) 

 

Glover said he assumed that HR did not think the panel interviews were 
necessary:  

22 Q The next bullet point is essentially again 

23 not using the interview panel and that was different in 

24 this case, the absence of the interview panel? 
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25 A Correct. I will say that my assumption was 

1 that HR did not think it was necessary because I know 

2 that they're the ones that customarily set it up. So 

3 because they didn't make the effort or for whatever 

4 reason they made the decision to not do it, I figured 

5 that they just decided not to do it for whatever reason. 

(Glover 32:22-33:5) 

Glover said that in his experience, an HR representative was typically 
present during the PAT but not in the Chief’s interview with Schmitt and Glover.  
(Glover 13:10-18; 19:5-8)   

Glover said that the typical process would have been for the applicants to 
complete the PAT and complete the panel interviews where the applicants are 
scored, followed by the applicants meeting with Schmitt and Glover, who at that 
time would have in hand the scoring from the panel.  (Glover 16:4-13; 17:1-17)  
Glover said that despite having the panel interview notes and scores in a typical 
Chief’s interview, Glover typically again ranks the applicants, but that Glover’s 
ranking was never the official ranking.   

5 Q Do you score those candidates or are you 

6 simply ranking them? 

7 A I rank them based on, you know, the 

8 information that I receive from them. 

9 Q Okay. How does that ranking work in 

10 conjunction with the scoring that the panel has already 

11 done? How does that connect, so to speak? 

12 A Typically -- that's a very good question. 
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13 I will tell you normally what happens. How they rank 

14 them in the three person panel is what stands. So 

15 however they're ranked, that's what stands. 

16 This time, because I did the structured 

17 interview and I scored them based on the questions that I 

18 asked them, I do the same thing whether there's a three 

19 person panel or not. I do the same thing. So this time 

20 there was nothing to go by from the three person panel. 

21 Q There was no three person panel? 

22 A There was no three person panel. I will 

23 say that I've never -- when I've done what I do, I've 

24 never overridden, if that's a word. 

(Glover 21:5-24) 

  

8 Q Okay. So can you recall any instance where 

9 you or Chief Schmitt overruled, so to speak, or 

10 superseded or changed what the interview panel had done 

11 in terms of the scoring or the ranking? 

12 A No. 

(Glover 22:8-12) 

Glover said he did what he usually did to score the candidates, with the 
exception being that there was no three person panel to provide the official scoring 
as normally would happen.  (Glover 21:5-24; 25:3-27:6) Glover said the scoring he 
did was basically the ranking.  (Glover 27:17-28:1)  Glover said he was the one to 
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ask Jester to call HR about how to address the veteran preference issue with the 
applicants.  (Glover 27:24-28:1) 

Findings: 

All persons involved agreed that the normal process was not followed for the 
January 21, 2016, interviews for new firefighters.  Addressing first the question of 
who, if anyone, was responsible for proceeding without an interview panel, Jester 
and Workman’s version of events is more credible than that offered by Schmitt and 
Glover.  Workman’s contemporaneous written memorandum was consistent with 
her phone records and consistent with Jester’s version of events.  Jester stated that 
the timing of Schmitt telling him there would be no panel interviews was prior to 
Jester informing the candidates of the PAT date.  Jester’s version is consistent with 
the lack of any mention of the panel interviews in his January 14, 2016, emails to 
the applicants.  When Jester notified applicants in the previous hiring round in 
April 2015, Jester specifically described the structured interview process for the 
applicants:     

• Jester emailed Schmitt and Glover in March 2015, noting the Fire 
Department’s new responsibilities for contacting the applicants, to ask 
permission to postpone the PAT and interviews to give Jester time to 
schedule and provide adequate notice to the applicants.  In response, 
Glover emailed, “Agreed! Let’s take advantage of finally getting 
ownership of this process!”  (Exhibit VII-5: March 19, 2015, email 
Glover to Jester and Schmitt)   

• Jester followed up on March 27, 2015, to Schmitt and Jester, advising 
that the “PAT, Operational Personnel Interviews and Chief’s 
Interviews” be conducted all in one day on a Monday.  (Exhibit VII-6: 
March 27, 2015, email from Jester to Schmitt and Glover)  

• Jester subsequently emailed the applicants on April 3, 2015, 
informing the applicants that they must now “complete the physical 
abilities test (PAT), operational personnel’s structured interview, and 
a Chief’s interview.”  He then individually described the PAT, the 
Operational Personnel Structured Interview, and Chief’s Interview. 
(Exhibit VII-7: April 3, 2015, example email Jester to applicants)  
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When Jester sent the January 14, 2016, email to the applicants, there was no 
mention of the “Operational Personnel Structured Interview,” which Jester 
attributes to Schmitt having previously instructed Jester that there would no such 
panel interviews for the hiring round.   

Schmitt contradicted himself and set forth a questionable version of events.  
Schmitt told Workman on January 26 that there was no scoring because all they 
had done was conduct “informal interviews.”  During his interview in this 
investigation, Schmitt initially insisted that he and Glover “conducted the 
structured interview ourselves, took notes, scored them on the same day as the 
physical abilities test so as to give them a structured interview as a formal board.”  
(Schmitt 16:17-23)  However, Schmitt later in the same interview insisted the 
opposite: that not only did Glover and he not score the applicants on the day of the 
PAT, but that he and Glover had not even yet discussed how they would score the 
candidates at the time Sisson stopped the process—which would have been on or 
after January 26, 2016.   

Schmitt and Glover’s workplace offices were reviewed as a part of this 
investigation.  No notes for interviews were located in Schmitt’s office. On 
Glover’s desk were printed out one set of forms entitled “CITY OF PENSACOLA 
Structured Interview,” one for each of the interviewees, using a scale of 1 to 5, 
with five questions for scoring and two catch-all questions for the applicants. 
(Exhibit VII-8)  When shown these documents, Glover confirmed that these were 
the documents he used during the interviews. (Glover 239:11-25) A score for each 
question was circled with a total at the bottom for each.  There were no notes other 
than an EMT designation for three of the applicants. Glover stated that he followed 
what he normally did for a new hiring, only in this case there was no panel 
interview to provide the scoring and ranking prior to his interview. Glover’s use of 
his normal abbreviated scoring was clearly not intended to be the official scoring, 
as he and Schmitt had not discussed scoring yet, and they still had not settled on 
scoring as of January 26.  In any event, having only one person score the 
candidates without taking notes for anything but a reference to an “EMT” does not 
satisfy one of the main purposes for having a panel where each participant 
evaluates the applicants.  That these forms were still sitting on Glover’s desk 
several days after the interviews with no understanding of how to apply veteran 
preference to them because of the manner in which they were prepared 
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demonstrates that Schmitt and Glover did not understand a process over which 
they decided to take control. 

In addition to changing his story about whether he and Glover did or did not 
score and rank the candidates, Schmitt’s explanation as to why there were no panel 
interviews conducted is not credible. Schmitt said that Jester told him that HR had 
not selected the interview panel participants, and, in response, Schmitt, instead of 
contacting HR or having Jester contact HR, said he instructed Jester that Schmitt 
and Glover alone would conduct the interviews. However, despite Schmitt’s claim 
that Schmitt told Jester that Schmitt and Glover would conduct the interviews just 
as the panel would normally do, Schmitt and Glover in actuality did not conduct 
the interviews as the panel would have done.   

What makes Schmitt’s story particularly incredible is that Schmitt said that 
he understood that the Fire Department, not HR, selected the interview panel, 
which should have made Schmitt question Jester’s alleged comment that HR had 
not selected the panel.  Furthermore, Schmitt’s excuse that there may not have 
been enough time to gather a panel is not substantiated.  Jester needed only to find 
three people (or only one if Schmitt and Glover were to actually act as the panel-
which they did not); and Schmitt never told Jester to do so or asked him if he could 
do so.  The selection of a panel is simply not a complicated, multi-day task that 
could not be completed prior to the interviews.  Schmitt proceeded with a hiring 
process he knew to be out of the norm—he acknowledged that the process had 
never been done this way.  Schmitt made no effort to contact HR for guidance, and 
either he did not comprehend, or he ignored, the rationale for a panel interview.  
Schmitt’s initially saying that he made no contact with HR as Workman said he 
did, and then changing his story after being confronted with the phone record, 
further undermines his credibility on this issue.   

Glover stated that he was not aware of the lack of panel interviews until the 
morning of January 21 when he heard this from Susan Cotton.  Schmitt did not 
remember when he told Glover there would be no panel interviews. On January 20, 
2016, Glover accepted a calendar request for the new firefighter interviews.  
(Exhibit VII- 9: January 20, 2016, calendar acceptance from Glover)  However, the 
calendar request does not say whether or not there will be panel interviews.  Glover 
drafted up some questions on the morning of January 21 that he used during the 
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interviews, which supports his statement that he did not know about the lack of 
panel interviews until that morning. However, Glover also said his actions for this 
hiring round were no different from what he would always do; his personal 
rankings of the applicants in the past would never change or override the official 
scoring and ranking of the panel interviews. Glover may have specifically 
attempted to make the written questions he used for the January 21 interviews 
more of a structured process for himself, but clearly Schmitt was not enlightened 
as to what Glover was doing, and Glover’s approach was not adequate to resolve 
the problems with having no panel.   

Glover said he did not suggest contacting HR or getting a panel together 
because he assumed HR had done or not done something that caused the lack of 
the panel.  Although this may explain Glover’s thought process as to the lack of an 
interview panel, it does not explain why neither Glover nor Schmitt even attempted 
to obtain any guidance from HR before proceeding in the manner they did.  Their 
willingness to proceed without following the normal protocol may have had to do 
with their belief that the panel interview was simply not important, as they both 
emphasized that there were 8 candidates vying for 6 open firefighter positions, 
which they believed minimized the need for panel interviews in this case.  Their 
willingness to deviate from the normal process may have been due to arrogance 
that they could handle the interview task just as well as those lower in their chain 
of command.  Their willingness to proceed without following the normal protocol 
and without contacting HR for guidance may also have had to do with their shared 
animosity toward HR, which will be addressed later in this report.  Regardless of 
their motivation, Schmitt and Glover’s stories are inconsistent and evidence a 
known and unjustified deviation from the normal hiring process for a round of new 
firefighters.  

Schmitt stated during this investigation that he, not Glover or Jester, made 
the decision to proceed with only Schmitt and Glover interviewing the candidates.  
As will be discussed in the next section of this report, Schmitt and Glover shared a 
distorted view that it would be appropriate to severely discipline a firefighter for 
criticizing Schmitt or Glover. Within the context of this work culture fostered by 
Schmitt and Glover, Jester’s failure to report Schmitt’s decision to deviate from the 
normal hiring process to HR prior to Schmitt and Glover’s botched interview 
process is not surprising. Although to a lesser degree because of Glover’s higher 
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rank and greater involvement in this interview process, the same would hold true 
for Glover, as well, if, as Schmitt did with Jester, Schmitt merely instructed Glover 
that there would be no structured panel interview for this hiring round.   

I find that Jester’s exclusion of one of the firefighter candidates when 
notifying the date for the PAT was inadvertent, as supported by his statement, 
Schmitt’s statement, and Workman’s statement about Jester’s reaction when he 
was asked about it.  Jester promptly acted to communicate with the applicant after 
he was alerted to the omission. Similarly, I find that Jester did not intentionally 
exclude Workman from notice about the date of the PAT and interviews. Jester 
thought his email informing Workman that the PAT date would be on the 21st or 
possibly the 22nd was sufficient to inform HR of the date, whereas Workman read 
the email as something less than final, expecting a later confirmation of the 
specific PAT day when it was finalized.  With no follow-up by either on this issue, 
the miscommunication was understandable.    

I find that the absence of an HR representative present during the interviews 
and the PAT was not a material issue because HR historically was not consistently 
present each time for these events. However, moving forward, the consistent 
presence of an HR representative would be helpful for these events.   

I find that Jester telling Workman that the Pensacola Police Department 
conducts background checks for the PFD was not a material issue because Jester is 
not typically in charge of arranging for background checks for new hires, 
regardless.     

I find that neither Schmitt nor Glover was attempting to manipulate the 
hiring process to include or exclude any particular applicant.  However, Schmitt 
and Glover believed incorrectly they were capable of handling the hiring process 
without an interview panel and without any guidance from HR.  They both used 
poor judgment to conduct the hiring process in a manner they both agreed had not 
been done before.  Their handling of the hiring process, from not understanding the 
value of a panel taking notes and individually scoring potential new firefighters; 
from not taking notes of any substance; from not acting to score and rank them 
from January 21 to at least January 26, when the application of the statutory 
veteran’s preference finally dawned on at least Glover, showed that they were not 
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actually capable of properly handling the process.  Additionally, their failure to 
properly conduct this particular hiring round coincides in timing with a disturbing 
level of animosity each showed toward HR, which is evidence that they 
intentionally ignored the proper process under the mistaken belief that they knew 
better than anyone else how to approach a hiring round for new firefighters.    

Recommendations 

Moving forward, the City would be better served by ensuring that each 
person serving on an interview panel has either been specifically trained for this 
task, or ensuring that an HR representative is present during the interviews to 
discuss at least initially with the panel the “do’s and don’ts” and to be present to 
guide the process as the interviews proceed.  The City should also consider 
streamlining the interview panel process by including the hiring manager as one 
member of the panel.   
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VIII. Edward Deas’s Attempted Demotion and the Overturning of the 
Demotion  
 

A. Overview of Allegations  

Schmitt (white male), with Glover’s (black male) active involvement, 
informed Lt. Edward Deas (black male) that he was being demoted to firefighter, 
the lowest job level available, on September 15, 2015, based on Deas’s August 11, 
2015, complaint to Schmitt about Glover.  The demotion decision was 
subsequently overturned by Olson with Sisson’s urging.  On December 18, 2015, 
Schmitt and Glover were permitted to issue Deas a written reprimand for the same 
alleged offenses that supported the demotion decision.  Sisson complains that 
Schmitt did not inform HR or the City Administrator prior to acting on the 
demotion decision, and that the unjustified demotion evidences Schmitt and 
Glover’s unfitness for managing the department.  Schmitt and Glover complain 
that it was not Sisson’s place to do anything but process the demotion decision, and 
that Deas could have grieved his demotion through the collective bargaining 
agreement process if Deas was not pleased with the demotion.  Glover alleges that 
Sisson “colluded” with Deas after the demotion to overturn the demotion, and 
Schmitt and Glover further complain that Sisson inappropriately conducted an 
investigation without their knowledge after the demotion.  Schmitt and Glover 
protest that Deas was not harmed by the demotion because Deas never lost any pay 
due to HR never processing the 10% pay cut intended for Deas.     

B. Summary of Findings  
 
• Both Lt. Deas’s demotion and his subsequent written reprimand by 

Schmitt and Glover were unjustified and constituted improper 
retaliation against Deas for making a good faith complaint against 
Glover.   

• To effectuate the retaliation against Deas, Schmitt and Glover 
concocted a knowingly false premise that Deas failed to follow the 
chain of command when he made his complaint.   

• To further effectuate the retaliation against Deas, Schmitt and Glover 
wrote to Olson that Deas’s complaint about Glover contained false 
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statements about Glover even though Schmitt and Glover both stated 
during this investigation that there was no actual determination that 
Deas’s statements were false.    

• Schmitt and Glover expressed a poor understanding of what it means 
to conduct an investigation, claiming both that Deas was given an 
opportunity to give his side of the story and claiming that they 
intentionally conducted no investigation before acting to demote 
Deas.  

• Schmitt and Glover intentionally violated City policy as to their 
improper handling of a firefighter who had made a complaint.     

• Despite these serious problems, both Schmitt and Glover still claim 
that Deas’s demotion was proper and that it should have been 
implemented by HR.  They consider the lack of support for Deas’s 
demotion to somehow constitute harassment or discrimination by 
Sisson, which is a wholly unsupported allegation.  Their lack of 
contrition and continued belief that they acted properly toward Deas 
demonstrates poor judgment by Schmitt and Glover.   

• Glover contends that when battalion chiefs who were white males 
complained about Schmitt (white male) soon after Schmitt was 
promoted to Interim Fire Chief, the complaining firefighters were 
demoted for making their complaints, and that the City Administrator 
at the time (predating both Olson and Sisson) upheld those demotions 
(August/September 2011).  Glover contrasts that treatment in 2011 
with the current City Administration not supporting a demotion for a 
firefighter who is black (Deas) complaining about a Deputy Chief 
who was black (Glover).  Glover contends that the difference is that a 
demotion for complaining about a superior will not be upheld if the 
superior is black.  Based on the facts gathered in this investigation, 
including a review of the 2011 files for the battalion chiefs, Glover’s 
allegations are unsubstantiated.  Furthermore, Glover’s race allegation 
in this context ignores that Glover was the one unfairly treating a 
firefighter who is the same race as Glover.   

• The HR department rightly reviewed the demotion decision after Deas 
brought the issue to HR.  An employee bringing a concern to HR 
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about a demotion does not constitute “collusion” between the 
complaining employee and HR, as urged by Glover.  Schmitt and 
Glover’s complaint that HR should not have looked into Deas’s 
demotion without at least first informing Schmitt and Glover was also 
unsubstantiated, particularly in the context that the concern to HR was 
that Schmitt and Glover were retaliating against Deas for complaining 
about Glover. During this investigation, Schmitt and Glover 
repeatedly complain that HR should have taken actions in their favor 
that, ironically, Schmitt and Glover failed to provide to Deas.   

• Far from discriminating or retaliating against Schmitt and Glover over 
this issue, Olson and Sisson instead gave excessive deference to 
Schmitt and Glover on their treatment of Deas.  Based on the facts 
gathered in this investigation, Olson and Sisson should have looked 
further into the justification, or, in this case, the lack of justification, 
for the written reprimand instead of deferring to Schmitt and Glover’s 
judgment regarding Deas. Just as there was no valid justification to 
demote Deas, there was also no valid justification for the written 
reprimand, a written reprimand in which Schmitt and Glover included 
a notice to Deas that Deas could be terminated in the event of a future 
violation by Deas. 

• Glover questioned why the issue of Deas’s demotion and reprimand 
was brought up during this investigation, which originated in late 
January 2016, when Olson had already made the decision to reduce 
the demotion to a written reprimand on December 18, 2015.  Glover 
alleges that the Deas matter was brought up because he filed a charge 
of discrimination in December 2015. However, Glover has continued 
to allege that Sisson’s involvement in the Deas issue was a 
discriminatory act by Sisson against Glover, and therefore this subject 
is proper for this investigation for at least that reason alone.  In any 
event, Sisson’s continuing concern for how Schmitt and Glover were 
treating employees is not an act of retaliation, particularly as 
evidenced by Schmitt and Glover’s blatantly improper treatment of 
Deas.  
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• Schmitt and Glover’s extreme views on chain of command and their 
overt acts to impede someone from making a complaint within the 
Fire Department must be corrected. All PFD employees deserve PFD 
management who will try in good faith to follow City policies and not 
retaliate and make knowingly false allegations against a firefighter 
merely for making a complaint. 

• Schmitt and Glover’s improper retaliation against Deas for making a 
complaint was an inexcusable act that hinders the advancement of 
diversity within the PFD. All firefighters need to be reassured that 
City policies will be followed in the event of a complaint even if that 
complaint addresses conduct by a Deputy Chief or Fire Chief.   
        

C. Deas’s Complaint 

On August 11, 2015, Deas sent Schmitt an email attaching a written 
complaint Deas entitled “Timeline”.   The cover email to which the complaint was 
attached stated in full:  

“Per the Human Resources Manual, I could send this straight to you.  
I wasn’t 100% sure so I looked it up to make sure I followed the rules.”   

(Exhibit VIII-1) 

The relevance of Deas citing the HR Manual, which expressly allows him to 
send the complaint directly to Schmitt, references a “chain of command” issue that 
is addressed in some detail in this report.   

Deas alleged in his complaint that on July 16, 2015, Deputy Chief Glover 
sent intimidating text messages to him and several other fire fighters affiliated with 
the Pensacola United Fire Fighters Association, Inc. (“PUFFA”), which is a local 
chapter of the International Association of Black Professional Fire Fighters. Lt. 
Stefon Andrews (black male) is the president of PUFFA.  The gist of Deas’s 
complaint was that Deas had been told by Andrews that Glover had drafted a letter 
under PUFFA letterhead under Andrews’ name; that Glover demanded that 
Andrews sign the letter, but Andrews refused because it was believed that Glover 
wanted the letter as an entry for Glover’s plan to seek the Fire Chief job under the 
false premise that he had PUFFA’s endorsement for the Fire Chief position.  After 
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receiving the alleged intimidating text message sent by Glover to Andrews, Deas, 
and other firefighters, Deas made his complaint.  In his complaint letter, Lt. Deas 
recounted that in October 2014, Deputy Chief Glover and two named captains also 
affiliated with PUFFA used intimidation tactics in the Fire Administration 
Building related to a previous matter involving Lt. Deas and PUFFA.  Lt. Deas 
alleged that Glover and the two other captains try “to intimidate and coerce people 
with their authority in the fire department to get what they want when things are 
not going their way.”  Lt. Deas alleged that “the same scenario is continuing with 
Stefon Andrews being the target since he is the new president and is not going 
along with the plan. I would ask you to please investigate this matter.”  

D. Schmitt and Glover’s Initial Reaction to Deas’s Complaint 

After Schmitt read Deas’s emailed complaint about Glover, Schmitt simply 
gave it to Glover and asked why Schmitt was receiving this because it dealt with 
PUFFA, not the PFD.   Schmitt said Glover told him that he did not know why 
Schmitt received it, telling Schmitt that there was a falling out in PUFFA where 
accusations were made and Deas was upset.   

Glover, paraphrasing what he recalled telling Schmitt after reading the 
complaint, said that he told Schmitt that the statements in Deas’s letter were “just 
absolutely ridiculous, that they’re false,” but that Glover did not identify what 
particular parts of the complaint were not true because Glover “didn’t go into a lot 
of detail with it.”  (Glover 125:5-10, 20-23)  Glover also told Schmitt that he was 
not looking for Schmitt’s job. (Glover 125:13-21).   

Glover then decided to inform the other persons named in Deas’s complaint 
about Deas’s allegations.  (Glover 125:25-126:5)  Glover’s reasoning was that 
anyone being complained about should be told about the complaint.   

Neither Schmitt nor Glover communicated the existence of the complaint to 
anyone in HR, which is contrary to instructions in the City HR Manual.  The 
Manual expressly states that it is an employee’s responsibility to report 
“occurrences or actions that may lead to a charge of harassment,” specifically 
allowing an employee to report an incident “directly to his or her supervisor, the 
Department Director/Administrator, or the Human Resources Administrator.”      
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If the employee chooses to report the incident to a supervisor or Department 
Director/Administrator, that individual, upon being notified, will report the incident to the 
Human Resources Administrator or to the Mayor or designee in order to initiate an 
investigation. 

HR Manual, Section H-3.C.5.a.  

It was neither Schmitt’s nor Glover’s place to make any legal conclusion as 
to the nature of Deas’s complaint.  As will be addressed in more detail later in this 
report, Schmitt and Glover’s concocted excuse for contending that the HR Manual 
complaint procedure did not apply to Deas’s complaint was that Deas’s complaint 
was not really a complaint, in part because it did not use the word “complaint” in 
it.   Schmitt and Glover are both intelligent individuals who know better.  If this 
was not a complaint, then why demote someone for making a non-complaint?  
When interviewed in this investigation, Schmitt and Glover both found it difficult 
in practice to avoid calling Deas’s complaint as anything but a complaint, at one 
point calling it an “informal complaint” or a “rant.”  Schmitt and Glover’s 
concerted efforts to “mince words”, as Glover described it, on this issue evidences 
their intentional efforts to concoct a chain of command violation when none 
existed.           

The HR Manual provided that Schmitt was to send a complaint to HR or the 
Mayor’s designee for an investigation, but instead Schmitt gave the complaint 
about Glover almost immediately to Glover, who in turn then told others in the Fire 
Department about the complaint.   

E. Schmitt’s Investigation or Non-Investigation Made No Findings as to 
Whether Deas’s Complaint was True or False 

 Schmitt gave contradicting accounts of the next steps he took related to 
Deas’s complaint.   

 First, Schmitt said that he showed Deas’s letter to Deas’s Battalion Chief, 
Steven Peake, and instructed Peake to get Deas’s side of the story because Schmitt 
was going to get the Battalion Chief and Schmitt’s staff “up to speed on this issue” 
because this was “chain of command stuff”:  

24 Q I see. You're talking to Peake, you're 
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25 showing him this e-mail and timeline? 

A Right. 

2 Q Peake reads it? 

3 A Right. I tell Peake, go out and get his 

4 side of it, other than he sent the timeline. He's his 

5 supervisor. This is chain of command stuff, which Deas, 

6 because he's quoting the Human Resources Manual, says he 

7 could bypass. So I'm going to bring his chain of command 

8 and my staff up to speed, or at least let them come up to 

9 speed on this issue.  

(Schmitt, 83:24-84:9) 

 However, Schmitt did not consider his instructing Peake to get Deas’s verbal 
side of the story to be an investigation:  

10 Q So you asked Peake to investigate this 

11 issue? 

12 A No, I didn't ask him to investigate it. I 

13 sent him out -- I believe this is August now -- 

14 Q Right. 

15 A -- to get Deas' verbal side of it. 

16 Q Did you consider that asking Peake to do an 

17 investigation? 

18 A No, I did not consider it an investigation 

19 whatsoever because this had nothing to do with the 
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20 Pensacola Fire Department, other than members of the 

21 department were members of this or in this fraternal 

22 organization. 

23 Q When did you make that determination? 

24 A Sometime between August 11th when I 

25 received this and September 15th when I executed the 

1 demotion. 

(Schmitt 84:10-85:1) 

Schmitt said that “proper chain of command” would have Deas’s side of the 
story be heard through his Battalion Chief.  (Schmitt 85:4-8)  

Q At that point did you feel like the 

10 Firefighter Bill of Rights would have applied to Peake 

11 talking with Deas about this issue? 

12 A No, it was not an interrogation. It was 

13 just a conversation to bring Peake up to speed verbally 

14 on Deas' thoughts or Deas' opinion on it. The battalion 

15 chiefs work much closer with those employees than I do. 

16 They see them every third watch. And he is the proper 

17 person within the chain of command to pose that question. 

(Schmitt 85:9-17) 

When I asked Schmitt what the purpose of asking Deas about the issue was 
if Deas’s complaint was considered by Schmitt not to be a PFD related issue, 
Schmitt said: 

Q So that's going to beg the question for me, 
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7 and that is, well, why have Peake ask him about it then? 

8 A Because it was an issue known throughout 

9 the fire department after this was sent. I understood 

10 that Deas had shared this with other members of the fire 

11 department. So it was out there. 

12 Q How did you get that information? 

13 A Peake might have told me. Again, this was 

14 August of last year. 

15 Q When you say it was August of last year, 

16 that means you don't -- it's too far back to remember? 

17 A Correct, the exact timeline, yes. It could 

18 have been someone else, but I don't recall. 

(Schmitt, 86:6-18) 

Schmitt did not have Peake ask Deas about the issue of this being “an issue 
known throughout the fire department”—the alleged reason why Schmitt believed 
this became a Fire Department issue.  So, despite claiming that this had nothing to 
do with the Fire Department, Schmitt said he had Peake ask Deas about the 
substance of Deas’s complaint.  Schmitt stated that after Peake spoke with Deas, 
Schmitt spoke with Peake for “just maybe five, ten minutes” to follow up. (Schmitt 
88:4-5) Schmitt remembers only that Peake paraphrased what Deas had written in 
his complaint.  (Schmitt 89:2-15)  Peake does not recall Schmitt asking him to go 
ask Deas about his complaint. (Peake p. 11)   

Later in his interview, Schmitt stated that Schmitt personally asked Deas for 
his side of the story during the demotion meeting: 

2 Q Did you additionally have a direct 

3 conversation with Deas? 
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4 A Yes. In Peake's presence as it pertains 

5 to, I believe, the day of the demotion. I always have 

6 the battalion chief in there for any disciplinary action 

7 that might take place with an employee. 

8 Q Had the decision already been made to 

9 demote him at that point? 

10 A Yes. 

11 Q The paperwork had already been drafted, 

12 right? 

13 A Correct. He had to sign it. 

14 Q Right. Did you ask Deas about -- did you 

15 ask him to give his side of the story at that point? 

16 A I did, yes. 

(Schmitt 111:2-16) 

Had Schmitt actually interviewed Deas at the demotion meeting when the 
disciplinary decision had already been made without providing the statutory 
precautions (including advance notice and recording of the interview), Schmitt’s 
actions would have been a violation of the Firefighters Bill of Rights.  Schmitt 
explained his approach as follows:  

Q Why was that? 

18 A I wanted to hear it from the horse's mouth. 

19 I believe that everybody should have a voice, especially 

20 before a disciplinary action takes place. And I believe 

21 I did allow him the opportunity to explain himself. 



52 
 

22 Q What did he tell you? 

23 A I don't recall. 

24 Q You don't remember anything he told you? 

25 A I think that he felt like he was being 

discriminated against and retaliated against by Chief 

2 Glover. I think that was the gist of his comments. 

3 Q Did you have a response to him? 

4 A I don't believe I had much of a response to 

5 him. I just let him give me his side. 

6 Q When you asked for Deas' side of the story, 

7 was that before or after you informed him he was being 

8 demoted? 

9 A Before. It's the same time frame. 

10 Q Same meeting? 

11 A Yeah. 

12 Q You sat down and said, hey, I want to talk 

13 to you about this e-mail? 

14 A Right, right. 

15 Q And give me your side of the story on it? 

16 A Right, right. 

17 Q He said he felt Deputy Chief Glover was 

18 retaliating against him? 

19 A That was the gist of it, if I remember 
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20 correctly. Again, we're back in September now. 

21 Q I understand. Then you handed Deas the 

22 demotion paperwork? 

23 A Correct. 

(Schmitt 111: 17-112:23) 

If Schmitt’s description of events was accurate, Schmitt violated the 
Firefighter Bill of Rights regarding Deas.  Schmitt’s description of the Firefighter 
Bill of Rights demonstrated a distinct lack of understanding of the statute.  
(Schmitt 112:24-115:21)  However, after being asked about the Firefighter Bill of 
Rights issue, eventually Schmitt uncertainly recalled that there was not simply one 
meeting with Deas.  He said he needed to ask Peake whether there was one 
meeting or two meetings with Deas.  (Schmitt 115:22-116:25)  Schmitt said he 
took no notes of meetings on this subject.  (Schmitt 118:9-16) 

Regardless of whether there was an investigation or not, Schmitt stated that 
he never inquired whether the allegations made by Deas were true or false.  

22 Q Did you ever inquire about whether any of 

23 the allegations that Deas was making were true? 

24 A That would have encompassed an 

25 investigation, no, I did not. 

(Schmitt 119:22-25) 

 

1 Q Did it matter to you whether what Deas was 

2 saying was true or not? 

3 A I don't know. It was his opinion, as he 

4 says in here, in my opinion. And he was taking, how do I 
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5 say, in his opinion he claims all this happened to 

6 ranking officers in the Pensacola Fire Department. 

(Schmitt 120:1-6) 

 

8 Q So as we sit here today you do not know 

9 whether or not Deas' allegations in his August 11 e-mail 

10 were true? 

11 A No. 

12 Q And you were not setting out to determine 

13 whether his allegations were true? 

14 A No, that would encompass an investigation 

15 into an organization that has nothing to do with the 

16 Pensacola Fire Department. 

(Schmitt 121:8-16) 

 

21 Q Did you ask to look at the text messages 

22 that are referred to? 

23 A No, I did not. 

24 Q Did you ask to look for the letter under 

25 PUFFA letterhead? 

1 A No, that would have put the department into 

2 an investigation mode of an outside agency. No, I did 

3 not. 
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(Schmitt 122:21-123:3) 

Despite Schmitt’s repeated assertions that he conducted no investigation, he 
did ask three persons about Deas’s complaint: Peake, who told Schmitt that Deas 
believed that Glover was retaliating against Deas; Glover, who in general terms 
denied that there was merit to Deas’s allegations; and Deas, who Schmitt said 
stood by his allegations.  However, Schmitt repeatedly made clear that he did not 
determine whether what Deas was complaining about was true or false.   

Glover also stated that there was no investigation, and agreed that asking 
Deas about his complaint would not constitute an investigation.   

23 Q No, prior to the demotion. Who conducted 

24 the investigation into the Deas issue? 

25 A There was no investigation. You're talking 

1 about Chief Schmitt made the decision to -- 

2 Q Demote Deas. 

3 A Yeah, there was no investigation done 

4 because, again, there was no basis for one from Chief 

5 Schmitt's standpoint. 

6 Q So he didn't talk to Deas? 

7 A Oh, he talked to Deas. 

8 Q That's not part of an investigation in your 

9 opinion? 

10 A Well, it wasn't an investigation in my 

11 view. It wasn't. 

(Glover 213:23-214:11) 

F. Comparability of Deas’s Demotion to Previous Demotions by Schmitt 



56 
 

Schmitt did not consult with anyone in HR or anyone in City Hall regarding 
Deas prior to the demotion.  Schmitt’s explanation for this failure was that he had 
previously demoted other employees for making critical comments about Schmitt 
without consulting with HR or City Administration, so he had no reason to believe 
that his demotion of Deas for making a complaint about Glover would not be 
similarly upheld.  

Schmitt was referring to steps he said he took in 2011 to demote Stephen 
Rhodes, Paul Madison, and John Anderson, two of whom retired before their 
demotions took effect and the third retired shortly thereafter.  However, Schmitt’s 
version of events regarding these previous demotion efforts demonstrated that City 
Hall was in fact consulted prior to their demotions:  

23 Q Okay. There was a review, at least, by HR 

24 of these claims to your understanding? 

25 A I knew HR was aware of them. What the 

1 review entailed, if there was one, I don't know that 

2 either. 

(Schmitt 97:23-98:2) 

 

 12 Q And was Reynolds and Asmar on board with 

13 demotion before you made that disciplinary move? 

14 A Yes. They asked me what my recommendation 

15 was for disciplinary action and I recommended demotion. 

(Schmitt 98:12-15) 

 

 7 Q But somehow or another the city 

8 administrator and Asmar agreed with the decision to 
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9 demote? 

10 A Correct. 

(Schmitt 99:7-10) 

Thus, Schmitt’s identifying the demotions of Rhodes, Anderson, and 
Madison as examples of other demotions where Schmitt acted unilaterally to 
demote someone for making a complaint about PFD leadership was misplaced.  

Schmitt stated that he acted to demote Rhodes, Anderson, and Madison 
because they criticized him to the then-City Administrator.  However, there is no 
such letter of criticism in their personnel files, either in the personnel files kept at 
City Hall or the personnel files kept in the Fire Department.  The actual 
documentation in the personnel files for Rhodes and Anderson recounts in 
performance evaluations of the time period that they were poor managers, but there 
is no mention that they were demoted for criticizing Schmitt to City Hall.  (Exhibit 
VIII-2) Their previous performance evaluations had included high marks and 
praise.  It is reasonable to conclude by the sudden negative remarks about all three 
in the same time frame that, despite the absence of any reference to the “real” 
reason for demotions in the supporting paperwork, they were in fact demoted at 
least in part for criticizing Schmitt.  A review of Schmitt’s office found some 
additional support for the presence of complaints made by these persons to City 
Hall found within a file named “John Anderson.” (Exhibit VIII-3) Sisson located 
additional documents left as a legacy from former HR director, Sherrer Kuchera.  
(Exhibit VIII-4) Schmitt’s knowledge of the fact that the paperwork within the 
personnel files of the affected individuals did not recount what Schmitt claims was 
the actual reason for demotion evidences that Schmitt knew that merely making a 
complaint about superior officer would not normally justify a demotion.  However, 
that did not stop him from acting to demote Deas.  This investigation was not able 
to make conclusions as to the merits of the attempted demotions in 2011.  
However, it is troubling that three firefighters were demoted by Schmitt in 2011 
ostensibly for an act of alleged misconduct that was not even identified in 
demotion paperwork or otherwise documented in their personnel files.        

The only other demotions identified by Schmitt as examples of his demoting 
a firefighter involved the demotion of a firefighter who was allegedly intoxicated 
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when he drove his personal vehicle into a ditch while driving with a suspended 
license, and the demotion of that firefighter’s former supervisor who allegedly did 
not promptly inform Glover of this event and who allegedly had other management 
concerns. This investigation does not address the merits of those demotions.  
Schmitt stated that there was no discussion with HR or City Hall about these other 
demotions prior to their implementation, but this is denied by HR.  Like the other 
demotions, City Hall was aware of at least Schmitt’s description of the general 
circumstances behind these demotions prior to the demotions.  Thus, the demotion 
of Deas stands alone as a demotion Schmitt acted upon with no prior consultation 
with HR or the City Administrator, and particularly so for demoting a firefighter 
for making a complaint.   

G. Schmitt and Glover’s Demotion Paperwork and Justification 

In an egregious demonstration of a lack of good judgment, Schmitt allowed 
Glover, the target of Deas’s complaint, to draft the demotion documentation.  
(Schmitt 108:14-110:1)  In fact, all of the demotion documentation was written on 
Glover’s computer.  (Schmitt 109:6-9; Glover 131:1-24; 137:5-12) 

  The original demotion paperwork attached a list of rules and policies that 
Deas allegedly violated without stating how Deas violated those rules and policies. 
(Exhibit VIII-5) After Deas was informed of his demotion on September 11, 2015, 
he complained about the demotion to HR.  When the Personnel Action form for the 
demotion was submitted to HR, Olson asked Schmitt to provide justification for 
the demotion. Glover then wrote a written justification on his work computer that 
was approved by Schmitt and provided to Olson.  Schmitt provided the 
justification paperwork to Olson, not disclosing that Glover, the person accused in 
Deas’s complaint, was the primary author.  (Exhibit VIII-6) 

1. Concocted False Chain of Command Violation 

According to the demotion justification document from Schmitt and Glover, 
Deas’s primary violation was bypassing the chain of command when submitting 
his complaint directly to Schmitt via his August 11, 2015, email.  As this report 
will address, Deas committed no chain of command violation.  I conclude that both 
Schmitt and Glover had actual knowledge that there was no chain of command 
violation.    
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One of the general conduct rules of the PFD includes a direction as follows:  

“It shall be the duty of every member to follow the chain of command 
when any Fire Department business is transacted within or outside the Fire 
Department.”  

As noted above in this report, the HR Manual provides avenues for 
complaints that may be communicated directly to the Department Head or to HR.  
Even though in his cover email of August 11, 2015, Deas specifically mentioned 
checking the HR Manual to be sure he could send the complaint directly to 
Schmitt, Schmitt and Glover allegedly determined between themselves that the HR 
Manual did not apply because Deas’s complaint was not a complaint.  Then, 
Schmitt and Glover tried to turn Deas’s citation to the HR Manual against him, 
actually punishing Deas for Deas’s alleged intentional and manipulative use the 
HR Manual to evade the chain of command.    

Even though they both contend that Deas violated the chain of command, 
Schmitt and Glover had very different ideas as to how Deas violated chain of 
command.  Schmitt believed that Deas failed to inform his captain, his battalion 
chief, and the deputy chief, Glover.  On the other hand, Glover believed that the 
only person Deas did not speak with in the chain of command prior to submitting 
his email to Schmitt was Glover, the subject of the complaint.  Consider Schmitt’s 
statements:   

25 Q How did you consider that Deas didn't 

1 follow chain of command? 

2 A He claimed that the HR manual allowed him 

3 to bypass apparently his captain, battalion, Chief Glover 

4 and sent the unsolicited timeline to me. 

5 Q Did you disagree with that? 

6 A I did. A paramilitary organization like a 

7 fire department or a police department, you have chain of 
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8 command requirements. That's why they're in the rules 

9 and regulations. And you don't have to discuss it with 

10 them but you will advise your immediate supervisor, all 

11 the way up the chain that you are taking something to the 

12 chief's office. 

(Schmitt 126:25-127:12) 

 

13 Q So if you have a situation where a 

14 lieutenant has a complaint about the deputy chief -- 

15 A Right. 

16 Q -- what did you expect that lieutenant to 

17 do? 

18 A To notify his captain, who would then 

19 notify the battalion chief, who would then notify Chief 

20 Glover and then come to me. He doesn't have to share 

21 that his complaint might be about Chief Glover, but he 

22 has to advise him via the chain of command that he is 

23 taking the complaint to the chief. 

24 Q Would all he have to do is say, I have a 

25 complaint? 

1 A And I would like an appointment with the 

2 fire chief. 

(Schmitt 127:13-128:2) 
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6 Q Did you consider it a major violation for 

7 Deas to e-mail you directly? 

8 A I did. 

9 Q Why? 

10 A Because he violated chain of command and he 

11 also brought allegations against ranking members in the 

12 Pensacola Fire Department of an incident that occurred 

13 off duty in a fraternal organization that has nothing to 

14 do with the Pensacola Fire Department other than members 

15 of the department are members of that fraternal 

16 organization. 

(Schmitt 131:6-16) 

 

6 Q All right. And the problem you had with 

7 not following chain of command is that although he didn't 

8 have to disclose what his complaint was about, he should 

9 have first gone to his captain and the captain would have 

10 gone to the battalion chief, the battalion chief would 

11 have gone to Glover, Glover would have gone to you just 

12 to have a meeting with you? Am I understanding you 

13 correctly? 

14 A Yes. Please set up an appointment. That's 

15 usually the way it works. Usually it goes to the 
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16 captain, battalion chief. Fireman Snuffy says, hey, I 

17 want to meet with the fire chief. Well, what's it about? 

18 I care not to say or this is it. Well, we can take care 

19 of that at our level. Then if he insists, the battalion 

20 chief will contact the deputy chief with the same 

21 information and then me, and I will always take those 

22 appointments. 

(Schmitt 132:6-22) 

 

20 Q In the department there's no mechanism to 

21 make a complaint that goes around the person that is the 

22 subject of the complaint? 

23 A Agreed. You don't have to reveal what the 

24 context of the complaint is. You just need to use the 

25 chain to get to me or the deputy chief, if that's where 

1 you want it to go. 

(Schmitt 134:20-135:1) 

Although Schmitt tried to make a point that Deas did not have to reveal the 
substance of his complaint up the chain of command, Schmitt’s earlier testimony 
indicated that Schmitt directed Peake to talk to Deas about the substance of his 
complaint because this was “chain of command stuff”:   

3 because I tell Peake, go out and get his 

4 side of it, other than he sent the timeline. He's his 

5 supervisor. This is chain of command stuff, which Deas, 
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6 because he's quoting the Human Resources Manual, says he 

7 could bypass. So I'm going to bring his chain of command 

8 and my staff up to speed, or at least let them come up to 

9 speed on this issue.  

(Schmitt, 84:3-9) 

Even considering Schmitt’s second version of chain of command, where a 
complainant need not talk about the substance of the complaint, but only ask his 
next supervisor for a meeting with the Fire Chief, Schmitt’s description of chain of 
command is that the superior office relays the message up the chain of command, 
not the complaining employee.  However, neither Schmitt nor Glover attempted to 
discipline any of Deas’s superior officers for violating chain of command when 
they did not inform Deputy Chief Glover of Deas’s complaint.      

Glover similarly stated that Deas was required under chain of command 
rules to simply inform Peake he had an issue, and “then from that point the 
battalion chief would let me know that he has an issue.” (Glover 171:16-172:8)  
Unlike Schmitt, however, Glover knew that the only alleged bypassing of chain of 
command was Peake to Glover, saying Deas “bypassed just me”, acknowledging 
that Deas let his captain know and Deas had spoken with Peake.  (Glover 196:11-
22)   

Under Schmitt and Glover’s description of chain of command, the next level 
in the chain of command, not the complaining firefighter, would pass the 
complaint to the next level in the chain of command.  Glover stated that Peake did 
not go to Glover with the complaint against Glover because Deas asked Peake not 
to do so.  (Glover 196:11-197:6)   Under this approach to chain of command, 
Peake was the primary culprit of the so-called, but non-existent, chain of command 
violation, but Schmitt and Glover tellingly did not discipline Peake.  (Glover 
197:10-19) 

10 Q Your understanding was that Deas told his 

11 captain and then told his battalion chief and then asked 
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12 his battalion chief not to tell you? 

13 A Correct. 

14 Q And if the battalion chief, therefore, 

15 didn't tell you, did you assign any kind of wrongdoing on 

16 the battalion chief for not letting you know about it? 

17 A I basically told him that that wasn't the 

18 proper way to handle it, you know. I didn't go after him 

19 or anything like that. 

(Glover 197:10-19) 

Peake stated that his involvement when discussing the issue with Deas was 
“simply to make sure that he did not step out of the chain of command for his issue 
he asked me to look at a letter that he had written.”  (Peake, p. 1) Peake told Deas 
that Deas may have other avenues to pursue and that he and Deas discussed the HR 
Manual allowing Deas to go to the department head or City administration.  
(Peake, p. 1)  Peake said he told Deas, “And I said that you have satisfied the chain 
of command by bringing it to my attention; where you choose to go from here is 
either give it to me or not.” (Peake, p. 3)  Yet, Schmitt and Glover acted to demote 
Deas for intentionally not following chain of command.  Peake was never 
consulted as to his thoughts about whether to discipline Deas or not.  (Peake 7) 
Peake encouraged Deas to appeal the demotion.  (Peake, p. 7)  Peake described 
Deas’s performance as “good-not a problem...he’s Air Force, he’s disciplined, he’s 
smart-he’s a good employee—I have no problem with him at any point.  I would 
tend to side with my employees.”  (Peake p. 16)   

Schmitt said that Deas submitting a complaint email directly to Schmitt was 
a “major violation” by Deas, and, based on what he said during this investigation, 
Schmitt did not find that Deas’s captain or battalion chief also committed a chain 
of command violation because Schmitt did not believe that Deas had bypassed 
only Glover.  However, in the justification document Schmitt submitted to Olson, 
the only person identified as having been bypassed in the chain of command was 
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Glover.  Schmitt’s confusion was not an unexpected consequence of Schmitt 
intentionally not conducting an investigation prior to demoting a firefighter.   

Glover’s statement that he “didn’t go after [Peake] or anything like that” 
even though he thought Peake violated the chain of command is further evidence 
that Glover knew there was no actual chain of command violation by Deas and that 
Deas was targeted because he made a complaint against Glover.   The most telling 
statement by Glover when asked about Deas’s alleged chain of command violation 
was the following:  

18 What facts did you have to conclude that 

19 Deas intentionally circumvented chain of command? 

20 A The fact that, as I stated, he didn't want 

21 me to know anything about it based on what he told Chief 

22 Schmitt, and he told Chief Peake, who he asked Chief 

23 Peake not to tell me about it, about this. So, again, 

24 here this individual is who has an issue, says he has an 

25 issue with me, but doesn't want me to know about it. 

(Glover 195:18-25) 

 Glover’s statement evidences that to Glover, Deas’s “real” violation was 
Deas not informing Glover of the substance of his complaint prior to telling 
Schmitt, and not a failure to request a meeting up the chain of command, which, 
according to both Schmitt and Glover, passing the meeting request up the chain of 
command would fall on Peake, not the complaining lower level employee.      

As demonstrated by his subsequent demotion written up by Glover and 
Schmitt, Deas had good reason to want to bypass Glover with a complaint about 
Glover, and the HR Manual allowed him to do so.   

The City’s HR Manual properly provides for a complaint procedure that 
allows a complaining employee to bypass the person accused of potential 
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wrongdoing.  Deas referenced his review of the HR manual in his August 11, 2015, 
email to Schmitt.   

The HR manual provides in pertinent part:  

5. It shall be each employee's responsibility to help eliminate all 
forms of harassment and unwarranted conduct by controlling their own 
conduct and behavior and also reporting occurrences or actions that may 
lead to a charge of harassment. 

a. To report an incident, an employee may go directly to his or her 
supervisor, the Department Director/Administrator, or the Human Resources 
Administrator. If the employee chooses to report the incident to a supervisor 
or Department Director/Administrator, that individual, upon being notified, 
will report the incident to the Human Resources Administrator or to the 
Mayor or designee in order to initiate an investigation. 

b. Retaliation against any employee for filing a complaint or 
witnessing in an investigation is prohibited. 

c. State and Federal law establishes time limits, but generally, a 
complaint must be filed within 180 days of the most recent act of alleged 
harassment, discrimination or retaliation.    However, employees are 
encouraged to report incidents immediately.   

 
d. Discrimination/harassment allegations cannot always be 

substantiated by direct evidence.    That shouldn’t discourage employees 
from filing proper complaints. No employment or disciplinary action will be 
taken against an employee who makes a good faith complaint, even if the 
investigation fails to substantiate any or all allegations of the  
complaint.   However, when a person is found to have made a complaint 
based on allegations he or she knew to be false, such employee(s) may be 
subject to remedial action, including discipline, up to and including 
discharge. Discipline imposed for the filing of false allegations is not a form 
of prohibited retaliation.  An employee found to have knowingly filed a false 
harassment complaint will be subject to discipline by the City and may also 
be subject to civil or criminal liability. 

 
HR Manual, Section H-3.C.5.     
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Schmitt stated that the Fire Department rule making a general statement 
about chain of command superseded the specific complaint procedure available to 
the Fire Department employees as stated in the HR manual.  This is clearly not 
correct.   

2 Q Then the next document cited in the 

3 justification document was from the Human Resources 

4 Manual. Did you consider that within the fire 

5 department, the human resources provision about making 

6 the complaint to a department head was superseded by the 

7 Article 5 Section 4, chain of command? 

8 A Yes. Fire Department Rules and 

9 Regulations, yes. 

(Schmitt 149:2-9) 

Schmitt and Glover were both aware of the HR manual provision that 
allowed Deas to make his complaint directly to Schmitt or directly to HR.  They 
could not avoid this knowledge if for no other reason than because Deas even 
mentioned the HR Manual in his cover letter he sent with his complaint.   In 
response to this issue, Schmitt and Glover repeatedly attempted to describe Deas’s 
complaint as something other than a complaint.   Their rationale was to claim that 
the HR manual’s provision allowing a complaint directly to a department head or 
to HR should not apply when a complaint is something other than a complaint.  
Consider Schmitt’s efforts to describe Deas’s complaint as an “unsolicited email”: 

14 Q Is the fact that Deas was making a 

15 complaint about [Deputy Chief] Glover, Captain Streeter and Captain 

16 Cobbs, was the fact that he was making a complaint in 

17 your determination a violation of Section 7? 

18 A You call it a complaint. In his timeline 
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19 he had issues with those individuals, fire department 

20 individuals, that he chose to make me aware of in an 

21 unsolicited e-mail. You call it a complaint. I call it 

22 a timeline. He's entitled to his opinion. This timeline 

23 is his opinion. But he invoked the names of ranking 

24 officers in doing so. 

25 Q He was identifying the people who he was 

 1 complaining about, right? 

2 A In his opinion, yes. 

3 Q How is that a problem? 

4 A With what? 

5 Q How is it a problem that you have a 

6 lieutenant making a complaint about higher ranking 

7 persons in your organization? 

8 A He should have used the chain of command 

9 and brought those concerns to me. 

20 Q Was there a problem with Lieutenant Deas 

21 making a complaint and identifying higher ranking 

22 individuals in the department above him in that 

23 complaint? 

24 A Again, I didn't take it as a formal 

25 complaint. He mentioned these people in his timeline, 

1 and it was a situation that was not under my purview as 
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2 far as that PUFFA organization. 

3 Q Maybe that's where the disconnect is. Why 

4 did you not consider this a complaint? 

5 A It has nothing to do with the Pensacola 

6 Fire Department other than members of the Pensacola Fire 

7 Department are members of the PUFFA fraternal 

8 organization, and they had a disagreement and Deas chose 

9 to unsolicited send me an e-mail voicing his displeasure 

10 with the way things went. 

(Schmitt 143:14-144:9; 144:20-145:10) 

Glover was lock-step with Schmitt in his efforts to describe Deas’s 
complaint as something other than a complaint:  

8 Q Did you have a concern for your involvement 

9 since you were named in the complaint? 

10 A Well, I didn't even consider it a 

11 complaint, to be honest with you. I just considered it 

12 somebody who was ranting and raving and upset, and I 

13 didn't consider it a formal complaint. When I read it, 

14 it doesn't even say complaint. And plus, he didn't go 

15 through the proper process to file a complaint. 

16 Q Okay. So if it's not a complaint, what was 

17 it? 

18 A Just a rant as far as I'm concerned. 
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19 Again, it doesn't in my mind fit the criteria for a 

20 formal complaint. 

21 Q Would you consider it an informal 

22 complaint? 

23 A Possibly. 

(Glover 139:8-23) 

 

18 …And I'm curious as to why in his 

19 timeline, why does it say timeline instead of complaint? 

20 It doesn't say complaint anywhere. 

(Glover 191:18-20) 

 

23 Q All right. I guess my question is, do you 

24 know why there was not an investigation into the Deas 

25 matter when he sent his timeline? 

1 A Right, because it was not a complaint. I 

2 didn't view it as a complaint. Chief Schmitt didn't view 

3 it as a complaint. 

(Glover 214:23-215:1-3) 

 

12 Q In the e-mail from Deas that originally 

13 went to Chief Schmitt, Deas says, per the Human Resources 

14 Manual, I can send this to you, and then he says he looks 
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15 it up. You would agree with me, wouldn't you, that the 

16 Human Resources Manual actually does allow someone to 

17 make a complaint directly to the department head? 

18 A If it's a complaint. And like I said, I 

19 guess we're mincing words, I didn't recognize it as a 

20 complaint, neither did Chief Schmitt. I recognize it as 

21 an opportunity to seek retribution. I honestly believe 

22 that he did look in the Human Resources Manual as a way 

23 to circumvent the chain of command. 

(Glover 188:12-23) 

In other words, Deas looked in the City HR Manual to ensure he was 
following chain of command, and yet Glover and Schmitt held Deas’s efforts to 
follow the rules against him.  Schmitt and Glover’s intentional “mincing words” 
approach to create an exception to the HR Manual evidences that they both knew 
that there really was no chain of command violation.  Deas in fact brought the 
issue to his battalion chief, a step which was allowed but not required, and 
expressly mentioned the HR policy when making the complaint to Schmitt.  
Schmitt and Glover’s response was to allege that the complaint was not really a 
complaint, and therefore the HR policy would not apply.  Glover said he “honestly 
believe[d]” that Deas “looked in the Human Resources Manual as a way to 
circumvent the chain of command.”  (Glover 188:21-23)  The implication from 
Fire Department leadership that Deas was acting improperly when he looked in the 
HR manual for how to make a complaint is alarming.  Neither Schmitt nor Glover 
consulted HR as to whether Schmitt and Glover’s unique interpretation of the HR 
manual was correct.   

In their effort to support the concept that chain of command is vital to the 
operation of the PFD, both Schmitt and Glover emphasized that the PFD was a 
“paramilitary” organization.  However, if Schmitt and Glover were properly 
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treating the Fire Department as a paramilitary organization, they would have 
honored the HR manual’s complaint procedure.   

Both Schmitt and Glover have experience with the United States Air Force, 
as does Deas. By comparison, the Air Force provides a mechanism for complaints 
to be made to the Inspector General such that a complaining individual would not 
need to make a complaint to the person who was the subject of the complaint.  See 
http://www.af.mil/InspectorGeneralComplaints/IGFAQ.aspx. Schmitt and Glover’s 
suggestion that a paramilitary organization such as the PFD would have a stricter 
chain of command than a military organization is wholly unsupported. 

There are many good reasons for an employer to provide multiple avenues 
for redress of a complaint, not the least of which is that an employer can avoid any 
liability in a harassment case that does not involve an adverse employment action if 
the employer can demonstrate that it took reasonable steps to prevent and promptly 
correct harassment in the workplace and that the aggrieved employee unreasonably 
failed to take advantage of the employer’s preventative or corrective measures.   
Schmitt and Glover’s actions of punishing Deas for using a reporting mechanism 
defeats the purpose of the reporting mechanism and improperly deters complaints 
from being filed about PFD leadership.   

When Schmitt was asked whether the Fire Department provided training on 
Schmitt and Glover’s extreme version of chain of command, Schmitt said he had 
conducted no training on chain of command, and that I would have to ask Battalion 
Chief Jester because Jester was the Battalion Chief over the training program. 
(Schmitt 129:15-131:5)  Jester stated that chain of command should allow 
reporting pursuant to the HR Manual, and that Schmitt and Glover both had HR 
Manuals in their offices.  

Schmitt and Glover’s written justification for the demotion (Exhibit VIII-6) 
included the following statements, with my comments below each one, about 
Deas’s alleged failure to follow the chain of command:  

“Edward Deas intentionally circumvented the long established fire 
department chain-of-command, by-passing Deputy Chief Glover without 
informing him of his intent to contact his supervisor.” 

http://www.af.mil/InspectorGeneralComplaints/IGFAQ.aspx
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“However, Deas inappropriately involved subordinates, peers, and 
superiors while dodging the chain-of-command.” 

As noted above, the evidence cited by Glover that Deas intentionally 
circumvented the chain of command consisted of Deas’s looking in the HR Manual 
as he mentioned in his cover email sent with his complaint, and that Deas failed to 
inform Glover of the substance of his complaint about Glover prior to sending his 
email to Schmitt.  There was no circumvention of the chain of command, much 
less an intentional circumvention.  Furthermore, although Schmitt and Glover’s 
description of the chain of command process varied, during the investigation they 
both at one time seemed to agree that the superior officer is responsible for 
discussing the issue up to the next step in the chain of command, whereas in their 
written demotion justification for Deas, they implied that Deas was required to 
inform Glover.  There simply was no violation of the chain of command by Deas 
or Peake.  However, Schmitt and Glover did violate the chain of command for 
failing to honor the available complaint mechanism.  

“Edward Deas has not filed a formal complaint, even if he had, according to 
Section H-3, Prohibited Employee Harassment and/or Discrimination, Subsection 
C, General, para. 5.C., of the Human Resources Manual, “State and Federal law 
established time limits, but generally, a complaint must be filed within 180 days of 
the most recent act of alleged harassment, discrimination or retaliation..” 

“The ‘Timeline’ submitted by Deas is untimely…furthermore, he was not 
involved in any of the events addressed from July 1, 2015-July 16, 2015.”   

“[Deas’s] use of the fire department was unethical, malicious, manipulative, 
and deceitful.” 

“In summary, Edward Deas was not acting as a victim of harassment which 
is why no formal complaint was made…Deas’ actions must be dealt with swiftly 
and sternly.  Based on past practice regarding this offense, it is my judgment that 
extreme disciplinary action is warranted to restore the discipline and good order 
of the department.”   

    Schmitt and Glover’s express acknowledgement of the HR Manual within 
their own demotion paperwork is further evidence that they knew that Deas 
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committed no chain of command violation.  Their repeated protestations that 
Deas’s complaint was not a “complaint” evidences intentional manipulation and 
deception by Schmitt and Glover at the expense of a firefighter who was following 
the rules.   

Their rejection of Deas’s complaint because it was untimely is unsupported 
for three reasons.  First, the HR Manual they cited specifically states “a complaint 
must be filed within 180 days of the most recent act of alleged harassment, 
discrimination or retaliation.” In this case, the most recent act Deas complained 
about in his August complaint was in July.  Second, it is not within the purview of 
the Chief and Deputy Chief to determine the legality of any particular complaint 
that is raised.  The HR Manual directed Schmitt to forward the complaint to HR or 
the Mayor or Mayor’s designee, but neither Schmitt nor Glover did so.  Third, 
Schmitt and Glover’s dismissiveness of Deas’s complaint because the more recent 
events allegedly did not include Deas improperly implies that one employee may 
be punished for reporting something that happened to someone else.  Ironically, 
Schmitt and Glover have both made complaints about the treatment of others, yet 
they punished Deas on this ground. In any event, Deas was a recipient of Glover’s 
text messages in July.  Schmitt and Glover’s conclusion of timeliness based on a 
factual question of Deas’s involvement is inappropriate considering that Schmitt 
and Glover both insisted that they conducted no investigation.   

2. Schmitt and Glover’s Intentionally False Statements that Deas Lied  

In addition to the false chain of command violation by Deas, when writing 
up their justification for Deas’s demotion (Exhibit VIII-6), Schmitt and Glover 
declared repeatedly that Deas’s written complaint contained false statements, 
describing Deas’s complaint as:  

“derogatory and false statements”  

“defame and personally attack superiors” 

 “slanderous” 

“conduct unbecoming a fire lieutenant” 

“willfully created dissention” 
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“covert attacks to subvert superiors” 

“libelous” 

However, Schmitt and Glover were intentionally misrepresenting the facts.  
In their written demotion documentation, they repeatedly claimed in flowery 
rhetoric that what Deas said in his complaint was false.  However, Schmitt stated 
during this investigation that he did not actually make any conclusion whether 
what Deas said was true or false:  

22 Q Did you ever inquire about whether any of 

23 the allegations that Deas was making were true? 

24 A That would have encompassed an 

25 investigation, no, I did not. 

(Schmitt 119:22-25) 

 

1 Q Did it matter to you whether what Deas was 

2 saying was true or not? 

3 A I don't know. It was his opinion, as he 

4 says in here, in my opinion. And he was taking, how do I 

5 say, in his opinion he claims all this happened to 

6 ranking officers in the Pensacola Fire Department. 

(Schmitt 120:1-6) 

 

8 Q So as we sit here today you do not know 

9 whether or not Deas' allegations in his August 11 e-mail 

10 were true? 



76 
 

11 A No. 

12 Q And you were not setting out to determine 

13 whether his allegations were true? 

14 A No, that would encompass an investigation 

15 into an organization that has nothing to do with the 

16 Pensacola Fire Department. 

(Schmitt 121:8-16) 

Glover acknowledged that because Deas’s complaint was “practically all” 
from what Deas said he was told by others, “There’s no way I would know 
whether or not they actually said these things.”  (Glover 158:9-18)  Glover did 
admit to sending the text messages Deas referred to in his complaint, although 
Glover disagreed with how Deas characterized the text messages. (Glover 159:15-
20)  Glover stated that he “fully admit[s] that the text message was sent in anger.”  
(Glover 182:2-23)  Glover also said he in fact wrote the letter under Stefon 
Andrews’ signature and acknowledged that Andrews was upset with Glover. 
(Glover 160:10-20; 168:18-169:5)  Glover stated that he, Glover, was upset 
because he felt if the African-American firefighters were not going to stand up for 
themselves, then that did not “bode well for the future of African-Americans in the 
department.” (Glover 184:19-185:9)  However, Deputy Chief Glover’s retaliation 
against another African-American firefighter, Deas, for making a complaint about 
Glover does not “bode well” for firefighters of any race, particularly when Glover 
concocted a story of violations by Deas that did not actually exist.   

3. Demotion for Making a “Derogatory” Comment 

Schmitt and Glover also demoted Deas for making what they described in 
the demotion paperwork as “derogatory” comments about Glover.  Even though 
this term was the term used by Schmitt to help justify Deas’s demotion, Schmitt 
quibbled over this question:  

9 Q Did you consider that anything in Deas' 

10 letter was derogatory? 
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11 A What is your definition of derogatory? 

12 Q I'm taking your definition from the 

13 department rules. 

14 A What is your definition? 

15 Q You're the one that's running the 

16 department and telling me about Section 7. I just want 

17 to know what in this letter from Deas you consider to be 

18 violative of Section 7. 

19 A It was disrespectful, done so in a 

20 disrespectful manner. 

21 Q What was disrespectful about it? 

22 A That he brought these opinions to my office 

23 hoping that I would use the power of the fire chief's 

24 office to, I don't know, take some action against 

25 Streeter, Cobbs, Glover and Oliver. 

1 Q Anything else? 

2 A No. 

4 Q Did you consider there was anything 

4 derogatory in Deas' timeline? 

5 A Just in the tenor of his e-mail.  

(Schmitt 146:9-147:5) 

4. Demotion for Communicating with Others about a Non-PFD Issue 
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Another stated reason for the demotion was that Deas had allegedly let other 
individuals in the Fire Department know about his complaint.  Neither Schmitt nor 
Glover appeared to comprehend the irony that if Deas’s complaint was, as Schmitt 
and Glover both argued, a non-complaint about a PUFFA matter unrelated to the 
PFD, then presumably there would be no issue with Deas discussing this non-Fire 
Department related non-complaint.  When Schmitt was asked to whom Deas made 
aware of his complaint, Schmitt identified that Deas told him that Stefon Andrews 
and John Bartholomew were aware of the situation and Schmitt could ask them 
about the situation.  Schmitt knew that both of those persons were in PUFFA.  
(Schmitt 147:6-149:1)  Schmitt’s naming two PUFFA members who would know 
something about Deas’s allegations about PUFFA as evidence that Deas 
committed misconduct is further evidence of Schmitt’s intentionally improper 
treatment of Deas.  Furthermore, Schmitt and Glover’s punishing Deas for 
speaking of his complaint to others without first conducting any investigation to 
determine if he had in fact done so and, if so, what was said to whom, evidences 
retaliation by Schmitt and Glover against Deas.  

Glover stated that it was “important” to know that Deas shared his complaint 
with Peake and a “lot of people.”  (Glover 145:10-23)  Glover conceded that he 
had no problem with Deas sharing the complaint with Peake because Peake was in 
Deas’s chain of command.  As for the other people, Glover said that when he 
happened to see new firefighter Jamal Major while downtown picking up 
uniforms, Major told Glover that Deas was saying “some really bad stuff” about 
Glover. (Glover 147:20-13)  Glover recalls that what Major told him “was a little 
bit more than him just saying he’s saying some stuff about you,” but Glover did 
not remember what Major said and Glover did not take any notes about it.  (Glover 
148:18-149:4)   

14 Q Other than Major and Peake, at the time the 

15 demotion was communicated to Deas, did you have any other 

16 information that someone had actually told you that they 

17 had seen it? 

18 A Most people wouldn't approach me and tell 
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19 me that just because of the position that I'm in. 

20 Q How did you hear from Peake? 

21 A I asked him because of the fact that he 

22 worked or Deas worked for him. 

(Glover 151:14-22) 

Glover said it was appropriate for Deas to speak with Peake, but that Deas 
also spoke with other captains not in his chain of command.  However, Glover said 
he could not remember the other captains with whom Deas spoke about his 
complaint.  (Glover 198:24-199:12) Deas also could not think of any other 
lieutenants with whom Deas spoke about the complaint. (Glover 200:2-4)  
According to Glover, the subordinates Deas spoke with were Jamal Major and 
Martin Sturgeon. (Glover 200:2-6)   

Because Glover said that he himself informed the other individuals named in 
Deas’s complaint soon after Schmitt gave a copy of the Deas’s complaint to 
Glover, and that this involved a matter that Schmitt and Glover said should have 
been resolved among the members of PUFFA, it was unreasonable to suggest that 
Deas should be punished for speaking about it unless there was a documented 
finding of specific wrongdoing.  Schmitt and Glover tried to have it both ways: 
punishing Deas for bringing to PFD management something they argued Deas 
should have resolved informally with other firefighters, and at the same time 
punishing Deas for speaking about it informally with other firefighters. If Schmitt 
and Glover wanted to punish a firefighter for speaking inappropriately about a 
matter that they claimed should have been resolved with other firefighters instead 
of PFD management, it was incumbent on Schmitt and Glover to make a reasoned 
finding of wrongdoing, not a conclusion based on undocumented rumor and 
hearsay.    

Moreover, according to Peake and Deas, the word had spread that Deas was 
going to be demoted prior to the week when he was informed of his demotion.  

Q: I am sorry – the weekend before the demotion meeting – did Lt. Deas 
call you and say that people were saying he was about to be demoted. 
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Peake: Yes 

Q: Ok – and what did you tell Lt. Deas? 

Peake: Well I don’t recall word for word – I told I think I explained to him 
that I heard the same rumor.  

(Peake p. 29) 

Peake said that other than rumor, he did not find out that Deas was going to 
be demoted until the time Deas was being told by Schmitt about the demotion.   
Presumably, this means that Schmitt or Glover spread that word around prior to the 
demotion, or perhaps, as Glover suggested, the common assumption was that 
complaining about PFD leadership would result in a demotion as evidenced by the 
previous Anderson, Rhodes, and Madison demotions.  (Glover 292:5-293:4; 
Schmitt 280:2-7)   

Several times Schmitt and Glover criticized Deas for making a complaint 
that consisted of Deas’s opinions.   

1 That's an opinion. That has nothing to do 

2 with the Pensacola Fire Department. I can assure you 

3 sitting right here that no retaliation departmentally 

4 ever was taken against Edward Deas in his entire career. 

5 Q Other than your attempt to demote him, 

6 right? 

7 A Yes. 

8 Q He was demoted in direct response to making 

9 this complaint, sounds like it? 

10 A But that was overturned and he wasn't 

11 demoted, correct? Check his pay records. He never 

12 incurred a loss of pay. 
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(Schmitt 139:1-12) 

 Schmitt and Glover did not appear to comprehend the irony in their 
attempting to demote a firefighter for speaking an opinion when both Schmitt and 
Glover have likewise made complaints based on their opinions. Similarly, although 
Schmitt and Glover have not lost any pay during this investigation, Schmitt and 
Glover claim that they have been harmed by being on paid leave, which 
demonstrates their holding Deas to one standard while asking that a different 
standard apply to them.  Deas did not lose pay, thanks to the overturning of the 
demotion decision prior the 10% pay cut for Deas demanded by Schmitt, but Deas 
was moved to a different station and had his lieutenant duties removed for a period 
of time.  Deas remains assigned to the different station since the attempted 
demotion.  Deas currently requests to be returned to the station to which he was 
assigned prior to the demotion.   

5. Demotion For Creating Dissension with No Finding of Dissension 

Schmitt and Glover cited Deas creating dissension in the department, but 
Schmitt stated in this investigation that “I didn’t do an investigation and I did not 
make a finding.”  (Schmitt 158:18-22)   

6.  Demotion for Claiming to Have Witness Statements 

Schmitt and Glover also claimed that Deas falsely claimed to have witness 
statements supporting his assertions, but Schmitt testified in this investigation that 
Deas never actually claimed to have witness statements:  

23 Q In the next indented paragraph it says that 

24 Deas disrupted harmony, and it goes on to say another 

25 phrase. This says, "Deas falsely claimed to have witness 

1 statements supporting his assertions." 

2 A I never saw a witness statement. 

3 Q Did he say he had one? 

5 A Did he tell me he had one? Not to my 
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5 knowledge. 

(Schmitt 158:23-159:5)   

Glover said he remembered Schmitt telling Glover that Schmitt had asked 
Deas to provide statements to support his claims, but, according to Glover, “of 
course, he never-he didn’t produce them.”  (Glover 202:5-11)  However, as 
Schmitt said Deas never told him he had a witness statement, and witness 
statements were obtained by Sisson after the demotion, Glover’s version of the 
events is not credible. (Exhibit VIII-7 and 8) It is incredible that Schmitt and 
Glover chose to deride a firefighter for falsely claiming that he had witness 
statements, when the firefighter never made this claim; when Schmitt and Glover 
claimed they conducted no investigation anyway; and when there were actual text 
messages and statements produced.   

That Glover and Schmitt were going out of their way trying to support an 
unjustified demotion is further evidenced by Glover citing and attaching to the 
demotion justification document a claim that Deas was “willfully disobeying” a 
July 3, 2012, memo from Glover to the Fire Department that spoke generally about 
the need for Fire Department personnel to show common courtesy and respect 
within the department.  According to Glover, Deas was one of the persons who 
prompted the distribution of this memo from over three years’ earlier: “actually 
Edward Deas was one of them, who took liberty into making all kinds of 
comments, you know, comments that are not appropriate about individuals.”  
(Glover 131:1-24)  Glover described Deas as having complained three years earlier 
within the Fire Department that Glover would not come to speak to PUFFA about 
upcoming events in the Fire Department.  (Glover 132:10-133:16)  Glover stated 
Deas “wasn’t really specific and he didn’t say, I want you to come and 
compromise the test,” but Glover contends that he believed Deas was asking 
Glover to provide “inside information” to PUFFA.  (Glover 133:18-134:11)  
Glover could not say what he heard from others about what Deas said because “it’s 
been such a long time ago,” but Glover was told by others that Deas was 
“generally being critical” about Glover.  (Glover 134:18-135:22)  Glover then said 
he did not take any notes at the time and “the memo was not just for Deas. 
Honestly, Deas had the least to do with it.”  (Glover 136:10-25) However, Glover 
did not remember what the other facts were that prompted the July 3, 2012, memo.  
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(Glover 136:10-25)  In this investigation, Deas produced a letter to Schmitt in 
February 2012 seeking a meeting with Schmitt and Glover, and the agenda used 
for the meeting, after Glover had declined to speak to PUFFA about the same 
topics.  (Exhibit VIII-9)  According to Deas, and not contradicted by either Schmitt 
or Glover, the meeting with Deas, Schmitt, and Glover went well.  (Glover 275:3-
276:6)  For his part, Glover contends that Deas’s complaining about Glover may 
have happened after the meeting with the three in February. (Glover 277:20-278)  
Although this is conceptually possible, it makes more sense that the meeting with 
Schmitt was called only after Glover had declined to meet.  In any event, Schmitt 
and Glover’s inclusion in the demotion justification that Deas was “willfully 
disobeying” a generic memo about courtesy from three years’ prior is evidence of 
their attempt to use whatever was at their disposal to try to punish Deas for making 
his complaint about Glover.        

7. Demotion for “Assailing Ranking Officers” 

Despite Schmitt testifying that he did not know whether what Deas said in 
his complaint was true, another ground for Deas’s demotion was that he “assailed 
ranking officers in the Pensacola Fire Department.”  (Schmitt 137:20-24)  Schmitt 
testified that Deas’s making “these types of accusations against them 
unsubstantiated, again in his opinion, is an attack on those individuals.” (Schmitt 
137:25-138:12)  This conclusion is not supported when Schmitt also denied 
conducting any investigation and did not actually conclude whether what Deas said 
was accurate.  

H. Schmitt and Glover Intentionally Violated City Policy 

The City’s HR Manual provides:  

    b. Retaliation against any employee for filing a complaint or 
witnessing in an investigation is prohibited. 

   d. Discrimination/harassment allegations cannot always be 
substantiated by direct evidence.    That shouldn’t discourage employees 
from filing proper complaints. No employment or disciplinary action will be 
taken against an employee who makes a good faith complaint, even if the 
investigation fails to substantiate any or all allegations of the  
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complaint.   However, when a person is found to have made a complaint 
based on allegations he or she knew to be false, such employee(s) may be 
subject to remedial action, including discipline, up to and including 
discharge. Discipline imposed for the filing of false allegations is not a form 
of prohibited retaliation.  An employee found to have knowingly filed a false 
harassment complaint will be subject to discipline by the City and may also 
be subject to civil or criminal liability.     

HR Manual, H-3.   

In this instance, Schmitt and Glover violated City policy by retaliating 
against a firefighter for making a complaint.  There was no finding that the 
firefighter was even being untruthful, much less a finding that the firefighter was 
making a complaint that the firefighter knew to be false. Yet, Schmitt and Glover 
took extreme disciplinary action against this firefighter.   

In their demotion paperwork, Schmitt and Glover described Deas’s actions 
as “unethical, malicious, manipulative and deceitful.”  However, those adjectives 
are not rightly attributed to Deas based on Schmitt and Glover’s non-investigation.  
These adjectives would, however, properly apply to Schmitt and Glover’s own 
actions in the manner in which they handled Deas’s complaint. Deas did not 
violate the chain of command, and Schmitt and Glover were aware Deas actually 
followed the chain of command.  Yet, Schmitt and Glover claimed that Deas 
“deceptively” and “intentionally” failed to follow the chain of command.  Schmitt 
and Glover did not investigate and conclude that what Deas alleged was false, yet 
they claimed that Deas made “false”, “slanderous”, “defamatory”, and “libelous” 
statements.  Schmitt and Glover did not investigate and determine what Deas was 
saying that was so offensive to them, or to whom Deas was telling, but, 
nonetheless, Schmitt and Glover identified as a ground for demotion Deas’s 
speaking with others about this issue, an issue that, ironically, they also claim 
should have been resolved with discussion with other firefighters, not PFD 
management.   

Schmitt and Glover protest that Deas’s complaint was not proper because it 
involved a dispute stemming from interactions by Glover with other firefighters in 
PUFFA.  This is a baseless argument considering that Schmitt and Glover took this 
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“non-complaint” about a matter allegedly having nothing to do with the PFD and 
turned it into an extreme disciplinary event toward the firefighter.  As a part of this 
investigation, in addition to speaking with Deas, I interviewed the president of 
PUFFA, Stefon Andrews, and reviewed the text messages and PUFFA letter 
Glover drafted. Andrews’ statements supported Deas’s version of events.  Andrews 
was a very credible witness.  I find that there was a good faith belief by Deas and 
Andrews that Glover was using his position of authority as Deputy Chief to try to 
enact pressure on other firefighters, in this case to set up a meeting with the Mayor, 
ostensibly to state a case for Glover to be appointed Fire Chief.  The letter Glover 
drafted under PUFFA letterhead which he wanted Andrews to sign mentioned 
wanting a meeting with the Mayor to “discuss concerns we have with the 
leadership and future of the City of Pensacola Fire Department.”  (emphasis 
added) (Exhibit VIII-8) Deas and Andrews may or may not have been mistaken 
about Glover’s motives, but the complaint was raised in good faith.  Glover’s 
subsequent extreme retribution against Deas after Deas raised his complaint about 
Glover was made in bad faith and evidences that Glover indeed was ready to wield 
his power as Deputy Chief to the point of making up allegations against someone 
he considered did not agree with him.            

I. After the Demotion 

After he was informed of his demotion, Deas brought the issue to the 
attention of HR.  Ironically, Schmitt and Glover both strongly complain that HR 
improperly investigated Deas’s complaint that he made to HR after his demotion.   
Schmitt complained first in a December 17, 2015, email to Olson that neither he 
nor Glover had been advised of the situation.  Glover testified in this investigation 
that it was a violation of his Firefighter Bill of Rights for him not to know if 
something he did was being looked into (which is not a part of the Firefighter Bill 
of Rights), which is ironic considering that before the demotion, Glover was 
apparently looking into Deas’s alleged violations without Deas’s knowledge.  The 
Firefighter Bill of Rights applies to firefighters being subject to interrogation when 
discipline has already been decided.  It would not apply in this instance.      

22 Q I don't see it in the statute. You said it 

23 appeared to be collusion between Deas and Sisson. What 
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24 appeared to be collusion? 

25 A Well, the fact that this investigation 

1 occurred without me even knowing about it. If you're 

2 going to do an investigation, the person who is being 

3 accused, I think that that person should have the right 

4 to know that they're being investigated and what they're 

5 being investigated about, all of these things. 

(Glover 212:22-213:5) 

 

9 investigation. You know, you only hear one person's side 

10 of it without discussing it with all parties involved and 

11 you only interview certain people. Is that valid? 

12 I don't know that you can accuse someone 

13 regardless of what it is that they're being accused of, 

14 and then you listen to one person's side of it and then 

15 never get the other person's side of it. That would be 

16 along the lines of you're conducting your investigation 

17 and never calling me in here and then coming up with a 

18 conclusion without ever asking me. I would equate it to 

19 that. 

(Glover 213:9-19) 

This testimony is evidence that Glover and Schmitt’s failure to afford Deas 
due process when Deas complained was intentional.  The very things Glover cites 
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as a problem with Sisson’s actions after Deas complained to Sisson after Deas’s 
demotion, plus additional problems, were committed by Schmitt and Glover 
related to Deas.  Glover declared, when speaking about himself, that a person 
should have the right to know that they are being investigated and what they are 
being investigated about.  However, neither Schmitt nor Glover informed Deas 
they were investigating him, and they certainly did not tell Deas what they were 
investigating.  Schmitt and Glover seem to take solace in their coordinated position 
that they conducted no investigation prior to demoting Deas, but this investigator 
finds it concerning that both believed it would be appropriate to knowingly make 
unsupported factual conclusions without an investigation.  However, to the extent 
that asking Deas for his side of the story, asking Peake for his information, and 
speaking to a couple of other persons constitutes an investigation, neither Schmitt 
nor Glover informed Deas that Deas was being investigated.  Similarly, Glover 
openly questioned the validity of Sisson responding to Deas’s complaint about his 
demotion when Sisson did not ask Glover about the issue.  However, Schmitt and 
Glover demoted Deas for making allegedly false statements that they never even 
determined were true or false.   

Glover’s reaction to Sisson responding to Deas’s complaint to Sisson about 
his demotion was to claim that Sisson and Deas were “colluding.”  (Glover 210: 
24-211:6)  Deas had the right to report his retaliatory demotion to HR.  Schmitt 
and Glover should have communicated with HR prior to trying to execute the 
demotion.  The extent of Sisson’s so-called “collusion” was to receive a complaint 
initiated by Deas, and take statements from two other fire fighters regarding 
Glover’s text message and the letter referenced within Deas’s original complaint to 
Schmitt.  Sisson brought the matter to Olson, who asked Schmitt for justification 
for the demotion, which Glover subsequently drafted and Schmitt submitted to 
Olson.  Schmitt and Glover’s justification, as discussed above, contained several 
intentionally false statements and was unsupported in multiple ways.   

Schmitt and Glover both argue that the appropriate process for Deas’s 
demotion should have been to allow PFD leadership to make a unilateral decision 
to demote, followed by the ability of the employee to grieve the demotion through 
the collective bargaining agreement process.  Schmitt and Glover’s position 
ignores that prior to any labor grievance, management must first make the 
employment decision, and management does not lose its ongoing authority to make 
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employment decisions or reversals of decisions despite any ongoing grievance 
process.  It was appropriate for HR and the City Administrator to be consulted on 
the demotion before it was officially implemented under these circumstances.  That 
was not done in this instance, and so it was similarly appropriate for HR and the 
City Administrator to review the appropriateness of such an extreme discipline 
before it was processed for payroll to reduce Deas’s income by 10%.     

After consultation by Olson and Sisson, Schmitt and Glover were allowed to 
reduce the demotion to a written reprimand, which was presented to Deas on 
December 18, 2015. The description of Deas’s alleged wrongdoing, written by 
Glover, was a paraphrasing of the same demotion justification reasons, beginning 
with the continued false claim that Deas had “deceptively circumvented the chain 
of command.”  (Exhibit VIII- 10) The written reprimand specifically noted that the 
demotion decision “was overturned by the Human Resources Officer.”  In a 
dumbfounding conclusion to the written reprimand, the corrective measures to be 
taken by Deas were to report all acts of harassment in accordance with Section H-3 
of the Human Resources Manual, which was what Deas did in this very case. In 
other words, Schmitt and Glover reprimanded Deas for knowingly false reasons, 
including a non-existent chain of command violation for using Section H-3, and 
then told him his corrective action for the future would be to make a complaint 
using Section H-3. This is beyond ridiculous.  The reprimand further mentioned 
termination upon a subsequent offense by Deas.       

Schmitt and Glover’s ire concerning the overturning of the demotion by 
Olson and Sisson is unjustified.  Olson and Sisson were overly deferential to 
Schmitt and Glover’s judgment.  Although they obviously realized that demotion 
was too strong a disciplinary action, they put too much trust in Schmitt and Glover 
that there was sufficient documentation to justify a written reprimand.  Their trust 
in Schmitt and Glover was misplaced.  There was no justification for the demotion, 
and, similarly, there was no justification for the written reprimand.   

 Neither Schmitt nor Glover take the position that they were wrong, or too 
harsh, in their treatment of Deas. (Schmitt 165:21-23)  To the contrary, Glover 
contends that Sisson’s participation in the Deas issue was an act of harassment or 
retaliation against Glover. They both lack contrition despite their deceptive attempt 
at demoting a firefighter for making a complaint about Glover.    
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In their written demotion justification, Schmitt and Glover correctly 
described demoting Deas as “extreme disciplinary action.” Taking such an extreme 
and deceptive retaliatory act against a black firefighter, or a firefighter of any race, 
for making a complaint does not advance the cause for diversity within the Fire 
Department; instead, Schmitt and Glover’s improper actions against Deas actively 
hinder the cause for diversity and fair treatment within the PFD.   

J. Moving Forward 

Regardless of who is in Fire Department leadership, all firefighters need to 
be reminded of the complaint procedures available to them and need to be provided 
assurances that leadership will enforce the City’s policy against retaliation for 
making a good faith complaint.  

Additionally, when a complaint about an extreme disciplinary action is 
brought to the City Administrator or HR, excessive deference to department 
leaders is inappropriate, particularly when the complaint raised is directed at one of 
those department leaders.  In this case, it is likely that the excessive deference 
provided to Schmitt and Glover may have had its origins in a desire to make 
“peace” in what was a contentious relationship between City Hall and PFD 
leadership, as will be addressed below in this report, but despite any such 
distractions, the individual firefighters deserve a discerning review when a good 
faith complaint reaches to the level of the City Administrator and HR.     

  



90 
 

IX. Glover’s Pay Disparity Claim  

Glover described that the origination of his dissatisfaction with Sisson began 
in February or March 2014 when he met with Sisson and then-City Administrator 
Colleen Castille (white female) to ask for a pay increase for himself.  Glover 
described that the pay discrepancy began when Glover was selected Acting Deputy 
Fire Chief in 2011, a time when neither Sisson nor Olson were employed by the 
City. (Glover 37:20-25)  At the time Glover assumed deputy chief duties, Glover 
received a 10% pay increase.  (Glover 38:1-3)  However, Glover contends that all 
three of the predecessor deputy chiefs (Schmitt, Madison, and Beaty) made the 
same pay, and that their pay was more than Glover’s pay.  (Glover 38:4-12; 38:24-
39:5)  Glover believes he first became aware of this pay discrepancy sometime in 
2012.  (Glover 39:6-9)   

  City emails (composite Exhibit IX-1) provided by Sisson show that on 
October 14, 2013, then City Human Resources Administrator Sherrer Kuchera 
emailed Glover noting that Glover received a 10% pay increase effective 
September 5, 2011, and another 10% increase on June 10, 2013.  Glover responded 
in an email of the same date stating that he has “no problem with my current 
salary,” but that it is about $5,000 less than predecessors Beaty and Madison.  
Glover stated in the email that both Beaty and Madison received $89,000 salaries 
immediately upon assuming acting deputy chief positions, but Glover received 
only a 10% increase in salary upon Glover assuming deputy chief duties.  Glover 
also mentioned that he considered the 10% pay increase he received effective 
September 5, 2011, to be “moot” because David Allen received a 10% pay increase 
at the same time even though Allen had not been promoted.  Glover stated in the 
email that his “inquiry probably should have come sooner; however, I believed that 
my compensation would be handled in a similar manner to those who preceded 
me.”  Glover requested that his salary be increased retroactive to September 5, 
2011. Kuchera replied in an email on the same date that she was researching the 
numbers Glover provided.  One of the points Kuchera made in her email was that 
since Glover was in a “contract position the Mayor has the authority to set pay at 
whatever he deems appropriate within the range.”    

 A little over a week later, on October 23, 2014, Glover asked then-City 
administrator Colleen Castille for a meeting with Castille.  Although his email does 
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not state it is about Glover’s pay, this is the presumed intent.  Castille responded to 
the email on November 17, 2013, informing Glover that she will meet with Glover 
in the “coming weeks” after bargaining with the union is complete. A meeting was 
set for January 21, 2014, but Glover cancelled due to personal illness.   

 On February 17, 2014, Glover emailed a letter to Castille, with a copy to 
Sisson, stating that the issue of his pay was not addressed with Castille sooner “in 
part” due to the transition period between former City Administrator Bill Reynolds 
and Castille, and in part due to Glover’s unsuccessful previous attempt to reach out 
to Kuchera.  Glover “maintain[ed] that there should have been no distinction in my 
pay as Acting Deputy Chief and Deputy Chief because of past practices.”  One of 
the points Glover made was that Beaty (white male) and Madison (Native 
American male) did not possess the minimum requirements to fill the deputy chief 
positions, citing a job description describing a college degree was a requirement by 
October 1, 2009.  Citing salary figures for Beaty, Madison, and Allen (white male), 
Glover concluded with a proposal to have Glover paid $87,440 from September 5, 
2011, to the present.    

    Also on February 17, 2014, Castille accused Glover of setting up three 
meetings with Castille with Glover then “slid[ing] out of those meetings.”  Castille 
stated she would review Glover’s request, but she did not have much evidence that 
Glover took on any additional duties.  On February 18, 2014, Glover responded 
that he had not slid out on any meetings, but rather had only set up one meeting 
with her, which he cancelled because he had the flu.   

On March 10, 2014, Castille requested Sisson to review Glover’s file so she 
could schedule a meeting with Glover.   

On April 10, 2014, Glover asked Sisson for an update.  Sisson responded to 
Glover on April 11, 2014, to which Glover replied.   

 On April 15, 2014, Sisson emailed Castille with findings as to Glover’s pay 
request.  Sisson’s findings included that:  

• the deputy chief job positions are based on individual employment contracts 
with no requirement that the contracts all be the same; 
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• although not required, Glover’s pay increased 10% on assuming acting 
deputy chief pay and then increased another 10% on being appointed to the 
permanent deputy chief position, giving him an effective 20% increase over 
that time span; 

• Madison and Beaty were promoted prior to the college degree requirement 
for the deputy chief position; 

• Allen’s records indicated that he received a 10% pay increase with the 
expectation that he would assume deputy chief duties, which created an open 
question as to Allen’s status.   

A meeting was subsequently scheduled. Glover believes that this meeting 
occurred in February or March 2014.  (Glover 40:10-41:6)  However, the email 
exchanges indicate that the meeting with Glover, Castille, and Sisson, occurred in 
April or May 2014.  According to Glover, Sisson basically told him that he should 
be happy with what he was making, and Sisson never got back to Glover on a 
follow up meeting.  (Glover 41:4-42:1)  That was, according to Glover, the one and 
only meeting he had with Sisson asking about his pay.  (Glover 41:7-23)  Glover 
said he never spoke with Olson about his pay issue.  (Glover 44:3-6)   

Glover alleged that he was offended by Sisson’s attitude at the meeting, 
citing that Sisson told him he should be happy with his pay.  This was the first 
indication that Glover thought there was any problem with Sisson.   Glover did not 
accuse Sisson of making any insults or raising his voice at the meeting.  Glover’s 
concern was that Sisson’s attitude was uncaring about his pay complaint.   

There is no rule that requires an employee to be paid the same amount as the 
person previously holding the job.  For this investigation, Sisson provided a partial 
list of other examples where a predecessor made more money than a successor 
employee employed with the City of Pensacola.  (Exhibit IX-2) Glover was also 
aware of a battalion chief, James Hobbs (white male), who did not make the same 
as predecessor battalion chiefs.  (See Section XV of this report) 

There may be good reasons not to pay an employee new to a position the 
same as that of a previous employee.  Those reasons may include that the departing 
employee was in the job longer or during periods when higher pay increases were 
awarded, the successor employee has less experience or education, the job duties 
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have been changed, the market rate for the job position may have decreased over 
time, the successor employee simply accepted the position at a lower rate and did 
not negotiate a higher rate, the employer decided that the predecessor was overpaid 
for the job, the employer does not have the funds to continue paying the 
predecessor’s wage rate, or any other number of appropriate reasons.   

Glover contends that he did not receive his predecessor’s pay because of his 
race.  In support, he cites that all three predecessors received the same pay and they 
were white males (one was actually Native American), he attained a higher level of 
education than his predecessors, and he served as the sole deputy chief whereas 
previously there were at least two deputy chiefs.  

   Direct comparisons are difficult because of differing time periods, but, in 
terms of starting salary when assuming the deputy chief duties, the numbers 
compare as follows:  

Glover:  $76,211 (acting deputy chief) - 9/2011   

$83,824 (deputy chief) - 10/2013 

Schmitt:  $49,478 - 9/1998  

Phillips:  $51,023 - 6/2004  

Waters:  $51,046 - 6/2004  

$66,500 - 7/2005 (civil service to contract)  

Beaty:  $71,198 - 10/2008  

Madison:  $65, 811 (acting deputy chief) - 8/2006 

$80,849 (interim deputy chief) - 8/2009 

Comparing ending pay in the deputy chief position (excluding when a 
deputy chief is paid additional for assuming Fire Chief duties):  

Glover: $85,758 - current 

Schmitt: $79,414 - 9/2010 

Phillips: $53,574 - 1/2005 
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Waters: $66,500 - 8/2006 

Beaty: $71,198 - 10/2008 

Madison: $88,129- 8/2010 

(composite Exhibit IX-3)  

These numbers by themselves do not support Glover’s claim that race was a 
motivating factor in the determination of his salary.  Glover made more than every 
other deputy chief but one, Madison. The City is not legally bound to continue to 
escalate wages with each new promotion or hire, particularly based on Madison’s 
salary, which appears to be an outlier.  Schmitt, a white male, also made less than 
Madison, a Native American male.    

Sisson pointed out to Castille that Glover did not negotiate a different 
amount when he signed his contract agreeing to his salary.  Glover describes that 
he was simply told to sign the contract and did not think that his pay would be 
negotiable. He states that he did not realize he agreed to a salary less than previous 
deputy chiefs until 2012.      

 In times when most businesses are under pressure to reduce expenses, it is 
reasonable to expect that the City is not legally bound to continue to pay successor 
employees the same as predecessor employees.          

Glover’s pay progression according to City records:  

7/18/2005: $59,841 (42% pay increase from captain) 

10/1/2006: $62,840 (5% pay increase) 

10/1/2007: $64,733 (3% pay increase) 

10/1/2009: $69,276 (7% pay increase) 

9/5/2011: $76,211 (10% pay increase for acting deputy chief) 

6/10/2013: $83,824 (10% pay increase for deputy chief promotion) 

11/23/2015: $85,758 (2.3% pay increase) 
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 Glover noted that during his tenure as deputy chief, he has been the only 
employee performing deputy chief duties, compared to when in the past there were 
two or three deputy chiefs serving at the same time. Glover contends that he should 
be paid more because he is doing the work of multiple deputy chiefs.  Although 
this may be a valid argument to negotiate higher pay with his employer, Glover did 
not claim that he has to work two to three times as many hours as his predecessors 
to cover the work.  This investigation did not conduct any study or findings as to 
whether the Fire Department would work more efficiently with more or fewer 
deputy chiefs.  Unfortunately, in many circumstances, “working more with less” is 
not an uncommon phrase for employees in many workplaces where efforts are 
regularly made to reduce expenses and increase efficiencies.  

Glover also contends that his reduced pay was in retaliation for filing a court 
complaint against the City in 2005, which resulted in a lawsuit twice dismissed on 
summary judgment in favor of the City and which was finally concluded in 2013 in 
the City’s favor; for filing a charge of discrimination against the City in March 
2010 which was dismissed in 2010; and for filing a charge of discrimination 
against the City on December 30, 2015, which was also dismissed.  I find no 
evidence to support these claims.  Glover has been repeatedly promoted and given 
raises since the filing of the court complaint.  The original pay decisions about 
which Glover complains were made prior to Olson and Sisson.  Glover’s pay has 
increased 22.3% since September 2011.  Under these facts, I find no support for 
the claim that either Glover’s race or retaliation against Glover for filing a lawsuit 
or charges of discrimination, was a motivating factor in his pay.    
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X. Sisson’s Inquiry about Promotion of Glover’s Brother-in-Law to 
Captain 

 Glover contends that Sisson inquired about Glover’s brother-in-law, Marquis 
Oliver (black male), becoming a captain.  He contends that Sisson implied that 
Glover may give special treatment to his family member.  Glover cites this as an 
act of harassment by Sisson against Glover. Sisson denies harassing Glover over 
this issue.   

The City has an anti-nepotism policy entitled “Employment of Relatives.”  
(Exhibit X-1) The term “relative” is defined to include brothers-in-law. (Exhibit X-
2) The policy prohibits employment of relatives when it creates or is perceived to 
create favoritism, including a specific prohibition where a relative would directly 
or indirectly supervise another relative, make or influence personnel decisions 
concerning a relative; or creates a conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict 
of interest.   

Particularly viewed in light of how Schmitt and Glover treated the Deas 
situation, it would not be unreasonable if an inquiry regarding a promotion of a 
relative of the Deputy Chief or Chief was made.  To the contrary, such an inquiry 
would have been following City policy.  No action was taken to prevent the 
promotion of Oliver, and Glover’s allegation is based on an alleged one-time event 
of an alleged implication from Sisson that Glover states questioned Glover’s 
integrity.  Making an inquiry about the promotion of a relative is not an attack on 
Glover’s integrity.   

Because there was no actual blocking of any promotion of Glover’s brother-
in-law, this investigation has not inquired as to whether there have been other areas 
of the City where inquiries were made about relatives being within the direct or 
indirect supervisory control of another relative. The City continues to maintain an 
anti-nepotism policy.  
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XI. City Employee of the Month  

Glover complained that Sisson demonstrated his disrespect for Glover and 
harassed and discriminated against Glover based on his race when Sisson did not 
select any firefighter nominated by Glover for City Employee of the Month.  
(Glover 61:4-64:22)  Glover was also critical of the City employees who were 
selected as City Employees of the Month, complaining that other “people are 
getting employee of the month because they had a big smile on their face and they 
were nice.”  (Glover 63:5-9)   

During his interview in this investigation, Glover identified as his first 
example Sisson’s alleged failure to select a firefighter Glover nominated for City 
Employee of the Month for October 2015.   (composite Exhibit XI-1) Glover’s ire 
was misdirected, because Sisson stopped selecting City Employee of the Month as 
of July 2015, when a committee, of which Sisson is not a member, began making 
the selections.  In any event, the firefighter nominated for October 2015 was 
collecting money for a firefighter “boot drive” for muscular dystrophy at a busy 
intersection, who upon seeing a stalled vehicle in the middle of the road, helped the 
driver’s son move the stalled vehicle out of the traffic, much to the relief of the 
very grateful family in the vehicle.  (Glover 61:4-61:1)  The Employee of the 
Month selection committee selected a building maintenance employee commended 
for his attitude and work ethic, with an example of coming up with a needed 
solution for a broken irrigation line at the Community Maritime Park.  There is no 
evidence that animosity toward Glover was the reason the selection committee 
chose a building maintenance employee who devised a solution for a broken water 
line over a firefighter who helped a family push a car out of traffic’s way. This 
should not reasonably be construed as an action against Glover or even an action 
against or insult to the nominated firefighter or anyone else nominated, but not 
selected, for City Employee of the Month.    

Glover’s second example was Sisson not selecting as City Employee of the 
Month a firefighter who volunteered to prepare and cook meals for a neighborhood 
academy program and who received a complimentary letter from a citizen 
regarding his treatment of a homeless person.  (Glover 62:3-63:4) When the 
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firefighter was nominated in January 2015, and Sisson was still selecting the City 
Employee of the Month, the actual nomination form did not mention the volunteer 
work with the academy program, but did include the citizen’s complimentary letter 
for his treatment of the homeless person.  Instead of the firefighter, Sisson selected 
a sanitation worker who was commended for consistently leaving his truck to clear 
every bit of yard waste from the street before moving on to the next customer.  
(composite Exhibit XI-2) 

I cannot conclude that selecting the sanitation worker over the firefighter 
was based on any animus toward Glover as Glover contends.  The City of 
Pensacola Employee of the Month award is purposed to recognize positive 
contributions from City employees and to contribute to improved morale among 
the City employees of various departments.  Sisson selected a firefighter as City 
Employee of the Month for September 2014, when a firefighter was nominated for 
initiating the installation of computer tablets into vehicles enabling a quicker and 
more accurate response time to calls, as well as his work in updating the Computer 
Automated Dispatch system, also to enable quicker and more accurate response 
time to calls.  (Exhibit XI-3) Furthermore, when three firefighters were 
commended for saving the life of a toddler who had fallen into a pool, Sisson, with 
Glover’s agreement, suggested that the three firefighters be provided special 
recognition and plaques for their quick actions.  (Exhibit XI-4) 

In December 2014, Sisson selected a police officer who, upon seeing a 
house on fire and not knowing whether there was anyone inside, broke down the 
back door to see if anyone was inside, and in the process saved two dogs trapped 
inside.  The nominated firefighter for that same month was nominated for, along 
with a couple of other firefighters not named in Glover’s nomination, engineering 
and creating a training aid for forcible entry at no cost to taxpayers, and was one of 
the original helmsmen on the fire boat, mentoring other fire fighters on the boat 
operation.  I cannot conclude that the police officer who went into a burning 
building and saved two dogs was selected over the firefighter due to some alleged 
animus by Sisson toward Glover. (Exhibit XI-5) 

Glover’s attempt to couch the non-selection of a firefighter for City 
Employee of the Month as a personal affront to Glover, together with Glover’s 
critical comments toward those selected for City Employee of the Month, is 
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unsupported.  Not being selected Employee of the Month should not reasonably be 
construed as an adverse action against either the non-selected employee or Glover.  
A reasonable person should understand that there are good employees who are not 
selected as Employee of the Month.  A reasonable person should also understand 
that not choosing a Fire Department employee every month as City Employee of 
the Month is not a reflection of animosity toward Glover or the Fire Department, 
but a recognition that City employee morale may benefit from recognizing 
employees across multiple departments, including, but not limited to, sanitation 
and building maintenance.  Glover has completely misconstrued the purpose of an 
employee of the month recognition.  
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XII. Glover Comments at Annual Firefighter Ball 

Sisson alleges that Glover made inappropriate comments directed toward Sisson 
at the annual firefighter’s ball in December 2015.  The gist of the comments 
alleged were that Glover, while at the microphone, made a speech about how some 
people will snub and not recognize the Fire Department, and that the Fire 
Department was not going to wait for permission to honor their own, ending with a 
comment that he would drop the microphone if he owned it (“dropping the mic” is 
a pop culture phrase or act referencing an emphatic end to a speech; i.e., everything 
that needs to be said has just been said so the speaker drops the mic to the ground 
and exits).  Sisson, who was present, took the remarks as aimed at him.   

Glover admitted to making remarks along these lines, and said that some of 
those snubs he was referring to were for Sisson in reference to Sisson not selecting 
firefighters for City Employee of the Month, but his remarks were not limited to 
Sisson and could include a reference to the public not honoring firefighters, as 
well.  (Glover 116:16-120:12)  Glover’s decision to use the platform of the 
firefighter’s ball to make a veiled insult to Sisson over the selection for Employee 
of the Month is an example of Glover’s poor judgment and an indication of the 
level of anger or contempt Glover directed toward Sisson.  However, Glover did 
not mention Sisson by name and nothing further came out of those remarks.       
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XIII.  Fire Apprenticeship Program 

  Glover alleges that Sisson tried to “sabotage” the Fire Apprenticeship 
Program that Glover helped to initiate in conjunction with a grant obtained by a 
third-party organization, CareerSource Escarosa. (Glover 93:4-7) The program was 
originally designed in early 2015 by Glover to attract more minority firefighters to 
the PFD.  Glover states that this project was assigned to Glover and was an 
initiative by City Council Member Wingate.  (Glover 263:18-23) Early on, the 
program’s concept was for an apprenticeship-type program, but in practice it 
became merely a mechanism to facilitate and fund (with City dollars and grant 
dollars) firefighters to attain the firefighter state certification needed to apply for a 
firefighter position with PFD.  There was no obligation for any successful 
participants to actually work for the PFD after obtaining his or her certification, so 
in that regard the City was taking a risk that it might be paying for participants to 
achieve a certification that was then used to obtain employment elsewhere.  
Although this was not a true apprenticeship program, the name stuck from its 
conception as an apprentice program.  Despite the original intention to increase 
minority hires, the program did not discriminate based on race, with the best 
evidence of this being that the sole successful participant from the program was a 
white male.   

 The email exchanges on the apprenticeship program tell most of the story.  
Because of the large number of documents relevant to this issue, the documents are 
organized chronologically and referenced by description instead of by individual 
exhibit number.  The program’s beginnings with Escarosa began in January 2015.  
(January 16, 2015, email between Joyner and Glover) Glover asked for assistance 
from Sisson early in the process when he emailed Sisson on January 21, 2015, 
stating that Escarosa may have up to $50,000 available for a grant, and requested 
from Sisson the current job description for a firefighter.  (January 21, 2015, email 
from Glover to Sisson) Sisson responded almost immediately with the job 
description document, but cautioned that “it will still be pertinent for you to ensure 
all programs/activities are approved through the proper channels, which would 
include members of the executive team.”  (January 21, 2015 email from Sisson to 
Glover)   
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 On January 23, 2015, Glover forwarded to the Escarosa personnel, Sisson, 
and others a January 16, 2015, email attaching forms needed to attend firefighter 
school (CTAE) in Ocala, Florida.  The CTAE representative was Yvette 
Campetella, an HR employee for CTAE who included a statement that applicants 
to the school must pass the CPAT (Certified Physical Abilities Test) to be added to 
the school roster.  (January 23, 2015 email from Glover forwarding January 16, 
2015 CTAE email)  Glover emailed Escarosa on January 26, 2015, suggesting that 
aiming for CTAE’s August 2015 class was more feasible than the earlier March 
class.  (January 26, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa) 

 Glover wrote up a program document on February 5, 2015, that outlined 
action items, under such categories as Funding, Recruitment, Hiring, Selection 
Process (including a structured interview and Chief’s interview), Training, Salary, 
Retention (a 3 year service requirement), and Program Objectives.  The Program 
Objectives were described as: 

o Maintain an active fire apprenticeship program that encourages and 
prepares minorities of the community to become employees of the 
Pensacola Fire Department. 

o Target non-certified minority applicants for participation in the 
apprenticeship program.  

o Solicit the assistance of minorities currently employed by the 
Pensacola Fire Department.  

 As noted above, as the program moved forward, there was no discrimination 
based on race, as the primary qualification for the program was based on the 
participant’s financial situation.   

 Sisson inquired about the status of the program in an email to Glover dated 
February 16, 2015.  (February 16, 2015, email from Sisson to Glover) Glover 
responded to Sisson and Escarosa with a spreadsheet outline of future steps needed 
to implement this program.  (February 16, 2015, email from Glover to Sisson and 
others)  The spreadsheet included action items to be conducted on unspecified 
dates between February and May 2015; between March and May 2015; June 2015; 
and July 2015, prior to the start of the school session in August 2015.  Escarosa 
responded with a meeting request to finalize the plans.  (February 17, 2015, email 
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from Escarosa to Glover)  Glover suggested the meeting take place the following 
week, and Escarosa suggested February 25, 2015.  (February 17, 2015, email from 
Escarosa to Glover)  

 On February 17, 2015, City of Pensacola Chief Financial Officer Dick 
Barker requested a meeting on the subject, including Sisson, on February 19.   On 
February 23, 2015, Glover responded to Barker’s email stating that he had been out 
of the office on February 19 and suggested a meeting after he met with Escarosa on 
February 25.  (February 23, 2015, email from Glover to Barker and Sisson)  Also 
on February 23, 2015, Glover responded to Escarosa’s February 17 request and 
agreed to meet on February 25.  (February 23, 2015, email from Glover to 
Escarosa)   

 On March 3, 2015, Escarosa emailed Glover a revision to Glover’s original 
timeline spreadsheet.  The updated spreadsheet incorporated some more specific 
and farther in time dates for action items to be completed, while also adding a few 
new action items. (March 3, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover) 

 On March 5, 2015, CTAE sent Glover basic information about the school 
and an application, again noting that the CPAT needed to be completed before an 
applicant was added to the class list.  Glover forwarded the information to 
Escarosa, Sisson, and others.  (March 5, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa and 
Sisson)  The materials from CTAE included discussion about CPAT practice tests.  
City Council member Jewell Cannada-Wynn inquired to Glover about who would 
pay for the practice test, the recruitment process, and selection process.  (March 5, 
2015, email from Cannada-Wynn to Glover) On March 10, 2015, Glover 
responded to Cannada-Wynn discussing CPAT practice testing costs and Glover’s 
suggestion that the candidates pay for the practice tests, providing to her an 
outdated version of the timeline spreadsheet for the program.  (March 10, 2015, 
email from Glover to Cannada-Wynn)   

 On March 11, 2015, Escarosa emailed Glover a notice from Escarosa about 
the program, stating that this was also a hiring opportunity for individuals already 
certified as firefighters.  Glover forwarded this information to Schmitt, including 
Battalion Chief Jester on the email.  (March 11, 2015, email from Glover to 
Schmitt and Jester)  
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 On April 1, 2015, Glover emailed Sisson with the contact information for 
each of the Escarosa representatives for the program, stating that they were 
extremely cordial and willing to assist.  The next morning, Sisson responded to 
Glover that Sisson was “planning a trip out there in the very near future.”  (April 2, 
2015, email from Sisson to Glover with April 1 email from Glover to Sisson)  
Glover stated that at this point he did not consider Sisson’s involvement a problem.  
(Glover 246:12-247:23) 

 On April 7, 2015, Escarosa emailed Glover and Sisson with a log naming 
program candidates for interviews on April 8, 2015.  (April 7, 2015, email from 
Escarosa to Glover and Sisson)  Escarosa sent the candidates’ resumes shortly 
thereafter to Glover only.  (April 7, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover) 

 On April 8, 2015, Sisson emailed Escarosa, copying on the email a number 
of other persons, including Glover; City of Pensacola HR employees Amy 
Workman and Hosea Goodwyn; Barker; Tamara Fountain; Olson; Schmitt; and 
Jester.  This email was not well received by Glover.  In the email, Sisson thanked 
the Escarosa team for meeting on April 7, 2015; assured that their team (the City’s 
HR team) would reach out to the Fire Department and City Council to facilitate the 
program in the community; praised Glover for serving as subject matter expert; 
asked that moving forward, the HR team be included in the correspondence for the 
program, as “ultimately any hiring decisions and/or recommendations to support 
candidates in the program would need to be approved through Human Resources 
Office”; and stated that Sisson had spoken with Fire Department staff and the 
City’s executive team to ensure everyone was on the same page.  (April 8, 2015, 
email from Sisson to Escarosa) 

 Glover responded with a reply to all in the email with: 

 “I want a meeting ASAP!!!!”   

(April 8, 2015, email from Glover to Sisson, Escarosa, Jester, and others)  

Escarosa promptly emailed Glover they could meet the next day on April 9.  
(April 8, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover) However, despite demanding a 
meeting “ASAP!!!!”, Glover did not respond to Escarosa.   



105 
 

 In reaction to Glover’s request for a meeting “ASAP!!!!”, Sisson set up a 
meeting request for City employees for April 10, 2015.  In the meeting request, 
Sisson noted that the meeting needed to take place before Glover left for military 
leave duty starting the next week.  (April 8, 2015, meeting request for April 10, 
2015)  On Glover’s work computer was a draft of an email response to the meeting 
request that Glover never sent, asking that the meeting not take place until after 
Glover’s return from military leave, and that any meeting not include Escarosa, 
even though Glover had included Escarosa in his “I want a meeting ASAP!!!!” 
email. (Glover 248:18-24)  

 When Glover did not respond to Sisson’s meeting request, Sisson emailed 
Glover on April 9, 2015, saying that Glover was the only meeting invite not to 
respond, and further saying that Sisson felt it was imperative to get together and 
speak prior to Glover leaving for military duty “as the program seems to be well 
ahead of the supporting justification documentation.”  (April 9, 2015, email from 
Sisson to Glover)   

 Glover never communicated with Escarosa, Sisson, or anyone else at City 
Hall regarding the status of the program or Glover’s “ASAP!!!!” meeting request 
prior to leaving for military duty leave.  (Glover 92: 4-17: “I know that I did not 
respond to Mr. Sisson’s request [trying to schedule a meeting in response to 
Glover’s email]”)  Before Glover left for military duty leave, he told Schmitt that 
nothing needed to be done with the program while he was on leave.  Glover also 
told Schmitt that Glover would be monitoring his emails while on leave.  Glover 
was out on military leave until Tuesday, April 28, 2015.   

 In the meantime, several action items for the program’s proposed timeline 
still remained to be completed during this timeframe.   On April 14, 2015, Sisson 
emailed Escarosa, with a copy to Glover and others, noting that Escarosa had 
called about the status of the interviews on April 9, which Sisson described as a 
meet and greet and not a vetting process.  (When asked in this investigation about 
this description by Sisson, Glover agreed that it was not really an interview.  
Glover 251:24-252:1) Sisson asked that future requests from Escarosa be sent 
through him.  Sisson noted that they were attempting to ensure documentation was 
in place for the program and that the program aligned with staffing needs.  Sisson 
also noted that the timeline would require that they move forward with background 
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checks, drug tests, polygraphs, and the CPAT.  (April 14, 2015, email from Sisson 
to Escarosa, Glover, and others)  

 On April 15, 2015, Sisson emailed Escarosa thanking them for the 
conversation that morning and forwarding a timeline.  (April 15, 2015, email from 
Sisson to Escarosa)  On April 15, 2015, Sisson tried to call Jester and left him a 
voice mail.  (See April 15, 2015, Sisson phone records) The next day, Jester 
emailed Sisson and requested that “all inquiries or requests concerning this 
program go directly to Deputy Chief Glover or Chief Schmitt.” (April 16, 2015, 
email from Jester to Sisson)  Sisson responded that Glover was out for two weeks, 
that Sisson felt certain that Schmitt would refer Sisson back to Jester as the training 
officer, and stated that they needed to work together to meet the tight time frame.  
(April 17, 2015, email from Sisson to Jester)  Sisson then emailed Schmitt 
regarding coordination of pre-hire tests for the apprenticeship program; informed 
Schmitt that he had contacted Jester, who referred him to Schmitt or the absent 
Glover; and that the program needed to be moved on ASAP.  (April 17, 2015, 
email from Sisson to Schmitt)  

 On April 20, 2015, Schmitt emailed Sisson to say that before Glover left on 
for military duty leave, Glover told Schmitt that “nothing was required to be 
accomplished during his absence from the office.” Schmitt directed Sisson to 
coordinate with Glover, saying that “Chief Glover is monitoring his email while 
out of the office if you need his assistance.”  (April 20, 2015, email from Schmitt 
to Sisson, copy to Glover)  Glover affirmed that he was in fact checking emails 
while on leave.  (Glover 253:15-254:6) However, Glover never communicated 
with Sisson or responded to any of the emails while he was out on leave.  Glover 
stated in this investigation that he kept Schmitt abreast of where the program was 
and Schmitt “could answer those questions while I was away.”  (Glover 253:1-14)  
However, if this were the case, Schmitt should not have simply referred Sisson to 
contact Glover by email, particularly when Glover was intentionally not 
responding to Sisson.   

 On April 20, 2015, Sisson sent an email to the program candidates 
explaining the process for them to contact the City nurse regarding several of the 
action items on the program timeline, providing contact information to the 
candidates, information requirements, and a deadline.  (April 20, 2015, email from 
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Sisson to program candidates)   Glover did not consider this assistance by Sisson to 
be inappropriate.  (Glover 256:8-24) 

 On April 27, 2015, Sisson sent an update email to Schmitt, Glover, Escarosa, 
and Jester regarding HR moving forward with background checks, tobacco 
affidavits, and drug testing, with the need for movement on polygraph 
coordination, medical exam, the Certified Physical Abilities Test (CPAT), and an 
additional needed test (“TABE”).  Sisson suggested that Escarosa schedule the 
TABE tests and medical exams, leaving the CPAT to be completed by the Fire 
Department.  Consistent with the CTAE schooling materials, Sisson recommended 
setting up a local Physical Abilities Test (PAT) for the program candidates to 
familiarize themselves with the equipment in preparation for the CPAT.  Sisson 
asked if the Fire Department thought any adjustments were needed to the timeline 
and if the recommendations he was making seemed viable.  (April 27, 2015, email 
from Sisson to Schmitt, Glover, Escarosa, and Jester) 

 After a long silence since his “I want a meeting ASAP!!!!” April 8, 2015, 
email, Glover emailed Escarosa, Sisson, and others on April 28 using military 
jargon (“ALCON” in place of a customary greeting), noting that the CPAT in 
Mobile should be offered only to candidates who have previously completed their 
background checks, drug screen, polygraph, and medical examination; that Glover 
had been unsuccessful in scheduling the CPAT in Mobile; and that the Mobile 
CPAT was “cash only”. (April 28, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa, Sisson, 
and others)  

 Sisson responded to Glover’s email with an explanation that he had 
suggested polygraphs after the CPAT because Schmitt had said scheduling the 
polygraphs may be difficult.  Sisson said they needed a plan for completing the 
remaining steps.  Sisson also mentioned setting up a couple of practice days for the 
candidates to run a PAT test prior to taking the CPAT in Mobile.  (April 28, 2015, 
email from Sisson to Glover and others)  Glover had no problem with this email 
from Sisson (Glover 259:18-260:3) 

The next day on April 29, Escarosa asked Glover about the status of the 
polygraphs and noted that the TABE test had to be complete prior to the medical 



108 
 

exam.  (April 29, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover, Sisson, and others) At this 
point, Schmitt then took the lead on arranging for the polygraphs.   

 When Glover failed to respond to Escarosa’s April 29, 2015, email, Sisson 
responded late on April 30 to say he would follow up with the Fire Department.  
(April 30, 2015, email from Sisson to Escarosa and others) Thirty minutes later, 
Glover responded to Escarosa’s email about the polygraphs and notified everyone 
of a planned CPAT date of May 13, 2015, with a cash only requirement of $40 per 
candidate.  (April 30, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa, Sisson, and others) 

 Sisson replied to Glover on April 30 thanking Glover for his finding a 
polygraph vendor and handling travel for CPAT.  Sisson asked that HR be the 
central point of contact for the program, reminded Glover that the TABE and 
medical exam needed to be complete prior to the CPAT, and asking if Glover had 
coordinated with Jester for the practice PAT to prepare the candidates for the 
CPAT.  (April 30, 2015, email from Sisson to Glover)   

 On May 1, 2015, Sisson emailed Olson to let him know that Glover had still 
not contacted anyone in HR since his April 8 “I want a meeting ASAP!!!!” email.  
(May 1, 2015, email from Sisson to Olson)   

 On May 4, 2015, Escarosa emailed Glover and Sisson with a status update.  
(May 4, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover and Sisson)  Sisson responded with 
an email to Escarosa and Glover, noting that he, Sisson, had been in contact with 
the CTAE school, that the school was concerned about the need to practice the 
CPAT before going through it, and Glover needed to follow up to arrange a PAT 
practice day for the candidates.  (May 4, 2015, email from Sisson to Escarosa) 
Glover stated during this investigation he had no issue with this email from Sisson.  
(Glover 265:22-266:15) 

 On May 5, 2015, Sisson emailed Glover noting that he had not responded to 
Sisson’s emails or voice mail message since Glover’s return from leave.  Sisson 
asked if Jester was going to be the contact for the PAT practice, and if Jester knew 
he was going to be the contact for that.  (May 5, 2015, email from Sisson to 
Glover) At the exact same time, Glover emailed Sisson and Escarosa to say that the 
PFD is not set up to administer a practice CPAT, and instead the candidates could 
take the CPAT two more times if they failed it (although Glover was not arranging 
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for transportation for subsequent attempts if they needed that).  (May 5, 2015, 
email from Glover to Escarosa and Sisson)  

 Seeing that Glover sent his email to Sisson and Escarosa at the same time as 
Sisson’s email to Glover, but receiving no response from Glover to Sisson’s email, 
Sisson tried again to communicate with Glover via another email.  Sisson noted 
that he tried to call Glover but the call was sent to Glover’s voice mail.  Among 
other statements, Sisson noted that the “broken communication does not have us in 
a good light from an organizational cohesiveness with our partner agency.”  Sisson 
acknowledged that the PFD was not a certified CPAT facility, but urged that the 
candidates could get some preparation for the test from the PAT prior to taking the 
CPAT.  Sisson concluded with a plea that they work together.  (May 5, 2015, email 
from Sisson to Glover)   

 Glover responded to Sisson’s email starting with the sentence, “The broken 
communication and disruption of organizational cohesiveness from my perspective 
began with your initial email after meeting with Workforce Escarosa,” referring to 
Sisson’s April 8 email.  Glover took issue with his role being described by Sisson 
in his April 8 email as a “subject matter expert”, which he took as meaning Glover  
had no authority to make decisions.  Glover challenged Sisson’s statement in his 
April 8 email that he had spoken with Fire Department staff and the City executive 
team to ensure they were on the same page.  Glover accused Sisson of telling a 
subordinate, Battalion Chief Jester, that Glover initiated the program without 
Sisson’s knowledge or approval from City officials.  Glover noted that he sent a 
timeline.  Glover challenged that there were “many factors” not considered prior to 
moving forward with the program, and that “the only push back that I have 
experienced thus far has come from you.” Glover challenged why City of 
Pensacola Human Resources should be immersed into a training program, stating, 
“I do not believe that these candidates are about to be offered employment, or are 
they? Are they going to be on the city’s payroll prior to going through the hiring 
process?”  Finally, Glover stated that moving forward, communication about the 
program “go through my chain-of-command.”  Glover stated that it was imperative 
to meet with all concerned internal parties.  (May 5, 2015, email from Sisson to 
Glover and others)  Sisson replied with a short email asking when Glover wanted 
to meet.  (May 5, 2015, email from Sisson to Glover)  
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 On May 8, 2015, Sisson emailed Escarosa with an update.  (May 8, 2015, 
email from Sisson to Escarosa) On May 11, 2015, Goodwyn in HR provided an 
update as to the status for the polygraph readiness, to which Glover thanked him.  
(May 11, 2015, email from Glover to Goodwyn) On May 12, 2015, Sisson reported 
to Schmitt and Glover that the background checks and drug tests were complete, 
that they were ready to move forward with Escarosa for the TABEs, medical 
exams, and polygraphs, and Sisson asked (again) for the name of the polygraph 
provider.  (May 12, 2015, email from Sisson to Schmitt and Glover)  

  In an apparent response, Schmitt asked on May 13, 2015, to schedule a 
meeting on the program with Barker, Fountain, Olson, Sisson, Glover, and 
Schmitt.  (May 13, 2015, email from Schmitt to Barker and others)  

 On May 14, 2015, Sisson emailed Escarosa an update on the program.  (May 
14, 2015, Sisson to Escarosa)   

On May 15 or 18, 2015, a meeting was held during which Glover 
complained about Sisson’s involvement with the apprenticeship program.  Glover 
said Sisson apologized during the meeting.  Sisson said he apologized if he did 
anything to offend Glover.  Olson said Glover would be the primary administrator 
for the program.  (Glover 91:4-93:7)   

As of May 27, 2015, Glover emailed Escarosa that the Mobile Fire 
Department needed at least a week notice to schedule the CPAT, so the candidates 
needed to complete their other steps “soonest.”  Glover expressed that “everyone 
should be qualified and ready to go by mid July.”  (Glover May 27, 2015, email 
from Glover to Escarosa)  On May 27, 2015, Schmitt emailed Rusty Wells to ask 
how to handle the stipend for the candidates while at the school.  (May 27, 2015, 
email from Schmitt to Wells)   

As of June 11, 2015, Escarosa emailed an update that of the 10 candidates, 1 
was out of the program, 4 were ready to proceed, and 5 more were still in the 
process.  (June 11, 2015, email from Escarosa to Glover)   

On June 23, 2015, CTAE again emailed Glover information about the school 
and the applications.  (June 23, 2015, email from CTAE to Glover)   Glover 
forwarded those forms to Escarosa and informed Escarosa that the CPAT testing 
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was scheduled for July 15, 2015 and that the school had informed him on June 23 
that orientation was to be held on July 23 with the first class scheduled for August 
17.  (June 23, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa)  

On June 24, 2015, Escarosa sent an email to CTAE concerned about several 
items in the CTAE package that Glover had forwarded.  (June 24, 2015, email 
from Escarosa to Campetella) As of June 29, 2015, Escarosa emailed Glover to 
state that they were still waiting to hear from Glover.  (June 29, 2015, email from 
Escarosa to Glover and others)  Glover responded that the Mobile CPAT was 
sufficient according to the Chief in charge of the school, and confirming that the 
CPAT was scheduled for July 15, but if candidates did not pass they would be 
responsible to schedule a re-test on their own with their own transportation.  
Glover also invited Escarosa to attend the firefighter school orientation on July 23.  
(June 29, 2015, email from Glover to Escarosa)  

On July 8, 2015, Glover had Melinda Grogan reserve two SUVs to take the 
candidates to the orientation in Ocala.  (July 21, 2015, email from Grogan to 
Glover with the July 8, 2015, email from Grogan to Glover) (Glover 240:9-22) 

On July 14, Glover responded to an email from Olson to inform Olson that 
there were 10 applicants to the program, and 8 were moving on to the CPAT.  (July 
14, 2015, email from Glover to Olson)  

Only one candidate, Brandon Tibbett, passed the CPAT in Mobile on July 
15, 2015.  A second, Sebron Aikens, passed the CPAT on July 17, 2015.   

 On July 21, 2015, Glover had Grogan cancel one of the rental SUVs for the 
orientation, leaving one SUV for Glover to drive the remaining two candidates to 
Ocala.  (Glover 241: 1-8) Glover did not want to take a City vehicle because he 
thought that the one assigned to him needed to be serviced and that could not be 
performed in time.  (Glover 245:6-16) Glover did not think about reducing the size 
of the rental to reduce the cost.  (Glover 245:17-21)   

On July 22, 2015, Glover arrived to pick up the rental vehicle and was told 
that there were no SUVs, but that for the same price as an SUV he could rent a 
BMW 5 Series sedan.  Glover did not think to ask if there was another vehicle that 
could be rented at a lower price.  (Glover 245:22-25)   
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The two remaining candidates, Tibbett and Aikens, started the school in 
Ocala on August 16, 2015.  However, Aikens dropped out of the program on 
September 28, 2015, four days after cashing his stipend check.  (October 1, 2015, 
email from Cotton to Schmitt and Glover)  Tibbett was the only candidate to 
successfully complete the program.   

Tibbett completed the PAT with the PFD on December 7, 2015, in 
coordination with Workman in HR. (December 7, 2015, email from Jester to 
Workman)  The HR department, apparently without Sisson’s knowledge, allowed 
the background check completed for the apprenticeship program to be used in 
place of a new background check for hiring.  Tibbett was not interviewed again 
prior to starting his employment with the City PFD.  However, Tibbett was 
required to complete a new drug test and the medical exam screening.  Tibbett 
started employment with the PFD on January 19, 2016.     

Conclusions  

There is no support for Glover’s claim that Sisson tried to “sabotage” or 
“undermine” the apprenticeship program as Glover alleges.  (See Glover 249:18-
24)  There is also no support for Glover’s claim that Sisson both constantly 
interfered with the program and was not assisting. (Glover 250:17-24)  

To the contrary, the emails and actions from Sisson show that Sisson was 
trying to move forward with the program, including taking steps for an extended 
time when Glover was on leave and Glover had not selected anyone else within the 
Fire Department to act to move forward on the program timeline in his absence. 
The emails show that Glover needed assistance with the program from HR, which 
HR provided.     

Glover overreacted to Sisson’s April 8 email, which actually included praise 
for Glover. Glover’s “reply to all” email demanding a meeting “ASAP!!!!”, 
followed by Glover’s intentional failure to respond to Escarosa or Sisson’s efforts 
to convene the meeting he requested, was not evidence of good leadership.  His 
draft email on the subject that he did not send shows that he had plenty of time to 
respond if he had chosen to do so.  Moreover, although Schmitt’s email to Sisson 
stated that Glover was checking his email while on leave, Glover never responded 
to the several emails on which he was copied while on leave where Sisson was 



113 
 

assisting to move the program forward.  Glover also told Schmitt, incorrectly, that 
there was nothing that needed to be done with the program while Glover was on 
leave. The program’s timeline demonstrates that action needed to be taken.  As it 
happened, timeline activities such as the CPAT were conducted much later than 
originally planned.      

Glover’s anger with Sisson for copying the training battalion chief, Jester, on 
the April 8 email is misplaced.  From the emails, it is clear that Sisson anticipated 
that Jester would coordinate a local PAT for the candidates to familiarize the 
candidates with some elements of the CPAT before taking the CPAT.  The 
documents from the CTAE school in Ocala clearly encouraged practice CPATs 
prior to taking the actual CPATs, and even Glover originally planned practice 
CPATs.  Although the PFD was not equipped to conduct an actual CPAT, the PFD 
could have brought the candidates in to take the PAT and become familiar with the 
equipment and at least some of the testing areas.  Glover’s refusal to do so is 
puzzling, especially considering that only one candidate passed the CPAT the first 
time, and only one other passed on a second day.  To summarize, the CTAE school 
strongly encouraged practice for the CPAT, such practice was discussed even by 
Glover earlier in the process, and it was not improper for Sisson to inquire about 
steps the PFD could take to help the candidates familiarize themselves with the 
testing.  Glover’s idea to have the candidates take the test without any initial 
training backfired because only one candidate passed the test the first time, leaving 
the rest to arrange their own re-test and arrangements to return to Mobile if they 
wanted to try again.  (Glover 242:9-17) I do not find that Glover refused to arrange 
a PAT for the firefighters to help prepare for the CPAT because Glover wanted the 
candidates to fail, because Glover in fact wanted the candidates to succeed. Glover 
simply felt that the PAT would not be adequate preparation for the CPAT, so in his 
mind there was no useful purpose for the candidates to first familiarize themselves 
with the equipment and some, but not all, of the testing areas.  (Glover 243:6-245: 
5) This was a short-sided view by Glover.  However, I do find that Glover 
overreacted to Sisson copying the April 8 email to Jester, because Jester is the 
individual who would set up the PAT.     

In addition to copying Jester on the April 8, 2015, email, Glover was upset 
that Sisson’s April 8, 2015, email referenced that Sisson had communicated with 
Fire Department leadership and the City executive team to be on the same page.  
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Glover read into Sisson’s email that this meant that Sisson had discussed with 
Glover and Schmitt that Glover was “merely” a subject matter expert. Glover’s 
interpretation is not consistent with the documentation.  As recently as April 1, 
Glover had forwarded to Sisson all of the Escarosa contact information and Sisson 
stated in an email to Glover that Sisson would be meeting with Escarosa soon.  
There was no objection by Glover. This demonstrates that Glover had discussed 
with Sisson a greater HR involvement with the program during this time period.  
Indeed, there were many action items completed by City HR that needed to be 
completed by HR.  Had these actions not been completed while Glover was out on 
leave, the program would have been even more behind schedule.  As it was, there 
was almost no time to spare for the two candidates who did start the school.  

As for Glover’s email comment to Sisson challenging that HR should not be 
“immersed” in this program because it was merely a training program for non-
employees, Glover’s view of HR’s role is too limited.  HR rightfully should be 
involved in activities involving recruitment. HR was necessarily involved in 
several action items of the program.  And, in the end, the sole successful candidate 
was treated differently than other new employees because some of the process for 
the program was allowed to be used to streamline the hiring process for the 
successful candidate. Therefore, HR’s involvement in the program was justified.    

Glover’s claim that Sisson was interfering by continually calling Jester was 
not substantiated by Sisson’s phone records.  Glover’s example was a time when 
Sisson called Jester saying he could not get a hold of Glover, but Jester walked 
next door to see Glover sitting in Glover’s office.  However, instead of transferring 
the phone to Glover, or letting Sisson know that Glover was present, nothing was 
said to Sisson.  The fact that Glover was intentionally not communicating with 
Sisson on the phone after the April 8 email from Sisson is further evidence that 
Glover’s claim is simply not supported.   Glover stated during the investigation 
that he had communicated with Schmitt while on his military leave, but he “did not 
want to communicate with Ed Sisson until we had that meeting that I was talking 
about.” (Glover 252:2-22)  The meeting was not held until mid-May.      

Regarding the question of Glover renting an SUV to take the two candidates 
to Ocala for orientation and then his renting a BMW 5 Series, I do not find any 
intentional misconduct.  According to City policy, a personal vehicle or a 
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department vehicle is required for in-state travel, but there is no evidence to 
suggest that there was any ill intent on Glover’s part.  Similarly, although Glover 
could have used better judgment to take a fire vehicle when it was apparent that 
only three people would be travelling together, and he could have used better 
judgment to ask for a vehicle less expensive than an SUV, particularly when the 
rental company offered only a full size vehicle for the price of a much larger 
vehicle, I again conclude there was no ill intent by Glover regarding the rental 
vehicle.  

The PFD is rethinking its approach to this program for the future, including 
arranging for certification training that is closer to Pensacola than Ocala, and 
letting funding come from existing financial aid available to candidates instead of 
City funds.  In any event, it is generally advisable moving forward to require some 
commitment to work for the City if the City is going to pay a non-employee for 
costs to attend a certification school.   
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XIV. Sisson Inquiring about Glover’s City Vehicle Tag Number  

On April 20, 2015, Sisson received a call from someone identifying 
themselves as living in the Southwoods subdivision reporting that the driver of a 
City Fire Department vehicle had been speeding in the neighborhood. The person 
reporting the speeding had a vehicle tag number and home address for the fire 
fighter, but no name.   (Exhibit XIV-1) Sisson contacted Susan Cotton, in the Fire 
Administrative office, and asked her for the identification of the person assigned to 
the identified vehicle tag number.  Cotton told Sisson this was a vehicle assigned to 
Glover.  Schmitt later called Sisson to ask what this was about, and Sisson 
informed Schmitt.  Sisson then followed up with the caller that the matter was 
presented to the Fire Chief and that it would be handled internally as requested by 
the caller.  Sisson informed the caller that he could call him if the problem was not 
corrected.  Sisson wrote a memo to the file.  No further contact was made by the 
caller.  Sisson made no further follow up on this issue.   

Glover identified Sisson’s actions related to the citizen’s report as 
“disrespect, harassment” by Sisson toward Glover.  (Glover 59:16-61:3)  Glover 
questioned whether the citizen report was real, stating, “I don’t know that anybody 
has the wherewithal to call HR directly and the HR director about a fire department 
vehicle.”  (Glover 60:12-15)   Glover said that this incident “kind of, I guess you 
can say, set the stage for things to come.”  (Glover 60:17-18)   

As part of this investigation, I called the telephone number of the citizen 
who made the report.  I found the person to be credible.  He said he had a past 
connection with the fire department in Jacksonville and thought that calling HR 
would be the best way to get attention to the speeding driver.  He did not have a 
problem since calling HR last year.   

Sisson did nothing improper following up on the citizen’s report.  Sisson did 
not demand discipline or even comment any further on it after merely reporting 
this caller’s complaint to Schmitt.  Glover’s suspicion that Sisson made up the 
complaint, and calling this disrespect and harassment by Sisson to Glover, is 
unsupported.   
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XV. Battalion Chief Pay Raise Requests  

 On May 11, 2015, Battalion Chief David Allen emailed Sisson to request a 
meeting about his compensation and that of the compensation of the other battalion 
chiefs “following the recent ratification of the Collective Bargaining Agreement 
with the Local 707 [labor union].”  Sisson responded on the same day, noting that 
the battalion chiefs were contracted individually and their pay was not dependent 
on the collective bargaining agreement with the union.  Sisson suggested that the 
matter be discussed with Schmitt, and then Schmitt or Glover “request a meeting 
with City Hall staff to discuss.” Sisson concluded with a statement that typically 
there is a significant change in the duties of a position that triggers the pay 
adjustment.  (Exhibit XV-1: May 11, 2015, email from Sisson to Allen, Schmitt, 
and Glover) 

 Glover solicited statements from the battalion chiefs as to justification for 
their requested increase in pay.  (Glover 48: 1-20)  Glover received write-ups from 
Allen, Jester, and Peake in June 2015.  (See Exhibit XV-2- Jester letter and XV-3- 
Peake letter)  Glover stated that it was not until late July that he received write-ups 
from the other two battalion chiefs. Jester’s write-up did not distinguish between 
old or new duties since his last pay increase, but neither Glover nor Schmitt read 
the statements in that much detail.  (Glover 291:10-291:21) 

14 Did you get together with Chief Schmitt and 

15 kind of refine that to find out what was new and what was 

16 old with Chief Jester or did you not go to that extreme? 

17 A No, I didn't go to that extreme. We know 

18 what's new. I'm sure that HR probably doesn't know 

19 what's new. Yeah, that probably could have been done, 

20 but, no, we did not go to that extreme. It was more of a 

21 case of the issue of wage compression. 
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 (Glover 291:14-21) 

 Instead of requesting a meeting to discuss the pay increases, as Sisson’s 
email asked them to do, Glover instead had Personnel Action forms drafted for the 
raises.  Glover provided the following wording for each: “Salary increase of 5% 
proposed due to a significant increased range of Battalion Chief responsibilities, 
additional duties, and to ensure internal equity in pay with comparison to top paid 
Fire Captains.”  (Exhibit XV-4: July 29, 2015, email from Glover to Cotton)  In 
addition, Glover had a Personnel Action form drafted for James Hobbs making a 
“correction based on the Base Salary for Battalion Chief position” retroactive to 
April 2014,  The background is that Hobbs was not making the same pay as the 
other battalion chiefs, an issue apparently undetected by Hobbs, Schmitt, or Glover 
until recently.  Glover signed and dated the Personnel Action forms July 29, 2015, 
and had them sent to HR.  (composite Exhibit XV-5: Personnel Action forms for 
battalion chiefs) Glover did not send the battalion chief write-ups with the 
Personnel Action forms or request a meeting.  (Glover 289:15-21) 

 Sisson did nothing with the Personnel Action forms sent by Schmitt and 
Glover.  According to Sisson, he had communicated in his previous email that 
requesting a meeting, not executing a Personnel Action form, was the suggested 
method for discussing a pay increase for a contracted employee.   

 On August 20, 2015, Allen emailed Glover to tell him that his payroll was 
not increased.  Glover responded, “No surprise.  I will let Chief Schmitt know.”  
(Exhibit XV-6: August 20, 2015, email from Glover to Allen and from Allen to 
Glover) 

 On August 26, 2015, Glover asked Sisson about the Personnel Action forms 
just before the Mayor’s Recognition Program began.  Sisson said he had received 
them, and described that he thought Glover’s sending the Personnel Action forms 
was a “joke.”  Glover took offense at Sisson’s reaction, and wrote Sisson an email 
on August 28, 2015, strongly criticizing Sisson: 

 Your proclivity to act as self-appointed superior is extremely 
inappropriate and unacceptable.  As a friendly reminder and contrary to what 
you might believe, no one in the fire department staff works for you.  
Furthermore, I do not believe that you have the latitude nor authority from 
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an HR perspective to make decisions of this magnitude unilaterally.  As I 
have discussed with you previously, I expect a higher level of 
professionalism from the city’s Human Resources Department when it 
comes to personnel issues. I especially expect it from the top when it 
concerns employee’s livelihoods.  I am not certain if it’s the case with other 
departments in the city, but your pattern of subjectivity towards the fire 
department is apparent and very objectionable. 

Moving forward, I hope that you would make an effort to conduct 
yourself in a more professional manner. 

(Exhibit XV-7: August 25, 2015, email from Glover to Sisson, copied to 
Schmitt) 

Glover’s email can reasonably be read to express an expectation that Sisson 
was to simply execute the pay increases set forth in the Personnel Action forms.  
This expectation was not consistent with Sisson’s guidance in his May 2015 email 
to “request a meeting with City Hall staff to discuss.”  (Exhibit XV-1) Glover 
stated during this investigation that he sent the Personnel Action forms merely to 
start a dialog, but Glover did not send the write-ups prepared by the battalion 
chiefs, and Glover did not initiate any contact with Sisson until he happened to see 
Sisson at the award ceremony a month later.  Even then, instead of scheduling a 
meeting, Glover wrote an email insulting Sisson.  Based on the fact that Glover’s 
email was sent two days after the brief conversation with Sisson, and that Glover 
sent to Schmitt an earlier draft of the insulting email to Sisson several hours before, 
this was not simply a spur of the moment reaction.  (Exhibit XV-8: August 28, 
2015, email from Glover to Schmitt)  The email only became more insulting after 
sending the draft first to Schmitt.      

Despite the insults from Glover on this issue, neither Glover nor Schmitt 
acted further on this issue. Allen emailed Glover on December 2, 2015, asking 
Glover to let him know when a meeting could be held on the pay issue.  Glover 
responded on December 2, 2015: 

Battalion Chief Allen, 

I have forwarded you concerns previously in the manner prescribed; 
however, there has been no formal response or movement to address the 
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issues that you have brought forth.  Although it was suggested that 
compensation issues be discussed with me, there appears to be no official 
process in place that will enable me to resolve them.  

Therefore, I will again forward your request so that you can perhaps 
meet with the parties who have the authority to adequately address your 
compensation.  I apologize for the delay in trying to get a resolution.   

Please let me know if you have any additional questions or concerns.  

(Exhibit XV-9: December 2, 2015, email from Glover to Allen, copies to 
Olson, Sisson, and Schmitt) 

By coincidence, one day later, Schmitt was informed that there was money 
available for pay increases to non-bargaining unit employees.  All City 
departments were informed in mid-October 2015 that there would be money 
available to provide pay increases to non-bargaining unit employees.  (Exhibit XV-
10: October 15, 2015 email from McClellan to Schmitt and Exhibit XV-11: 
October 15, 2015, email from Yvette McClellan to department heads and)   

Olson did not receive an apportionment from Schmitt, and, therefore, the 
first allocation of these additional funds, out of $14,200 allocated to the Fire 
Department, was to provide administrative employee Susan Cotton a 3% raise 
($1,087 including benefits).  Cotton’s last pay increase was in 2007.  (Exhibit XV-
12 and 13) When that information was relayed to Schmitt, Schmitt reported that he 
was never informed of the amount to allocate, making it impossible to make the 
allocation.  Schmitt was told he would be given one day to make an allocation to 
others in the department.   

Schmitt emailed the October 15, 2015, emails to Cotton early morning on 
December 4, 2015, and he worked with Cotton to make the allocation on 
December 4, 2015.  (Exhibit XV-14: December 4, 2015, 6:40 email from Schmitt 
to Cotton; Exhibit XV-15: December 4, 2015, 6:40 email from Schmitt to Cotton; 
Exhibit XV-16: December 4, 2015, 7:01 am email from Cotton to McClellan)  
Based on Schmitt telling Cotton how the pay increases would be allocated, Cotton 
sent a draft report allocating raises among the non-bargaining unit employees, with 
a 3% raise to Cotton, 2.5% raises to three battalion chiefs, 2.4% raises to the other 
two battalion chiefs and to Schmitt, and a 2.3% increase to Glover (due to Glover’s 
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higher pay, the largest dollar increase would be paid to Glover).    (Exhibit XV-17: 
December 4, 2015, 9:34 am email from Cotton to McClellan)   

The final submission from Cotton to McClellan on December 4, 2015, 
reflected a 3% raise to Cotton, 2.5% raises to four of the battalion chiefs, 2.4% 
raise to Battalion Chief Allen, 2.3% raise to Glover, and .91% raise to Schmitt.  
Based on a $14,200 amount to allocate, Schmitt puzzlingly left $1,283.30 of the 
available funds unallocated.  (Exhibit XV-18: December 4, 2015, 12:12 pm email 
from Schmitt to Olson and McClellan) 

Olson accepted Schmitt’s allocation with the exception of the .91% increase 
to Schmitt.  (Exhibit XV-19) Olson stated that he believed Schmitt’s existing pay 
was sufficient with no increase, and he decided not to pay Schmitt the maximum 
available in his pay range.  The .91% figure came from a maximum increase 
available to Schmitt because this was the top of his salary category.  This 
maximum existed because Schmitt never signed a written contract for employment 
with the City that would change his salary category.  Both Schmitt and Olson 
indicated it was a mystery to them both as to why Schmitt never signed a contract 
with the City.  An old memo from Schmitt to former Administrator Bill Reynolds 
states that “Coby offered a contract but the terms could not be agreed upon.”  
(Exhibit XV-20)  

Schmitt later complained in an EEOC charge of discrimination that Olson 
denied his .91% increase because Schmitt was white; because of Schmitt’s age; 
and because Schmitt had complained about Sisson harassing Glover because of 
Glover’s race.  According to Olson, Schmitt had told Olson that Glover thought 
Sisson was a racist based on 1) Glover’s pay increase request being denied; 2) 
Sisson’s interfering email with the Fire Apprenticeship Program; 3) Derek Streeter 
was not named City Employee of the Month; 4) Sisson said something about a 
nepotism issue concerning Glover’s brother-in-law taking a test for a promotion; 
and 5) Sisson did not act on the battalion chief pay Personnel Action forms that 
Glover signed.     

 As to why, when provided some additional available funding in December 
2015, Schmitt did not correct Hobb’s perceived pay discrepancy, Schmitt said this 
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was probably inadvertence on his part caused by the short time frame he had to get 
the pay increase requests to City Hall.  (Schmitt 277:6-14)  

 On December 16, 2015, Hobbs made an appeal to Sisson to increase his pay 
by about $2,800 to $73,000 so that Hobbs’ pay would come up to the level of the 
other battalion chiefs. Hobbs became an interim battalion chief in April 2014, for 
which he received a 10% pay increase in June 2014 effective to April 18, 2014.  
Subsequently, a separate “HIRE/PERSONNEL ACTION FORM” was prepared in 
July 2014 identifying Hobbs’ job class as Battalion Chief, with a hire date of July 
7, 2014, a pay rate of $73,000, and a comment that read in part: “Pay rate set per 
former City Administrator Bill Reynolds (all CO-4 Battalion Chief positions will 
start at $73,000).”  Sisson and Barker are identified in printed form as approvers on 
July 11, 2014.    

 On January 6, 2016, Sisson sent a memo to Schmitt denying Hobbs’ appeal 
of his pay.  Sisson concluded that Hobbs received the “standard” 10% pay increase 
when his duties expanded to battalion chief; Hobbs’ April 18, 2014, employment 
contract for the interim battalion chief position does not identify a specific pay 
amount and was signed after Bill Reynolds was no longer the City Administrator; 
no City Personnel Action forms have been processed to change Hobbs’ status from 
interim battalion chief; and Hobbs recently received a raise from the fire 
department in the amount requested by the Fire Department. (composite Exhibit 
XV-21)  

 Conclusions 

 Glover and Schmitt were informed by email from Sisson in May 2015 that 
the method to be used to request a pay increase from employees under contract was 
to request a meeting with City Hall, with the comment that typically such pay 
increases accompany a significant change in duties.  Instead of requesting a 
meeting, Glover and Schmitt had Personnel Action forms drafted and signed (by 
Glover), and sent those to HR.  The Personnel Action forms did not attach the 
justification for the proposed raises.  (Glover 289-15-21) Even then, neither Glover 
nor Schmitt requested a meeting as Sisson had advised.   

    For Sisson’s part, Sisson could have picked up the phone or emailed a 
question as to why he was receiving Personnel Actions for all of the battalion 
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chiefs, but Sisson simply ignored them.  The issue was discussed only in passing 
by a chance meeting of Glover and Sisson prior to the start of an awards ceremony. 
Sisson responded to Glover’s inquiry that he thought sending the Personnel 
Actions was a joke, which made Glover mad.  Glover’s August 28, 2015, email to 
Sisson two days later was unnecessarily insulting and extreme.  In his email, 
Glover described sending the Personnel Action forms “a simple request”, but that 
is inaccurate at best, with Glover never actually requesting a meeting.   

 I find that there is blame to go around to all on this issue.  Glover and 
Schmitt should have followed the process described by Sisson, as opposed to 
merely sending signed Personnel Action forms with no meeting request or even a 
phone call.  On seeing these Personnel Action forms, Sisson should have informed 
Glover and Schmitt that nothing would be done with them if he was going to do 
nothing with them.  Similarly, although his point was to say that sending a signed 
Personnel Action form was not the method he had told them follow, Sisson should 
not have called the act of sending him signed Personnel Action forms a “joke” 
before the awards meeting.  Glover and Schmitt then unnecessarily escalated the 
dispute by Glover sending an over-the-top insulting email to Sisson.  That this was 
seen by Glover and Schmitt as an opportunity to antagonize Sisson more than a 
comment on the substantive issue at hand is evidenced by the fact that neither 
Schmitt nor Glover followed up on the issue, and, when provided funds by the 
City, they made no attempt to reconcile the pay issue with Hobbs, particularly, or 
allocate even the remaining available funds to the battalion chiefs.  Schmitt 
attributed this failure to the short time frame of one day he said he had to allocate 
the additional funds for pay increases, and, on that issue, I find that Olson should 
have informed Schmitt of the amount of funds that could be allocated earlier.  
However, Schmitt sent his allocation figures to City Hall early in the day, and in so 
doing he knew that there was no attempt to bring Hobbs up to the other battalion 
chiefs, and no attempt to distribute the funds remaining that otherwise could have 
been distributed to these employees for pay increases.   

   This investigation makes no conclusions regarding whether the battalion 
chiefs should have received the 5% increases, or some other increase.   

 I do not find any evidence that Schmitt not receiving the .91% pay increase 
had anything to do with Schmitt being a white male, as other white males received 
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pay increases at this time, his age, or anything to do with Schmitt telling Olson that 
Glover thought Sisson was racist over the matters he identified.  (Exhibit XV-22) 
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XVI. Glover’s Request to Submit to Random Drug Test 

 A third-party vender selects who in the Fire Department is to be randomly 
drug tested using a computer program that randomizes persons originated by social 
security number.  The vender then notifies the City Nurse, who notifies the 
selected participants.      

On January 11, 2016, Assistant City Nurse Leigh McNair emailed Schmitt 
and directed Glover to go to the clinic.  Although not stated explicitly, this was for 
the purpose of a random drug test, as the third party vendor had randomly selected 
Glover.  McNair said during this investigation that there was nothing out of the 
ordinary about this selection.  Schmitt responded that Glover was out on leave that 
week.  (Exhibit XVI-1: January 11, 2016, email from Schmitt and McNair and 
from McNair to Schmitt) On January 19, 2016, McNair emailed Schmitt to ask if 
Glover had returned, and, if so, to have him report to the clinic.  (Exhibit XVI-2: 
January 19, 2016, email from McNair to Schmitt) Schmitt forwarded the email to 
Glover on the morning of January 20, 2016.  (January 20, 2016, 9:06 am email 
from Schmitt to Glover)  Shortly thereafter, Glover emailed McNair, copying 
Schmitt and Sisson, informing her that he was not a member of the bargaining unit, 
and asking if he was being ordered to report, and, if so, who was ordering him to 
appear and on what terms.  (Exhibit XVI-4: January 20, 2016, 9:34 am email from 
Glover to McNair)  At 10:21 am, Sisson replied to Glover’s email and instructed 
Glover that he was required to report to the clinic as a public safety employee and 
at the direction of the City Administrator, citing the City’s Drug Free Workplace 
policy.  (Exhibit XVI-5: January 20, 2016, email from Sisson to Glover and others) 
Glover reported to the clinic by 10:55 am and provided a specimen.   

 Glover considers that his being told to take a drug test was improper because 
the City should not have agreed with the union in the collective bargaining unit 
that the non-bargaining unit personnel would participate in random drug tests.  
Glover notes that Sisson’s email identified not the collective bargaining agreement, 
but the City’s Drug Free Workplace program.  Glover asked me whether the 
selection of his name was pulled from the City’s overall Drug Free Workplace 
program, or from a subset of firefighters.  Glover’s name was pulled by the third- 
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party vendor on a random basis from the subset of the other firefighters.  Thus, 
although Sisson identified to Glover the City’s overall drug testing program, 
Glover’s name was pulled from the firefighter subset.  Glover alleged that Sisson 
was behind his selection and that the request was not random.  However, this was a 
random selection by a third-party vendor.  (Exhibit XVI-6, 7, 8 and 9) Glover was 
the person to pull Sisson into the discussion when Glover copied Sisson on his 
email challenging his duty to take a drug test.    

 Sisson’s take on the situation was that this was another incident where 
Glover was unnecessarily obstructive or critical.   

 This investigation does not address the wisdom of the City agreeing to 
include all firefighters, up to and including the Fire Chief, in the random drug 
testing program.  The City agreed in its collective bargaining agreement to subject 
all firefighters to random drug testing, a fact of which Glover was aware, even 
though he disagreed with it.  The City may also drug test public safety employees 
under its overall Drug Free Workplace program.  Therefore, there was no basis for 
Glover to refuse the test, and he ultimately complied.  The drug test request was 
generated at random by a third-party vendor from the list of firefighters.  This was 
not an act of harassment by Sisson, and Glover ultimately cooperated. 
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XVII. Revision of HR Manual to Remove the Appeal Board for 
Disciplinary Action 

Glover raised the issue of the City’s revision of the HR Manual to change the 
disciplinary appeal process from a three panel personnel board to a process that 
provides for appeals to be processed through to HR and the City Administrator. 
This investigation does not address this decision.  Neither Schmitt nor Glover have 
been placed on discipline and as of this time have had no occasion to use any such 
process.       

The City maintains both a disciplinary and administrative appeal process, and, 
as discussed above, the City’s policies provide that any City employee may make 
good faith complaints, including complaints regarding discipline. In any event, any 
act by the City to remove or change any type of disciplinary appeals process would 
apply to all affected City employees, not merely to Glover or Schmitt.  The City 
provided an analysis and timeline of the decision to remove the previously existing 
disciplinary process for my informational purposes. The evidence shows that the 
amendments to the policy about which Glover complains were initiated on 
November 25, 2015.  (Exhibit XVII-1)       
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XVIII. Child Passenger Safety Car Seat Program 

 During the investigation, an additional issue arose regarding the Child 
Passenger Safety Car Seat Program.  This program was designed to assist persons 
in obtaining and installing child car seats by providing free child car seats and 
installation of child car seats by certified installers, similar to what other fire 
departments and entities have initiated, as well.  The program received a grant to 
help purchase a trailer, but was designed to be self-funding, with organizations 
taking donations from the public.   

 After Schmitt was placed on paid leave, Fire Department administrative 
employee Melinda Grogan informed Acting Fire Chief Allen that she had received 
donations for the program, and that she would normally give them to Schmitt, who 
would put them in the safe located within the Fire Department, but she did not 
know what to do with Schmitt absent.  The key/combination was obtained from 
Schmitt while he was on paid leave and the safe opened.  An accounting of the 
funds in the safe, and an assessment of the impropriety of handling money in this 
manner, was set forth in a separate memorandum prepared by City employee 
Mandy Bills. (Exhibit XVIII-1) In summary, the determination was made that the 
depositing of the funds in the safe indefinitely was a violation of City policies 
regarding the handling of funds.  There was more money, $1,546.68, in the safe 
than what an accompanying ledger indicated. Very stale, never deposited checks 
dating from 2012 were in the safe with the cash.  The program began accepting 
donations prior to the first entry in the ledger, where the first ledger entry was for 
placement into the safe on February 5, 2013.  The individual child car seat 
donation forms were collected from the Fire Department.  The totals from those 
forms account for roughly less than $4,900 in donations, with the dates of the 
donations extending prior to the first ledger entry.   According to Ms. Bills, the 
ledger book balance was $2,668.08, and the balance of cash and checks found in 
the safe was $4,214.76.  Taking into account the sole ledger entry for withdrawal 
of funds in the amount of $1,700 in January 2015, there appears to be more cash 
and checks in the safe than there are accounted for in the individual donation 
forms.      

 Only Schmitt and Glover had access to the safe.  Schmitt said Glover had no 
participation in donations for this program.  (Schmitt 232:17-19)  Schmitt 
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described himself as a “conduit of how they got in the safe.”  (Schmitt 232:20-25)  
Schmitt said he was aware of the stale checks in the safe, but deferred any 
questions about the money or checks to Allen, saying, “Again, I was just the 
conduit to place the checks and the cash in the safe when they were brought to me 
by Melinda [Grogan].” (Schmitt 233:1-14)   

 When shown the ledger, Schmitt said he believes Fire Department 
administration employees generated it, but later said he did not recall ever seeing it 
before.  (Schmitt 233:15- 234:21)  The ledger has Schmitt’s name on it for each 
entry up to the point he was placed on leave with pay.  (Schmitt 234:1-11)  Schmitt 
said, “I suspect that the donations was (sic) given to me for placement in the safe.”  
(Schmitt 234:12-15) 

 Schmitt said he never inquired as to the issue that cash was going into the 
safe and simply staying there, saying that the only expenditure of which Schmitt 
was aware was for recertification of car seat installers in 2015, which is reflected in 
the ledger.  (Schmitt 235:8-19)  Schmitt said he helped process this expenditure for 
recertification.  (Schmitt 236:1-9)   

 Schmitt deferred to Allen for questions as to why the donations were not 
placed into a financial account.  (Schmitt 236:10-25)  Schmitt did not recall 
whether he had any discussion with Allen about whether there was an account that 
the money should go into. (Schmitt 237:9-16)  Schmitt said he never spoke with 
anyone at City Hall about cash and checks going into the safe, and went on to say:  

“No. Again, it was the car seat program and non-City money and David 
Allen’s program.  I was just the conduit to place it in the safe.”  

 (Schmitt 237:20-22) 

 Schmitt denied he had any role in deciding what was to be done with the 
cash and checks in the safe.  Schmitt denied that there was any request for funds 
from the program other than the one time recertification of installers. (Schmitt 
238:4-14)  

   Schmitt said he did not recall a January 22, 2014 email from City Hall 
describing the procedures for when cash is collected, although he acknowledged he 
was a recipient on the email. (Schmitt 238:15-239:12) 
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 Schmitt said he does not remember giving any guidance to anyone in the 
Fire Department about the money in the safe.  Schmitt repeated the phrase that he 
was the “conduit by which money moved into secure storage of the safe.”  (Schmitt 
240:1-241:10)  

 I received conflicting statements from others as to their awareness of the 
stale checks and cash sitting in the safe.   Captain Gary Creel was the initiator of 
the program.  He said he let his certification for the program lapse in January 2016 
because of his discomfort with how Schmitt was controlling the program.  Creel 
expressed extreme discomfort with the idea that the public, and particularly those 
who donated to the program, had their donated cash simply sit in a safe and their 
checks simply placed into a safe never to be used for their intended purpose.  Both 
Creel and Allen said that Schmitt controlled the deposit and disbursement of funds 
for the program.  Allen cited Schmitt’s denial to allow funds to be used to provide 
lunch to those involved in a car seat installation event, resulting in Allen footing 
the bill from his personal funds.  Creel cited both Schmitt’s denial to allow 
program funds to support car seat installation events and Schmitt’s denial to allow 
Creel to use funds from the program to attend a conference devoted to the 
administration of these programs.  Grogan also expressed discomfort in how the 
cash and checks were simply being placed in the safe, as well.   

Schmitt’s repeated claim that he was merely a “conduit” is not credible.  
When requests for funds for the program were requested from Schmitt by Creel 
and Allen, Schmitt denied those requests.  Schmitt and Glover were the only ones 
with access to the safe.  Schmitt’s name is the only name on each of the ledger 
entries.  Schmitt’s describing the funds as “non-City” funds and were therefore 
properly kept in the Fire Department safe furthers the evidence that it was his 
decision to leave the cash and checks in the safe.  Grogan, Allen, and Creel were 
clearly not in control of how these monies were treated.  Schmitt’s attempting to 
blame Allen for his own poor judgment regarding the funds is not supported by the 
evidence.  Furthermore, Schmitt, not Allen, wrote a letter to the Traffic Safety 
Administrator on November 10, 2015, regarding the program.  (Exhibit XVI-2) 
Clearly, Schmitt was not merely a “conduit” for placing the money into the safe.  
As noted above in this report, Schmitt is the Interim Fire Chief who operates the 
Fire Department under an extreme view of chain of command and with a stated 
belief that he should be able to demote someone simply for criticizing him.  Under 






