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ISSUE

Whether the City of Ramsey had just cause under the contract to impose the written reprimand dated 

July 12, 2018, and, if not, what should be the remedy?



FACTS

The grievant, Sergeant Gary Voit, received a written reprimand dated July 12, 2018. This reprimand 

was given to Sgt. Voit for his actions on May 13, 2018, at a roll call meeting. A roll call meeting occurs 

at shift change. It is an opportunity for officers coming off a shift to brief officers coming on about 

what has occurred during their shift that the oncoming officers need to know about.  It is also an 

opportunity to address matters of general concern to the officers present.  At the meeting on the 

morning of May 13, 2018, Sgt. Voit took the opportunity to address concerns he had about report 

writing errors made by uniformed staff. The evening before he had written on the white board in the 

room where roll call meetings were held, two example of an error made in report writing.  The error 

was the use of the word “pass” instead of “past” The examples was “driving pass the scale”,

 and “driving pass the residence”.  He also wrote a reference to the “green bean analogy, which is a 

reference to misuse of singular and/or plural. These writings were on the board  during the roll call 

meeting the evening of May 12, but were not addressed at that meeting. Sgt. Voit was not at the May 12

meeting. 

At the May 13, meeting, conducted by Sgt. Voit, he announced that “he was going to give an English 

lesson”  He then proceeded to explain the difference between the word “pass” and the word “past”, and 

go through the examples written on the white board.  There was some laughter at the meeting, by Sgt. 

Voit when he was talking about the errors, and by Sgt. Curtis, who acknowledged that two of the errors 

were his. At the close of the meeting, Sgt. Voit identified Officer A as the author of the other error. A 

partial audio recording of this meeting was made by Officer A, and a partial video recording was made 

by Officer Elliot. In his testimony Office Elliot stated no one asked him to do the video. 

Following this meeting, Officer A filed a complaint about his treatment by Sgt Voit, alleging, among 

other things, that Sgt. Voit's behavior in identifying him as the author of one of the errors addressed at 

the May 13 meeting was an instance of harassment in violation of the City of Ramsey policy on 

workplace behavior.  In response, the City hired an outside investigator to investigate Officer A's 

claims.  The investigator concluded that Sgt. Voit had violated the City's code of conduct, by 

identifying Officer A in front of others as the author of one of the errors. The investigator further 

concluded that by identifying Officer A, Sgt Voit “belittled” him. These conclusions informed the 

employer's decision to issue the written reprimand to Sgt. Voit.  

Some of the background information viewed by the parties as relevant to this grievance, and presented 



at the hearing, included 1) the importance of accurate, well written reports to Sgt. Voit, and to effective 

police work,  2) that Officer A had been diagnosed with dyslexia, and that this had been communicated 

to Sgt Voit, and 3) that Sgt. Voit had worked with Officer A in the past to help him improve his report 

writing.

Sgt. Voit clearly is committed to insuring that all reports by those he supervises, and by himself, are 

accurate and well written. In his testimony he talked about his own training in the importance of report 

writing, and that a former supervisor had told him early in his police career that the pen was the most 

important tool in fighting crime. Sgt. Voit said the importance of good report writing was “drilled into 

his head”.  Sgt. Voit holds himself and his subordinates to a high standard, and for good reason, as he 

described.

Officer A has struggled with report writing. According to his own testimony he has problems with both 

reading and writing. When reading he is slow and struggles with comprehension. He mixes up similar 

words. He has trouble using correct grammer.  Sgt. Voit described the greater amount of time he spends

addressing the errors in Officer A's reports, compared with the reports of others. He admits to being 

frustrated with Officer A's report writing.  Officer A testified that he was diagnosed as having dyslexia 

in February 2018. He communicated this diagnosis to Chief Katers, and to Human Resources.  Captain 

Frankfurth in turn communicated this diagnosis in a confidential memo to relevant supervisors, 

including Sgt. Voit, in February 2018.  This memo stated that:

 

“people with dyslexia have trouble reading accurately and fluently. They may also have trouble 
with reading comprehension, spelling and writing.  What this means for us in in approving 
reports from [Officer A] is he may see his reports missing a word in a sentence, or words may 
be out of order. If it is a minor thing like missing a word or a couple of words are out of order, 
just make the correction. If the report is missing key components, or there are numerous errors, 
please print the report, and write corrections on the report. Return the report to [Officer A] so he
can make corrections”

Following this communication, there was a meeting in March or April of 2018  attended by Sgt. Voit, 

where Officer A's dyslexia was one of the topics mentioned.

Both before and after the diagnosis was communicated to him, Sgt. Voit had worked with Officer A to 

help him improve his reports. These efforts are documented in performance appraisals given to Officer 

A for years prior to 2018,  and in the testimony of both Officer A and Sgt. Voit.  Both have put diligent 



effort into improving Officer A's report writing skills.  This included Sgt. Voit advising Officer A about 

a computer program, called “Grammerly” that might assist officer A in improving his reports.

EMPLOYER POSITION

The employer takes the position that it is wrong for a supervisor to correct a subordinate's work in 

public, as a matter of appropriate supervisory practice.  Correction should be done in private.  The 

testimony of Sergeant Curtis, of Captain Frankfurth, and of Chief Katers all support this view. In 

addition, the employer contends that Sgt Voit's identification of Officer A as the author of the mistake, 

in front of others, violates the City's policy on conduct in the workplace, section 7.1, which prohibits 

“belittling others”, or conduct that “has an adverse impact on the functioning of one or more city 

employees”.   The employer further states that, having been advised of Officer A's dyslexia, and 

knowing already that Officer A struggled with report writing, Sgt. Voit should have known that Officer 

A would be adversely affected by having his error publicly identified.

UNION POSITION

 The Union contends that Sgt. Voit did not violate the policy because he did not intend to belittle 

Officer A.  The Union also argues that since the memo from Captain Frankfurth regarding Officer A's 

dyslexia didn't specifically identify using the wrong word as a possible result of dyslexia, there was no 

reason for Sgt. Voit to think that it was related to Officer A's dyslexia.  Further,  the Union draws an 

analogy between “belittling” and sexual harassment, and asserts that because Sgt. Voit's conduct wasn't 

repeated, it wasn't belittling. The Union also argues that the investigation of Officer A's complaint was 

too flawed to be appropriate. The Union also contends that even if Sgt. Voit's behavior was incorrect, it 

was so minor that he should just have been talked to about it, rather than formally disciplined. 

DISCUSSION

I disagree with the Union's contention that the investigation of Officer A's complaint was so flawed as 

to void any discipline decisions resulting from it.  The department hired a qualified outside investigator

who, based on my judgement of the evidence, investigated thoroughly.  Her conclusions were reviewed

by management before any decision was made. The investigation was acceptably competent..  As for 

the department's decision, it is generally accepted in this police department that correcting a 



subordinate's behavior should be done in private. And up until this time, Sgt. Voit did address 

performance issues with Officer A in private. Sgt. Voit knew or should have known that correcting  a 

subordinate's behavior in private is an expectation in this police department.    It is also clear to me that 

Sgt Voit's behavior did violate Section 7.1 of the policy on workplace behavior.  Officer A was belittled.

I find no definition of “belittle” requiring or suggesting that it must involve repeated behavior. And it 

did have an adverse impact on Officer A, as his testimony confirms. There is no requirement for intent 

in the policy.  And the adverse impact was forseeable.  Sgt Voit knew or should have known that 

Officer A was extremely sensitive about his report writing difficulties, irrespective of his diagnosis of 

dyslexia. I conclude that Sgt Voit behaved inappropriately in publicly identifying Officer A as the 

author of one of the errors. The Union points out in its brief that Sgt. Curtis also made errors, and that 

he was recorded chuckling at the May 13 meeting. I don't find that to be relevant. Sgt Curtis didn't 

publicly identify Officer A as the author of the error.

The next issue to address is whether or not Sgt. Voit's behavior, though incorrect, warranted a written 

reprimand.  Clearly Sgt Voit was legitimately concerned about the quality of officers reports, and 

legitimately frustrated. Also there was nothing wrong with addressing report quality in a roll call 

meeting. It makes sense to take advantage of a time when staff are already gathered together.  But that's

not what Sgt. Voit was disciplined for.  He was disciplined solely for publicly identifying Officer A as 

the author of an error.  And he didn't have to do it. In his own testimony he stated that he had made his 

point about the errors before he identified Officer A.   I conclude that Sgt. Voit's act was contrary to 

accepted supervisory practice in the department, violated the policy, was forseeably harmful to Officer 

A, and was unnecessary.  Sergeant Voit is a highly competent, experienced, and dedicated police officer

and supervisor, who made a significant error in supervisory practice, that also violated a written policy, 

and caused forseeable harm. A written reprimand is a fair consequence for that error.

AWARD

The grievance is denied.

John W. Johnson, Arbitrator January 4, 2019


