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l. Brief Summary 
 

On July 2, 2020, the Oregon Department of Justice (DOJ) hired me, Lori Watson of Watson Law 

Workplace Investigations, LLC, to conduct an impartial investigation of the June 29, 2020 written 

allegations of  Senior Assistant Attorney General Heather VanMeter, who had worked in the DOJ 

Trial Division, Civil Litigation Unit, since April 12, 2012.  

In VanMeter’s written complaint and interview for this investigation, she alleged that each of the 

individuals identified below, violated State HR Policy No. 50.010.01, Discrimination and 

Harassment Free Workplace (Effective 09/14/2020), (Discrimination and Harassment Free 

Workplace Policy), by engaging in sexual harassment/quid pro quo/gender discrimination, 

FMLA/OFLA discrimination, and/or whistleblower retaliation. 

• Steve Lippold, Chief Trial Counsel 

• Marc Abrams, Assistant Attorney in Charge, Employment 

• Leslie Anderson, former Human Resources Generalist  

• Shari Higgins, Senior Human Resources Business Partner 

• Angie Sifuentez, Deputy Human Resources Director 

The specific allegations VanMeter made against each of these individuals, and the findings 

regarding each of those allegations are provided below: 

 

A. Steve Lippold: Hired on 4/23/2012; promoted on 05/01/2014 to Chief Trial Counsel. 

Lippold is the supervisor of, Ken Crowley, Assistant Attorney in Charge of the Civil 

Litigation Unit (and others). Crowley was the direct supervisor of VanMeter.  

VanMeter complained that Steve Lippold violated the State’s Discrimination and Harassment 

Free Workplace Policy, by engaging in the following behaviors: 

1. On numerous occasions, while serving as Chief Trial Counsel, Lippold ignored and did 

not listen to female trial attorneys in meetings but acknowledged and praised the 

contributions and input of male attorneys. 

2. After Lippold met with Human Resources on August 1, 2017, about VanMeter’s July 

29. 2017 complaint, Lippold went into VanMeter’s office, angry and red-faced, and 

closed her door. Lippold then confronted and berated VanMeter about having 

expressed her concerns to Human Resources.  

3. Due to Lippold’s concerns that VanMeter had heavy parental responsibilities as a 

single mother, and/or because she had an upcoming FMLA/OFLA leave, she was not 
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selected for the Special Litigation Unit (SLU) position, for which she interviewed in 

March 2020. 

4. Lippold discouraged VanMeter from applying for a SLU position that was posted in 

June 2020, because she had heavy parental responsibilities as a single mother. 

5. Nearly all if not all Lippold's hiring decisions except for Honors Attorneys (which is a 

separate process) involved Lippold hiring male trial attorneys. 

6. In or around June 2020, Lippold actively talked with section managers, discouraging 

them from putting her on trials because he believed that as a working mother, she 

should be tending to her childcare responsibilities. 

Findings:  

• Allegations 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were found to not be substantiated by a preponderance 

of the evidence. 

• Allegation 2 was found to be substantiated by a preponderance of the evidence. 

 

 

B. Marc Abrams: Hired on 10/21/2002; promoted, on 10/17/2014, to Assistant Attorney in 

Charge for employment cases within the Trial Division. Like VanMeter, Abrams’ 

supervisor is Ken Crowley. As Assistant Attorney in Charge for employment cases, 

Abrams’ primary work is as a trial attorney. However, he also has administrative 

responsibilities regarding employment cases for the Trial Division. These duties include 

working with Crowley to assign new employment cases to attorneys in the unit, tracking 

the progress of employment cases, and mentoring attorneys in employment law, one of 

his areas of expertise. 

In VanMeter’s complaint, she alleged that Marc Abrams violated the State’s Discrimination and 

Harassment Free Workplace Policy, by engaging in the following behaviors: 

1. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter, on her lips, while in her car, on or about August 3, 

2017. 

2. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter, on her lips, while at her Lake Oswego home, in or 

around October 2019. 

3. Abrams influenced his supervisor, Crowley, to get himself assigned as second chair to 

VanMeter, for a March 2020 trial, in order to spend more time with VanMeter. 

Findings:  

• Each of the allegations (1, 2 and 3)  were found to not be substantiated by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 
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C. DOJ Human Resources 

VanMeter’s complaints also included the following: 

1. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate 

complaints VanMeter made to her on July 31, 2017.  

 

2. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate 

VanMeter’s August 2, 2017 complaint about Lippold retaliating against her. 

 

3. Human Resources employees, Senior Human Resources Business Partner Shari 

Higgins and/or Deputy Human Resources Director Angie Sifuentez retaliated 

against VanMeter for making her June 29, 2020 written complaint by; a) failing to 

provide her with information she requested regarding her paid leave accruals, 

and; b) requiring her to provide a medical note, or apply and get approval for 

FMLA/OFLA leave, in order to use her accrued sick leave as she separated from 

employment with the DOJ. 

Findings: 

• Allegations (1, and 3)  were found to not be substantiated by a preponderance of 

the evidence. 

• Allegation 2 was found to be substantiated by a preponderance of the evidence.  
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II.  Scope of Investigation & Evidentiary Standard 
 

Scope of Investigation: 

1. Investigate allegations made by Senior Assistant Attorney General, Heather Van Meter. 

VanMeter’s allegations were documented in a written complaint dated June 29, 2020, as 

“sexual harassment/quid pro quo, gender discrimination, FMLA/OFLA discrimination, 

[and] whistleblower retaliation,” by Steve Lippold, Chief Trial Counsel and Marc Abrams, 

Assistant Attorney in Charge, Employment. 

VanMeter’s written complaint also alleged that (former employee) Human Resources 

Generalist, Leslie Anderson; 1)  failed to investigate each of the complaints she raised 

when they met on July 31, 2017; and 2) failed to investigate the retaliation complaint 

VanMeter raised on August 2, 2017. 

2. Investigate allegations made by VanMeter during her initial interview for this 

investigation. During that interview, VanMeter alleged that Department of Justice Human 

Resources employees, Angie Sifuentez, Deputy Human Resources Director; and Shari 

Higgins, Senior Human Resources Business Partner, retaliated against her for filing the 

June 29, 2020 written complaint against Lippold and Abrams by; 1) requiring her to 

provide a medical note prior to using her sick leave, when this had never been required 

of her before; and 2) failing to provide her with information she requested regarding her 

current and future accrued leave balances. 

 

Evidentiary Standard: 

A preponderance of the evidence (more likely than not). 
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III. Manner of Investigation 
 

Document and Media Review 

A variety of evidence was reviewed as part of this investigation. This included but was not 

limited to:  

State and Department of Justice policies, Human Resources records, recruitment and selection 

documents, printed copies of email communications, text messages, phone records, and photos. 

 

Interviews 

Original interviews of the individuals listed below were conducted by virtual meeting, or phone, 

between August 3, 2020 and October 13, 2020: 

 

Complainant 
 

Heather VanMeter 

Senior Associate Attorney General, Trial Division, Civil Litigation Section 

 

 

Respondents 
 

1. Steve Lippold 

Chief Trial Counsel, Trial Division 

 

2. Marc Abrams 

Senior Assistant Attorney in Charge, Civil Litigation Section, Employment 

 

3. Leslie Anderson (Not Interviewed) 

Former Human Resources Generalist 

 

4. Angie Sifuentez 

Deputy Human Resources Director 

 

5. Shari Higgins 

Senior Human Resources Business Partner 

 

 

Witnesses  - Department of Justice, Trial Division 

1. Erin Bennett 

Assistant Attorney General, Criminal and Collateral Remedies Litigation 
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2. Kristen Boyd 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Criminal and Collateral Remedies Litigation 

3. Elleanor Chin 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

4. Ken Crowley 

Assistant Attorney in Charge, Civil Litigation 

 

5. Jeanne N DeFever 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation  

6. Nina Englander 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Special Litigation 

7. Maria Alves Fredrickson 

Legal Secretary, Support Administration 

8. Andrew Hallman 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

9. Craig Johnson 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

10. Jennifer Lebelle 

 Investigator 3, Investigations 

11. Jennifer Pellatier 

Paralegal 

12. Tamara Peterson 

Paralegal 

13. Dirk Pierson 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

14. Sheila Potter 

Deputy Chief Trial Counsel, Administration 

15. Tracy Powers 

Paralegal 

16. Lucille Sage 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Criminal & Collateral Remedies Litigation 
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17. Jessica Spooner 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

18. Shannon Vincent 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

19. Tracy White 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, Civil Litigation 

 

Witnesses – Department of Justice, General Counsel Division 

 

1. Stacy Posegate 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, General Counsel Division 

2. Renee Steinman 

Chief Counsel, General Counsel Division 

3. Tessa Sugahara 

Attorney in Charge, Labor and Employment, General Counsel 

 

Witnesses – Other 

 

1. Caroline Burnell 

Manager, Dpt. of Human Services, Legal Affairs Manager, Chiefs Administrative Office 

2. Joellyn Close-Schibig 

Operations & Policy Analyst 2, Information Services 

3. Ellen Hewitt, former employee 

Department of Administrative Services, Enterprise Goods & Services, State Risk Manager 

4. Shelly Hoffman 

Department of Administrative Services, Enterprise Goods & Services, State Risk Manager 

5. Carolyn Kendrick 

Principal Executive/Manager A, Management Assistant, Deputy Administration 

6. Chris Melgard 

Investigator 3, Civil Enforcement, Financial Fraud/Consumer Protection Enforcement Staff 
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7. Dawn Nicholas 

Department of Administrative Services, Employment Claims Specialist 

 

Individuals Not Interviewed 

1. Leslie Anderson 

Former Department of Justice Human Resources Employee 

• Declined request to be interviewed 

 

2. Bob Koreski 

Former Department of Justice Human Resources Director 

• Did not respond to request for interview.  
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IV. Relevant Policies & Collective Bargaining Agreement Articles 
 

State HR Policy 

 

SUBJECT:    Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace  

NUMBER:  50.010.01 

 

DIVISION:  Chief Human Resources Office  

EFFECTIVE DATE: 09/14/2020  

APPROVED:   Signature on file with the Chief Human Resources Office  

 

POLICY STATEMENT:   

Oregon state government as an employer is committed to a discrimination and 
harassment free work environment. This policy outlines types of prohibited 
conduct and procedures for reporting and investigating prohibited conduct. 

AUTHORITY:  

ORS 174.100, 240.086(1); 240.145(3); 240.250; 240.316(4); 240.321; 240.555; 
240.560; SB 726 (2019; to be added to ORS 659A), SB 479 (2019; to be added 
to ORS 243); 659A.029; 659A.030, 659A.082 and 659A.112; Title VII; Civil 
Rights Act of 1964; Executive Order EO-93-05; Rehabilitation Act of 1973; 
Employment Act of 1967; Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; and 29 CFR 
§37. 

APPLICABILITY:   

All employees, including limited duration and temporary employees, board 
and commission members, elected officials, volunteers, interns, others 
working in an agency, and prospective employees unless this policy conflicts 
with an applicable collective bargaining agreement. 

 

ATTACHMENTS:   None 

 

DEFINITIONS:    Also refer to State HR Policy 10.000.01, Definitions 

Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA): A written agreement between 
Oregon state government (Department of Administrative Services) and a labor 
union. 

References to CBAs contained in this policy are applicable only to employees 
covered by a CBA. 

Complainant: A person (or persons) allegedly subjected to, or who witnessed 
or observed discrimination, workplace harassment or sexual harassment and 
who files a complaint with their immediate supervisor, another manager, or 
the agency, board, or commission human resources section, executive 
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director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human Resources Office. 

Contractor: An individual or business with whom Oregon state government 
has entered into an agreement or contract to provide goods or services. 
Qualified rehabilitation facilities who by contract provide temporary workers 
to state agencies are considered contractors. Contractors are not subject to 
ORS 240 but must comply with all federal and state laws. 

Designated individual: An individual designated by the agency who is 
responsible for receiving reports of discrimination, harassment or sexual 
assault. 

Discrimination: Making employment decisions related to hiring, firing, 
transferring, promoting, demoting, benefits, compensation, and other terms 
and conditions of employment, based on or because of an employee’s 
protected class status. (See also Workplace Harassment.) 

Employee: Any person employed by the state in one of the following 
capacities: management service, unclassified executive service, unclassified or 
classified unrepresented service, unclassified or classified represented service, 
or represented or unrepresented temporary service. This definition includes 
board and commission members, and individuals who volunteer their services 
to state government. 

Higher Standard: Applies to managers and supervisors. Managers/supervisors 
are held to a higher standard and are expected to be proactive in creating and 
maintaining a discrimination and harassment free workplace. 
Managers/supervisors must exercise appropriate measures to prevent and 
promptly correct any discrimination, workplace harassment or sexual 
harassment they know about or should know about. 

Non-disclosure agreement: An agreement between the employer and 
employee not to disclose information related to complaints or personnel 
actions related to violations of the Statewide Discrimination and Harassment 
Free Workplace policy. 

Non-disparagement agreement: An agreement between the employer and 
employee not to make negative statements about the other related to 
complaints or personnel actions related to violations of State HR Policy 
50.010.01 (Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace). 

Manager/Supervisor: Those who supervise or have authority or influence to 
affect employment decisions. 

Protected Class Under Federal Law: Race; color; national origin; sex (includes 
pregnancy- related conditions); religion; age (40 and older); disability; sexual 
orientation; a person who uses leave covered by the Federal Family and 
Medical Leave Act; a person who uses military leave; a person who associates 
with a protected class; a person who opposes unlawful employment practices, 
files a complaint or testifies about violations or possible violations; and any 
other protected class as defined by federal law. 

Protected Class Under Oregon State Law: All federally protected classes, plus: 
age (18 and older); physical or mental disability; injured worker; a person who 
uses leave covered by the Oregon Family Leave Act; marital status; family 
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relationship; whistleblower; expunged juvenile record; and any other 
protected class as defined by state law. 

Sexual Harassment: Sexual harassment is unwelcome, unwanted or offensive 
sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other verbal or physical 
conduct of a sexual nature when: 

(1) Submission to such conduct is made either explicitly or implicitly a 
term or condition of the individual’s employment, or is used as a basis 
for any employment decision (granting leave requests, promotion, 
favorable performance appraisal, etc.); or 

(2) Such conduct is unwelcome, unwanted or offensive and has the 
purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an individual’s work 
performance or creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive working 
environment. 

Examples of sexual harassment include but are not limited to: unwelcome, 
unwanted or offensive touching or physical contact of a sexual nature, such as 
closeness, impeding or blocking movement, assaulting or pinching; gestures; 
innuendoes; teasing, jokes, and other sexual talk; intimate inquiries; persistent 
unwanted courting; sexist put-downs or insults; epithets; slurs; or derogatory 
comments. (See also Workplace Harassment.) 

Sexual assault: Unwanted conduct of a sexual nature that is inflicted upon a 
person or compelled through the use of physical force, manipulation, threat or 
intimidation; or a sexual offense has been threatened or committed as 
described in ORS 163.305 to 163.467 or 163.525. (See also Workplace 
Harassment.) 

Sexual Orientation under Oregon State Law: An individual’s actual or 
perceived heterosexuality, homosexuality, bisexuality or gender identity, 
regardless of whether the individual’s gender identity, appearance, expression 
or behavior differs from that traditionally associated with the individual’s sex 
at birth. 

Workplace Harassment: Conduct that constitutes discrimination prohibited by 
ORS 659A.030, including conduct that constitutes sexual assault or that is 
prohibited by ORS 659A.082 or 659A.112. 

Workplace Intimidation: Unwelcome, unwanted or offensive conduct based 
on or because of an employee’s protected class status. 

Workplace intimidation may occur between a manager/supervisor and a 
subordinate, between employees, and among non-employees who have 
business contact with employees. A complainant does not have to be the 
person harassed, but could be a person affected by the offensive conduct. 

Examples of intimidation include, but are not limited to, derogatory remarks, 
slurs and jokes about a person’s protected class status. 

Volunteer: Any individual who is performing work on behalf of Oregon state 
government or a state agency and is not paid for their service. This may 
include interns, externs and other categories of unpaid workers. 
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POLICY: 

Oregon state government is committed to a discrimination, harassment, and intimidation free work 
environment. This policy outlines types of prohibited conduct and procedures for reporting and 
investigating prohibited conduct. 

(1) Workplace Harassment (Discrimination), Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, and Workplace 
Intimidation. Oregon state government provides a work environment free from workplace 
harassment (unlawful discrimination) or workplace intimidation based on or because of an 
employee’s protected class status. Additionally, Oregon state government provides a work 
environment free from sexual harassment. Employees at every level of the organization, 
including state temporary employees and volunteers, must conduct themselves in a business-like 
and professional manner at all times and not engage in any form of discrimination, workplace 
harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual assault, or sexual harassment. 

(2) Higher Standard. Managers/supervisors are held to a higher standard and are expected to be 
proactive in creating and maintaining a discrimination and harassment free workplace. 
Managers/supervisors must exercise appropriate measures to prevent and promptly correct any 
discrimination, workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual assault, or sexual 
harassment they know about or should know about. 

(3) Designated Individual. Each agency shall designate an individual and an alternate who are 
responsible for receiving reports of prohibited conduct under this policy (discrimination, 
workplace harassment, sexual harassment, sexual assault, workplace intimidation or 
employment or settlement agreements containing prohibited provisions) occurring within the 
agency. Each agency must notify employees of who the agency designated individual and 
alternate are any time it is required to provide a copy of the Discrimination and Harassment Free 
Workplace policy to employees under this policy or whenever a new designated individual or 
alternate is selected. Agencies must inform the DAS Chief Human Resources Office (CHRO) who 
the agency has selected as the designated individual and alternate. CHRO will maintain a list of 
these individuals. 

(4) Reporting. Anyone who is subject to or aware of what they believe to be discrimination, 
workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual harassment, sexual assault, or related 
employment or settlement agreements containing prohibited provisions should report that 
behavior to the designated individual or alternate. 

Those individuals making a report of what they believe to be discrimination, workplace 
harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual harassment or sexual assault may also report that 
behavior to their immediate supervisor, another manager, or the agency, board, or commission 
human resources section, executive director, chair, or DAS CHRO. 

A report of discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual harassment, workplace intimidation, or 
sexual assault is considered a complaint. Any supervisor or manager, or the agency, board, or 
commission human resources section, executive director, or chair receiving a complaint should 
promptly notify the agency’s designated individual or alternate. 

Upon receipt of a report of prohibited discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual harassment, 
workplace intimidation, or sexual assault, the designated individual or alternate shall provide a 
copy of this policy to the employee. The designated individual and alternate shall maintain 
appropriate records of all complaints. 

(a)  A complaint may be made orally or in writing. 

(b)  An oral or written complaint should contain the following: 
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(A)  The name of the complainant and the name of the person that was subjected to 
the discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual harassment, workplace intimidation, 
or sexual assault if they are not the same person. 

(B)  The names of all parties involved, including witnesses. 

(C)  A specific and detailed description of the conduct or action the employee believes 
constitutes discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual harassment, workplace 
intimidation or sexual assault; 

(D)  The date or time period in which the alleged conduct occurred. 

(E)  A description of the desired remedy. 

(c)  A report should be made to the designated individual within five (5) years of the occurrence; 
however, failure to report within five years does not remove the agency’s responsibility for 
coordinating and conducting an investigation. 

(5) Other Reporting Options. 

(1) Nothing in this policy prevents any person from filing a formal grievance in accordance with a 
CBA; a formal complaint with the Bureau of Labor and Industries (BOLI) or the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC); or if applicable, the U.S. Department of Labor 
(USDOL) Civil Rights Center. However, some CBAs require an employee to choose between 
the complaint procedure outlined in the CBA and filing a BOLI or EEOC complaint. 

(2) A complaint filed with BOLI alleging an unlawful employment practice as described in ORS 
659A.030, 659A.082 to 659A.865, 659A.112 or section 2 of SB726 (2019) must be filed no 
later than five years after the occurrence of the alleged unlawful employment practice. 

(3) Nothing in this policy prevents any person from seeking remedy under any other available 
law, whether civil or criminal. 

(4) An employee or claimant must provide advance notice of claim against the employer as 
required by ORS 30.275. 

(6) Filing a report with the U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL) Civil Rights Center. An employee 
whose agency receives federal financial assistance from the U.S. Department of Labor under the 
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, Mine Safety and Health Administration, Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, or Veterans’ Employment and Training Service, may file a 
complaint with the State of Oregon Equal Opportunity Officer or directly through the USDOL Civil 
Rights Center. The complaint must be written, signed and filed within 180 days of when the 
alleged discrimination or harassment occurred. 

(7) Investigation. The agency designated individual or alternate will notify the agency, board, or 
commission human resources section, executive director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human 
Resources Office as applicable, to coordinate and conduct, or delegate responsibility for 
coordinating and conducting, an investigation. 

(a) All complaints will be taken seriously and an investigation will be initiated as quickly as 
possible. 

(b) The agency, board or commission may need to take steps to ensure employees are protected 
from further potential discrimination or harassment. 

(c) To the extent possible, the agency will handle complaints in a discreet and confidential 
manner. 

(d) All parties are expected to cooperate with the investigation and keep information regarding 
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the investigation confidential. 

(e) The agency, board, or commission will notify the accused and all witnesses that retaliating 
against a person for making a report of discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual 
harassment, workplace intimidation or sexual assault will not be tolerated. 

(f) The agency, board, or commission will notify the complainant and the accused when the 
investigation is concluded. 

(g) Immediate and appropriate action will be taken if a complaint is substantiated. 

(h) The agency, board, or commission will inform the complainant if any part of a complaint is 
substantiated and action has been taken. The complainant will not be given the specifics of 
the action. 

(i) The complainant and the accused will be notified by the agency, board, or commission if a 
complaint is not substantiated. 

(j) Unless the victim has signed a waiver of the employer’s responsibility to conduct follow up 
contacts with the victim, the employer shall follow up with the victim of the alleged 
workplace harassment once every three months for the 12 (twelve) calendar months 
following the date on which the employer received a report of workplace harassment to 
determine whether the alleged harassment has stopped or if the victim has experienced 
retaliation. 

(8) Documentation. 

(A) Any of the individuals or entities outlined in (1)(4) that receive reports of discrimination, 
workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual harassment, sexual assault, or related 
employment or settlement agreements containing prohibited provisions must document 
such reports. 

(B) Any supervisor, manager or employee who observes or experiences what they believe to be 
incidents of discrimination, workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual 
harassment, or sexual assault should also document such incidents. 

(C) Agencies must maintain records of workplace harassment including; 

i. The date of the incident. 
ii. The date the complaint was received by the designated individual or alternate. 

iii. The dates the investigation was started and closed. 
iv. The investigation report. 
v. The outcome of the investigation and any actions taken by the agency. 

vi. The dates the agency followed up with the victim, or a signed waiver of the 
employer’s responsibility to conduct follow up contacts with the victim. 
 

(9)  Penalties. Conduct in violation of this policy will not be tolerated. 

(a) Employees engaging in conduct in violation of this policy may be subject to disciplinary 
action up to and including dismissal. 

(b) State temporary employees and volunteers who engage in conduct that violates this policy 
may be subject to termination of their working or volunteer relationship with the agency, 
board, or commission.  

(c) An agency, board, or commission may be liable for discrimination, workplace harassment, 
sexual harassment, workplace intimidation or sexual assault if it knows of or should know 
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of conduct in violation of this policy and fails to take prompt, appropriate action. 

(d) Managers and supervisors who know or should know of conduct in violation of this policy 
and who fail to report such behavior or fail to take prompt, appropriate action may be 
subject to disciplinary action up to and including dismissal. 

(10)  Prohibited employment or settlement agreements. 

(A) Agencies may not require, coerce, or enter into an agreement with an employee or 
prospective employee, as a condition of employment, continued employment, promotion, 
compensation or the receipt of benefits, that contains a nondisclosure provision, a non-
disparagement provision or any other provision that has the purpose or effect of preventing 
the employee from disclosing or discussing conduct that: 

i. Constitutes discrimination prohibited by ORS 659A.030, including conduct that 
constitutes sexual assault; or 

ii. Constitutes discrimination prohibited by ORS 659A.082 or 659A.112; and (b)(A) 
that occurred between employees or between an employer and an employee in 
the workplace or at a work-related event that is off the employment premises and 
coordinated by or through the employer; or 

iii. Occurred between an employer and an employee off the employment premises. 

(B) Exceptions: 

i. An agency may enter into a settlement, separation or severance agreement that 
includes one or more of the following, only when an employee claiming to be 
aggrieved by conduct described under section (10)(A) of this policy requests to 
enter into the agreement: 

1. A provision described in section (10)(A) of this policy, 

2. A provision that prevents the disclosure of factual information relating to a 
claim of discrimination or conduct that constitutes sexual assault; or 

3. A no-rehire provision that prohibits the employee from seeking re-
employment with the employer as a term or condition of the agreement. 

ii. An agreement entered into under subsection (i) of this section must provide the 
employee at least seven days after executing the agreement to revoke the 
agreement. 

iii. The agreement may not become effective until after the revocation period has 
expired. 

iv. If an employer makes a good faith determination that an employee has engaged in 
conduct prohibited by ORS 659A.030, including sexual assault, conduct prohibited 
by ORS659A.082 or 659A.112, or conduct prohibited by this section, the employer 
may enter into a settlement, separation or severance agreement that includes one 
or more of the following: 

1. A provision described in section (10)(A) of this policy; 

2. A provision that prevents the disclosure of factual information that  relates  
to  a claim of discrimination  or  conduct  that  conduct that constitutes  
sexual  assault; or 

3. A no-rehire provision that prohibits the employee from seeking re-
employment with the employer as a term or condition of the agreement. 
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v. For violations that occur after October 1, 2020, an employee may file a complaint 
under ORS 659A.820 for violations of this section and may bring a civil action 
under ORS 659A.885 and recover relief as provided by ORS 659A.885(1) to (3). 

vi. This section does not apply to an employee who is tasked by law to receive 
confidential or privileged reports of discrimination, sexual assault or harassment 

(11) A victim of workplace harassment may voluntarily disclose information regarding an incident of  
workplace harassment that involves the victim. 

(12) Resources. Individuals who believe they are the victim of workplace harassment should contact 
their immediate supervisor, another manager, or the agency, board, or commission human 
resources section, executive director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human Resources Office for 
information related to legal resources, counseling, and support services, including the employee 
assistance program. 

(13) Retaliation. This policy prohibits retaliation against anyone who files a complaint, participates in 
an investigation, or reports observing discrimination, workplace harassment, workplace 
intimidation, sexual assault, or sexual harassment. 

(a) Anyone who believes they have been retaliated against because they filed a complaint, 
participated in an investigation, or reported observing discrimination, workplace 
harassment or sexual harassment, should report this behavior to the employee’s 
supervisor, another manager, or the agency, board, or commission human resources 
section, executive director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human Resources Office as 
applicable. Complaints of retaliation will be investigated promptly. 

(b) Employees who violate this policy by retaliating against others may be subject to 
disciplinary action, up to and including dismissal. 

(c) State temporary employees and volunteers who retaliate against others may be subject to 
termination of their working or volunteer relationship with the agency, board, or 
commission 

(14) Policy Notification. 

(A) An employer shall: 

(i) Make the policy available to employees within the workplace; 

(ii) Provide a copy of the policy to each employee at the time of hire and in any 
orientation materials provided to the employee at the time of hire; and 

(iii) Require any supervisor or individual who is designated by the employer to receive 
complaints to provide a copy of the policy to an employee at the time that the 
employee discloses information regarding prohibited discrimination, harassment, 
intimidation or sexual assault. 

(B) All employees including board/commission members, state temporary employees, and 
volunteers shall: 

i. Be required to complete harassment and discrimination training upon their initial 
hire or appointment, and annually thereafter. 

ii. Be given directions to read the policy. 

iii. Be provided an opportunity to ask questions and have their questions answered. 
Questions regarding this policy may be directed to the employee’s immediate 
supervisor, another manager, or the agency, board, or commission human 
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resources section, executive director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human Resources 
Office as applicable. 

Sign an acknowledgement indicating the employee has read the policy and had the opportunity to ask 
questions. The agency, board or commission must keep signed acknowledgements on file, or use an 
electronic acknowledgment system to comply with this requirement. 

 

 

 

Collective Bargaining Agreement between the Department of Administrative 
Services on behalf of Oregon Department of Justice and AFSCME Local 
1085/Council 75, 2019-2021 
 

ARTICLE 29 - SICK LEAVE 

Section 1. Eligibility for and Use of Sick Leave. 

(a) An employee, upon initial appointment to State service, is eligible to receive and use an advance 

of ninety-six (96) hours of accrual. Otherwise, an employee may use accrued sick leave with pay 

on or after the first of the month following the month of accrual. The accrual may be used for 

personal or a family member's illness, medical or dental care, injury, or death or any period of 

absence from employment qualifying as family or medical leave under HRSD Policy 60.000.15. 

 

(b) If the absence from employment is qualifying under Family and Medical Leave Policy 60.000.15, 

"family member" is defined in the applicable leave law. Otherwise, "family member" is defined 

as spouse and parents thereof; children, including adopted  children, and spouses thereof; 

parents; brothers and sisters and spouses thereof; and any individual related by blood or affinity 

whose close association with the employee is the equivalent of a family relationship. 

 

(c) Certification of an attending physician or practitioner may be required by the Department. 
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V. Allegations 
 

Section A – Steve Lippold 

 

Allegation 

Steve Lippold violated the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace Policy, by 

engaging in the following behaviors: 

1. On numerous occasions, while serving as Chief Trial Counsel, Lippold ignored and did 

not listen to female trial attorneys in meetings but acknowledged and praised the 

contributions and input of male attorneys. 

2. After Lippold met with Human Resources on August 1, 2017, about VanMeter’s July 29. 

2017 complaint, Lippold went into VanMeter’s office, angry and red-faced, and closed 

her door. Lippold then confronted and berated VanMeter about having expressed her 

concerns to Human Resources.  

3. Due to Lippold’s concerns that VanMeter had heavy parental responsibilities as a single 

mother, and/or because she had an upcoming FMLA/OFLA leave, she was not selected 

for the Special Litigation Unit (SLU) position, for which she interviewed in March 2020. 

4. Lippold discouraged VanMeter from applying for a SLU position that was posted in June 

2020, because she had heavy parental responsibilities as a single mother. 

5. Nearly all if not all Lippold's hiring decisions except for Honors attorneys (which is a 

separate process) involved Lippold hiring male trial attorneys. 

6. In or around June 2020, Lippold actively talked with section managers, discouraging 

them from putting her on trials because he believed that as a working mother, she 

should be tending to her childcare responsibilities. 
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1. On numerous occasions, while serving as Chief Trial Counsel, Lippold ignored and 

did not listen to female trial attorneys in meetings but acknowledged and praised 

the contributions and input of male attorneys. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

VanMeter stated that in division meetings, case triage meetings and case strategy meetings, 

Lippold ignored her comments and the comments of other female trial attorneys but gave 

attention and positive comments to male attorneys who made the same or similar comments.  

VanMeter also described a specific incident of this type. She explained that at the request of her 

supervisor, Ken Crowley, she attended a meeting with the Oregon Department of Human 

Services (DHS), regarding PJR case handling. Per VanMeter, Crowley wanted her to attend 

because she had handled many PJR matters very successfully. VanMeter went on to say that 

during the meeting, she suggested a method of handling pre-trial matters with DHS but 

Lippold, “made no response whatsoever to [her] suggestion and was dismissive of [her] 

thoughts.” She added that two minutes after she spoke, a male colleague that Lippold hired, 

said the exact same thing she had said. However, Lippold responded to the male by saying, 

“that's a great idea, I think we really should follow that path,” and praised the male colleague for 

his contribution. 

VanMeter also indicated that female attorneys sometimes spoke about these instances but 

“after complaints to administration fell on deaf ears, [they] all adapted and simply ignored it and 

mainly stopped talking at meetings involving Lippold.”1 VanMeter also said that because of 

Lippold’s conduct, she regularly skipped meetings he was leading. 

 

Lippold Interview 

When Lippold was interviewed regarding this allegation, he said that he did not feel he treated 

females and males differently during meetings. Next, when asked about the specific incident 

that VanMeter identified, Lippold said that he recalled the meeting to which VanMeter had 

referred. He also said at the time that meeting took place, he was aware that DHS had expressed 

appreciation of VanMeter’s success with PJR cases and that he had spoken with Crowley before 

the meeting, asking him to encourage VanMeter to attend. He went on to say that he did not 

recall dismissing VanMeter’s input or suggestions or treating her differently than males at that 

meeting. He added that with the knowledge he had of VanMeter’s success on PJR’s, at that time, 

it did not make sense that he would have dismissed her input as she alleged.  

 
1 VanMeter’s statement that she and other female attorneys made complaints about Lippold, is addressed in the 
next section, regarding Allegation A2. 
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Witness Interviews 

When witnesses were asked if, at meetings, Lippold treated the input of women differently than 

the input of men, their responses included the following:  

1. I haven’t noticed. I haven’t been looking for it either. 

2. Not that I can recall. 

3. I haven’t experienced that. 

4. No, I haven’t seen that. I feel there is respect for women in the room. 

5. I never experienced that, nor have I noticed that. 

6. No. But maybe that’s a blind spot for me. I’ve never seen that or heard that allegation 

about [Lippold]. 

7. I can’t say that I have. 

8. I can’t think of an instance off the top of my head. 

9. I don’t recall him ever not being receptive to [VanMeter’s] input. 

10. No. But I’m a man, so I may not be aware of that type of thing. I’ve never mentally noted 

something like that. 

11. I have not seen Steve [Lippold] give less recognition or credit to women than men, in 

meetings. 

12. No. I’ve never seen anything like that. 

13. I don’t recall seeing women treated differently in meetings. 

14. In meetings, he is often in a hurry, so he might cut people off in general. 

15. [VanMeter] talks all the time in meetings. 

16. No. I have never noticed that. I can’t imagine anyone ever ignoring Heather [VanMeter]. 

She is outspoken. I’m not the most perceptive, though. 

17. I don’t remember him treating input/comments from men differently than from women. 

18. I never saw Steve [Lippold] treat men or women differently in meetings. 

19. When I’ve been in meetings, he is diplomatic, listens. I’ve felt comfortable speaking up. 

We’ve had differences of opinion and worked through it. Good process.  

20. I haven’t seen him behave differently toward men and women in meetings. 

21. Nothing I noticed made me think Lippold preferred men’s comments to women’s. 

22. I think he always wants to hear what people think. He wants to find out more. 

In addition to these responses, one employee, Chris Melgard, Investigator 3, who worked in the 

Trial Division until summer 2018, when he was transferred to another unit, made the only 

comment by a witness that was somewhat aligned with VanMeter’s allegation. When asked 

about this allegation, Melgard first said that he couldn’t name a particular incident where 

Lippold had treated a comment by a female differently than a similar comment by a male. He 

then said that it “seemed like VanMeter said something in a meeting and then someone else, 

maybe Todd Marshall, said something” and got positive feedback. As this recollection by 

Melgard was  vague and incomplete, I gave it minimal weight. 



 

Page | 21  
 

On the other hand, when considering the credibility of the information gathered, I gave 

significant weight to the corroborating statements of the numerous witnesses who said they had 

attended meetings in which Lippold was involved, and that they had not observed Lippold treat 

the input of males and females, differently. 

Finding: I find that a preponderance of the evidence does not support this allegation. 
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2. After Lippold met with Human Resources on August 1, 2017, about VanMeter’s 

July 29, 2017 complaint, Lippold went into VanMeter’s office, angry and red-faced, 

and closed her door. Lippold then confronted and berated VanMeter about having 

expressed her concerns to Human Resources.  

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

Van Meter expressed in her 2020 written complaint that on July 31, 2017, she met with (now 

former) Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson and told her of complaints she had at that 

time. However, per VanMeter, instead of addressing the issues she raised, Anderson simply 

called Lippold over to the Human Resources office and told him about VanMeter’s complaint. 

VanMeter went on to say that after Lippold met with Human Resources, he “came straight back 

to [her] office, angry and red-faced, closed [her] door and confronted and berated [her]” about 

having expressed her concerns to Human Resources.  

When interviewed about this incident, for this investigation, VanMeter again described that 

Lippold came to her office after meeting with Human Resources about the concerns she had 

raised and started yelling at her for making her complaint. 

 

Lippold Interview 

When Lippold was asked during his interview for this investigation, whether he had met with  

Leslie Anderson from Human Resources, on Tuesday, August 1, 2017, he acknowledged that he 

met with Human Resources about VanMeter’s complaint, but was unsure of the exact date that 

meeting occurred. When asked if he went to VanMeter’s office after his meeting with Human 

Resources, Lippold confirmed that he had, but said he thought that he spoke with VanMeter 

later in the day and not immediately after he met with Human Resources.  

When asked why he met with VanMeter that day, Lippold said that he wanted to give her an 

opportunity to get anything she wanted to, off her chest, and help her understand how he 

reached the decision to modify the work assignments she would be getting from DHS and Risk, 

and that the change was made at the request of these clients and had nothing to do with 

gender. Lippold also said that he wanted to give VanMeter an opportunity to express her 

thoughts.  

Next, Lippold was asked if he was red-faced and angry when he spoke with VanMeter in her 

office. In response, Lippold said “no” he was not angry or red-faced. Next, when asked if he was 

confrontational with VanMeter or berated her during their meeting, he said “no” he did not. 

Finally, when asked if he yelled at VanMeter while in her office, he again said that none of these 

things happened and that he wasn’t upset with VanMeter when he met with her. Lippold went 

on to state that he doesn’t raise his voice, in the office, ever. 



 

Page | 23  
 

Witness Interview – Ken Crowley 

During his interview for this investigation, Crowley was asked if VanMeter had ever mentioned 

to him that after she complained to Human Resources in July 2017, Lippold had come to her 

office and yelled at her for making that complaint. In response, Crowley said, I don’t think I’ve 

ever seen Steve [Lippold] yell at anybody. Steve [Lippold] is very calm and that’s why I have a 

hard time imagining him behaving in the way that [VanMeter described to you].” 

 

Witness Interview – Jennifer Lebelle 

During Lebelle’s interview, she said that she had heard, second hand, that “quite a while ago,” 

Lippold “went off on [VanMeter] in her office for something. Lebelle then said, “[VanMeter] 

brought something up and [Lippold] “lost his shit” in her office. Lebelle also said, “Then, 

[VanMeter] got taken off of DHS cases for some reason. 

When Lebelle was asked if she had ever personally witnessed Lippold engage in that type of 

behavior, she said “no.” 

 

Witness Interview - Dirk Pierson 

When Pierson was interviewed and asked if he was aware of any issues between VanMeter and 

Lippold, he said that VanMeter “had issues” with Lippold. Pierson then said that “maybe two 

years ago” he [Pierson] was going to VanMeter’s office to discuss a case they were working on 

and saw Lippold leave VanMeter’s office. Pierson said that at the time, he noticed that Lippold 

was not walking in the way he normally did and instead seemed tensed up. Pierson added that 

when he went into VanMeter’s office, “she was pretty shaken.” When asked if he had witnessed 

Lippold say anything to VanMeter, Pierson said he hadn’t. However, he said that while he 

(Pierson) was in VanMeter’s office, she told him that Lippold was upset that she had gone to 

Human Resources and that he had been red-faced and yelling at her. Pierson also said that he 

told VanMeter to report this incident. Per Pierson, when he spoke again with VanMeter, 

sometime later, he asked VanMeter if she had reported the incident with Lippold. Pierson said 

that VanMeter responded by saying that she had, but Human Resources had never gotten back 

to her about it. 

When Pierson was asked if he had ever witnessed Lippold engage in behavior of the type 

VanMeter had alleged, he said that about two years ago, Lippold had come into his office and 

yelled at him. Pierson went on to state that prior to that, he had received a “bizarre” email from 

Lippold, who wrote that he was going to give Pierson a letter of reprimand the next day at 9:00 

AM. Pierson said that Lippold was upset about a concern regarding Pierson’s alleged conduct 

with a paralegal.  
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Pierson then said that he also had another run-in with Lippold, when Lippold accused him of 

putting his feet up and playing games on his phone during depositions. Pierson then said, of 

Lippold, “He never apologizes, just goes away.” 

 

Contents of the 2017 Complaint/Human Resources Investigation File 

On August 2, 2017, (the day after the incident with Lippold, in VanMeter’s office), VanMeter sent 

an email to Anderson, complaining that Anderson had not given her advance warning that 

Lippold would be coming to meet with her, and describing the meeting with Lippold. The text of 

this email and notes taken by Anderson  after receiving it are provided below: 

From:  VanMeter Heather J 

Sent:  Wednesday, August 2, 2017 10:25 AM 

To:  Anderson Leslie R 

Subject: Our Meeting 7/31 (confidential) 

 

Leslie - just FYI, it would’ve been nice to have a bit of a heads up that you met 

with Steve Lippold, since directly after your meeting yesterday he came into my 

office, clenched jaw, red-faced and nostrils flared and visibly angry that I had 

talked to you the day before (even though that's where I'm supposed to go if 

concern is with my supervisor), and his first words were, ‘I just had to have a 

meeting with Bob [Koreski, Director of Human Resources]2 and Leslie,’ then he 

sort of unloaded on me about how he had a meeting 2-2.5 months ago with Risk, 

I'm not good in trial (although he's never seen me in trial, but Ken [Crowley] has 

and says I'm good, as do others), everyone at Risk is unhappy with me (which I 

know is not true), and implying I should feel lucky I'm getting car crash cases and 

not getting run out of DOJ entirely ( he suggested that was something Risk could 

ask for). To be fair, when asked for details, he provided a few (e.g. I have been too 

quiet in trial, but I've worked on that and it hasn't been an issue for a year or 

more, and that some at Risk think I'm too firm in my opinions and I need to be 

“nicer” basically). He said nobody at Risk trusts me to handle any cases, but then 

acknowledged DHS/Risk is fine with me handling PJRs (bench trials) and being 

2nd chair on large child abuse cases. I noted that as a female trial attorney it is 

very difficult to walk the knife edge of trying to make anyone/everyone happy 

with that impossible balance of confident/bitchy or aggressive/meek or giving 

advice/bossy etc., he acknowledged he has talked with Renee Stineman about 

that a lot, but when I said it would have been nice to feel supported as one of his 

few female trial attorneys knowing this issue exists he only said his meeting with 

risk was a “listening” meeting and not a “talking” meeting and then he disagreed 

 
2 Bob Koreski also attended the August 1, 2017 meeting between Anderson and Lippold. However, Koreski is no 
longer employed at the Department of Justice and did not respond to a request to participate in an interview for 
this investigation. 
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that gender had anything to do with any of this. He implied the meeting 2-2.5 

months ago was all about me, but I know it wasn't from other people who were 

there. He also directly discouraged me from talking to any of the people in that 

meeting about any of their concerns, saying it was not appropriate for me to do 

that (I mentioned I was having lunch with the DHS person who was at the 

meeting, which was at her suggestion). 

He said he didn't raise this 2-2.5 months ago because I had other things going on 

(that would have been just after my #2, FMLA-covered) but I have 

ongoing an another coming up so that doesn't make 

much sense.  

I am the first person to agree that there is always room for improvement in 

anything I do or anyone else does, that's being human, and I always welcome 

constructive comments (as a perfectionist, I truly mean this), but the visible anger 

and the unloading on me with stuff at least some of which is either not true or 

known gender bias for female attorneys and acknowledging he has done nothing 

to support me with Risk or comment positively on my trial successes or work (I've 

won most of my trials, bench and jury, after all) is all very troubling and 

disheartening. The visible anger at my having talked with you about my concerns 

was totally improper.  

I would appreciate your not discussing this with Steve [Lippold] or him finding 

out about this message at all since it is pretty clear there are possible 

repercussions to me if I do talk to you, and frankly I don't need or want another 

angry interaction with him, I just want to do my work. I trust you will honor this 

request. 

 

Note #1 written by Anderson 

Phone call to Heather [VanMeter] – 8.2.2017 – left v/m 

 

Note #2 written by Anderson 

Heather [VanMeter] called back 8/2/17 

• explained I had talked to Steve [Lippold] because I needed to understand why the 

staffing decision was made 

• said she understood 

• I explained Steve [Lippold] & Ken [Crowley] were going to follow up w/her, but timing 

was wrong 

• said she understood & wasn’t upset w/me 

• told her I’d keep investigating  
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One additional document in the 2017 Complaint/Human Resources Investigation File, was also 

found to be relevant to this allegation. In a September 5, 2017 email, Anderson indicated that 

during her August 1, 2017 meeting, with Lippold, she had suggested and Lippold agreed, that 

he or Crowley should speak with VanMeter, in an attempt to provide some clarity about the 

reasons for the modification of her work assignments with Risk and DHS. 

 

Analysis 

In this situation, Lippold and VanMeter agreed that they met in VanMeter’s office some time on 

Tuesday, August 1, 2017. However, their individual accounts of Lippold’s behavior in that 

meeting were very different. VanMeter alleged that Lippold was red-faced, upset, berated her, 

was confrontational and yelled at her. Lippold, on the other hand, stated that he was not angry 

or red-faced and did not yell at or berate VanMeter. He added that he met with VanMeter, to; 1) 

“give her a chance to get anything she wanted to, off her chest;” 2) help her understand how he 

reached the decision to modify the work assignments she would be getting from DHS and Risk; 

3) explain that the change was made at the request of these clients and had nothing to do with 

gender; and 4) give her an opportunity to say anything she felt she wanted to say about the 

situation. 

 

Factors weighing in favor of VanMeter’s allegations regarding Lippold’s conduct are as follows: 

• VanMeter wrote a lengthy email to Leslie Anderson in Human Resources following the 

incident with Lippold, providing a detailed account of his demeanor and the topics he 

covered. 

• The statement of VanMeter’s colleague, Dirk Pierson. Who said that he observed Lippold 

as Lippold walked away from VanMeter’s office and described Lippold as not walking in 

the manner he typically did and appearing “tense.” Pierson also said that when he went 

into VanMeter’s office, she was “shaken up.” In addition, Pierson also said that while in 

her office, VanMeter told Pierson that Lippold was upset that she had gone to Human 

Resources, that he had been yelling at her and that he was red-faced. 

• An additional statement of Dirk Pierson, in which he indicated that Lippold had yelled at 

Pierson in the past, when Lippold was upset with Pierson. 

• The statement of Jennifer Lebelle, who said that about two years ago, she heard, second 

hand, that Lippold had gone off on VanMeter after VanMeter made a report to Human 

Resources. 
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Factors weighing against the credibility of this allegation: 

• Lippold’s statement that he was not angry, did not engage in the behaviors alleged, and 

does not raise his voice in the office.  

• Crowley’s corroborating statement that “[Lippold] is very calm,” and that he didn’t think 

he had ever seen Lippold yell at anybody. 

• Lippold agreed to meet with VanMeter and talk through the reasons for the decision to 

adjust the work she would be doing for Risk and DHS, at the suggestion of Human 

Resources and not because he was angry about VanMeter’s complaint to Human 

Resources.  

• Per the notes of Anderson from her July 31, 2017 meeting with VanMeter, VanMeter’s 

complaints were not about Lippold, but about Crowley, with whom VanMeter had met 

the prior Friday, (July 29, 2020) regarding the concerns voiced by Risk and DHS, and the 

modification of VanMeter’s work assignments for these clients. As VanMeter’s 

complaints were not identified as about Lippold, it seems unlikely that he would have 

been angry with VanMeter. 

• Anderson did not get Lippold’s account of the August 1, 2017 interaction between him 

and VanMeter, about which she complained. It is possible that VanMeter told Anderson 

not to follow up with Lippold, so that her side of the story would be the only one 

documented. 

Regarding this allegation, there are credible, substantial factors weighing in favor of Lippold’s 

account of what happened and other credible, substantial factors weighing in favor of 

VanMeter’s account. However, two of these factors tip the scale in favor of VanMeter’s 

description of what happened. First, the statements of Pierson, who saw Lippold leave 

VanMeter’s office, looking tense, and seeing VanMeter, who he said looked, “shaken up,” just 

after Lippold had left. In addition, Pierson stated that VanMeter told him that Lippold had been 

angry and yelled at her because she had filed a complaint with Human Resources. This 

statement of Pierson closely corroborates the email VanMeter sent to Anderson the following 

day. The second important factor was VanMeter’s email itself, as it was written the morning 

following the interaction with Lippold.  

I gave more weight to these factors as they happened very close in time to the alleged incident, 

and thus are more likely to accurately reflect what occurred. 

I also considered that because Pierson was not involved in the incident itself, his statements may 

be more credible than those of VanMeter and Lippold. However, I also understood that 

VanMeter and Pierson had worked on several trials together and that Pierson had also had past 

negative experiences with Lippold and that these factors could make Pierson more likely to back 
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up VanMeter’s story, whether or not he knew it to be accurate. For these reasons, I gave minimal 

weight to the impartiality of Pierson’s statements. 

Finding: While I am not convinced that Lippold’s conduct was as egregious as VanMeter 

described, I find that a preponderance of the evidence supports the allegation that he engaged 

in conduct violated the following provisions of the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free 

Workplace Policy: 

• Workplace Harassment (Discrimination), Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, and 

Workplace Intimidation. Oregon state government provides a work environment free 

from workplace harassment (unlawful discrimination) or workplace intimidation based on 

or because of an employee’s protected class status. Additionally, Oregon state 

government provides a work environment free from sexual harassment. Employees at 

every level of the organization, including state temporary employees and volunteers, 

must conduct themselves in a business-like and professional manner at all times and not 

engage in any form of discrimination, workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, 

sexual assault, or sexual harassment. 

 

• Higher Standard. Managers/supervisors are held to a higher standard and are expected 

to be proactive in creating and maintaining a discrimination and harassment free 

workplace. Managers/supervisors must exercise appropriate measures to prevent and 

promptly correct any discrimination, workplace harassment, workplace intimidation, 

sexual assault, or sexual harassment they know about or should know about. 

• Retaliation. This policy prohibits retaliation against anyone who files a complaint, 

participates in an investigation, or reports observing discrimination, workplace 

harassment, workplace intimidation, sexual assault, or sexual harassment. 
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3. Due to Lippold’s concerns that VanMeter had heavy parental responsibilities as a 

single mother, and/or because she had an upcoming FMLA/OFLA leave, she was 

not selected for the Special Litigation Unit (SLU) position, for which she 

interviewed in March 2020. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

VanMeter indicated in her complaint, that throughout 2018 and 2019 she had applied for 

positions within the DOJ that she thought she would enjoy and would not involve working so 

closely with Lippold or Marc Abrams.3 She indicated that she also applied for jobs outside the 

DOJ but that her preference was to stay at the DOJ.  

VanMeter also indicated that one of the positions she applied for was in the Trial Division’s 

Special Litigation Unit (SLU). VanMeter said that sometime in February or March 2020, prior to 

her interview for that position, Lippold commented to her, in the hallway at work, that she 

seemed over-extended between work and family and being county bar president. 

VanMeter interviewed for the SLU position on March 9, 2020 and said that before the start of 

the trial she was on at that time, she had informed both Crowley (her direct supervisor), and 

Lippold, that she would be taking three to four weeks of FMLA/OFLA leave immediately after the 

trial, for  

VanMeter went on to explain that in May 2020 another candidate was selected for the SLU 

position and that she received a fill-in-the blanks form email, without the blanks filled in, 

informing her that she was not selected for the position. She further explained that Lippold then 

emailed her asking to speak with her by phone. Per VanMeter, they spoke at 4:00 PM one 

afternoon in May.  

VanMeter said that during their phone conversation, Lippold apologized that she had received 

the form email, saying that he had not known it was going out. She said that Lippold then told 

her that a male attorney from the east coast got the position because he was familiar with 

election law. Per VanMeter, she was also familiar with election law.  

VanMeter said that Lippold went on to ask if her went well and how things were going 

working from home. VanMeter said she responded by saying that it was a challenge to work and 

home-school her daughters, due to COVID but that she was managing. VanMeter said that in 

response, Lippold said, "it’s good you didn't get the SLU position since you have such heavy 

childcare responsibilities," VanMeter indicated that she felt this statement by Lippold indicated 

that he did not feel she could have handled the SLU position because she had children to care 

 
3 VanMeter’s concerns regarding Abrams are addressed later in this summary report. 
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for. She also said that she felt that during her employment with the DOJ, she had demonstrated 

that she was capable of caring for her children while also handling a heavy workload. 

On a separate note, VanMeter, in her written complaint, indicated that she had told colleague 

Marc Abrams that she had applied for the SLU position, and that she “expect[ed] he had some 

input in the process.” 

 

Steve Lippold Interview 

When asked about whether a candidate’s childcare responsibilities, gender or other protected 

class issues were considered in the evaluation of candidates for the SLU position for which 

VanMeter was interviewed in May 2020, Lippold said, “no,” and that protected class statuses are 

never considered in making hiring decisions.  

Lippold was also asked whether he commented to VanMeter in the hallway at work, in January 

or February 2020, that she seemed over-extended between work and family and being county 

bar president. In response, Lippold said that as part of his standard communications at work, he 

would talk with VanMeter and other employees, both male and female, about what they had 

going on outside work. He said this helped him connect with employees and keep an awareness 

of situations in which an employee may wish to take on less work, for a period of time, while 

they handled a significant non-work issue or stressor. Per Lippold, when he would have this 

conversation with VanMeter, she would regularly tell him about the many things she was doing. 

He added that because of this, he sometimes did comment that it sounded like she had a lot 

going on and may have also occasionally asked her if she was doing okay or if she was feeling 

over-extended. Lippold went on to say that this type of comment had nothing to do with 

VanMeter’s gender or status as a parent but was simply an acknowledgement that VanMeter 

said she had many things going on and making sure she was doing okay.  

Lippold was also asked about his phone call with VanMeter, during which he informed her that 

she was not selected for the SLU position for which she had applied and interviewed. When 

asked if he had said to VanMeter that it was good that she didn’t get the SLU position because 

she had such heavy childcare responsibilities,” Lippold said, “Absolutely false. I would never say 

that to anyone. I would never say that it was good that anyone didn’t get a position, as I know 

that it is disappointing. That statement is flat out false, and I am offended.” Lippold went on to 

say that while he had not made a comment like this, VanMeter had commented that perhaps it 

was good that she had not gotten the position because she had so many things going on in her 

life.  

Lippold was also asked about the selection process for the SLU position for which VanMeter had 

applied and interviewed. Lippold stated that a standard panel, consisting of him, Sheila Potter, 
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Deputy Trial Counsel and Fred Boss, Deputy Attorney General, conducted the interviews for this 

position, as they did for other Trial Division Attorney positions. 

Lippold said that after each candidate’s interview, the panel would discuss their qualifications 

and interview and then agree upon the candidate’s ranking, relative to the other interviewees. 

He then said that once the interviews were completed, the team would recommend the top 1-3 

ranked candidates to the Attorney General, for hire. For the SLU position at issue, Lippold said 

that the panel members were in strong agreement about the top three candidates for the SLU 

position. He said that a female candidate,   was their top candidate for the 

position, by far. However, she took a job offer at a law firm and was no longer a candidate by 

the time the panel provided recommendations to the Attorney General. Lippold said that their 

next highest-ranking candidate was They recommended to the Attorney 

General for hire, and she offered him the position (which he accepted). Per Lippold,  had 

extensive experience handling high-level elections law issues, that the panel felt would be very 

helpful for SLU. Per Lippold, Potter sent the panel’s recommendation of  to the Attorney 

General, along with information about the withdrawal of from the process, and the 

withdrawal of the other top three candidate, who withdrew from the process after deciding that 

he did not want to move during the pandemic. 

On a separate note, Lippold was also asked about VanMeter’s assertion that she, like the 

candidate hired for the SLU position, had experience with elections law. Lippold said, in 

response, that  had extensive experience handling elections law issues, including 

working on several sensitive, high level elections law matters. Lippold went on to say that during 

VanMeter’s time at the Department of Justice, she had handled few, if any, elections law cases. 

Regarding VanMeter’s comment about her belief that Marc Abrams spoke with Lippold about 

her application for the SLU position, and influenced Lippold not to hire her, Lippold said that 

Abrams and he had never spoken about the SLU position or anyone who had applied for it. 

 

Sheila Potter Interview 

Interview panelist Potter was also asked about the selection process for the SLU position and 

said that no candidate’s childcare responsibilities, gender, or other protected class 

characteristics  were considered by the panel in deciding who to recommend for hire. Instead, 

she said that there were multiple highly qualified candidates and that after completing the 

candidate interviews, the panel members agreed on the top three they would recommend to the 

Attorney General, for hire. On April 10, 2020, Potter sent an email to the Attorney General, that 

explained that two of their top candidates had withdrawn from the process, and that for this 

reason they had only one candidate to recommend for the position, The email 

included a detailed description of experience, and information provided by his 

references. 
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On a separate note, during her interview, Potter also stated that Lippold had told her that when 

he spoke with VanMeter about another candidate being selected for the SLU position, VanMeter 

stated that it was probably good that she hadn’t gotten the position because she had so many 

things going on in her life. 

 

Marc Abrams 

When interviewed, Abrams was asked if Lippold or anyone else had spoken with him about the 

selection process for the SLU position for which VanMeter had applied. Abrams said, “no,” and 

added that he had also not spoken with anyone about that position or VanMeter’s candidacy. 

 

Analysis 

a. Did Lippold comment to VanMeter, in the hallway at work, in the weeks before she 

interviewed with him and others for the SLU position (on March 9, 2020) that she was 

“over-extended?” 

Based on the statements made by Lippold, during his interview for this investigation, it is very 

likely that he did comment to VanMeter that it sounded like she was over-extended.  

Was this a violation of the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace Policy? 

I considered that; 1) Lippold said that he had similar discussions with both male and female 

employees; 2) multiple witnesses, both male and female, confirmed that Lippold frequently 

engaged in conversations with them about their life outside of work; and 3) Lippold’s 

conversations of this type did not seem to differ based on the gender of the employee to whom 

he was speaking. As such, I did not find that a preponderance of the evidence supported that 

Lippold’s comment to VanMeter violated the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free 

Workplace Policy. 

 

b. Did Lippold make the alleged comment, "it’s good you didn't get the SLU position since 

you have such heavy childcare responsibilities," during a phone call with VanMeter, in 

May 2020? 

 

Analysis 

In this situation, Lippold and VanMeter agreed that they spoke on the phone and discussed 

both; 1) how VanMeter was doing, working from home during COVID, with VanMeter saying 

that it was a challenge to try to home school her girls and keep up with her work as well but that 
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she was managing; and 2) VanMeter not being selected for the SLU position for which she had 

interviewed on May 9, 2020. However, they differ in their accounts of who commented that it 

was probably better that VanMeter didn’t get the job. While VanMeter alleges that Lippold said 

it was probably better that VanMeter didn’t get the job “due to [her] heavy childcare 

responsibilities,” Lippold stated that it was VanMeter who said it was probably better that she 

didn’t get the job, because of how much she had going on in her life. 

Factors weighing in favor of VanMeter’s account 

• VanMeter’s statement that Lippold made the comment alleged. 

• Interviews with witnesses indicated that it is more likely than not that several years ago, 

Lippold made two comments about an attorney who had returned from parental leave. 

While the exact comments are unknown, they were related to whether the attorney 

should have returned when she had children at home and/or if having the 

responsibilities of a child would impact the attorney’s job performance.  

o Several employees had heard rumors about one of these comments. 

o No complaints were filed about either of these comments. 

 

Factors weighing in favor of Lippold’s account 

• Lippold’s statement that he did not make this comment to VanMeter. 

• Lippold statement that it was VanMeter who said that it was probably good that she 

didn’t get the position because she had so much going on in her life. 

• Lippold’s comment to Potter about VanMeter making the statement that it was probably 

good that she did not get the position because she had so much going on in her life. 

• Lippold’s statement that he would never say to anyone that it was good that they were 

not selected for a position, as he knows it is a difficult situation. 

• Most witnesses interviewed said that: 

o They had never heard Lippold make a comment about female attorneys’ childcare 

responsibilities 

o No one had ever complained to them that Lippold had made such a comment. 

• The situation regarding Lippold’s past comments does not clearly identify the statements 

he made or the context in which he made them, so the degree to which they are relevant 

is unknown. 

• The prior, unspecified comments made by Lippold were quite a long time ago, 

approximately five years diminishing their relevance. 

 

I consider the weight of the factors on each side of this allegation are similar, with none that 

clearly tip the scales in favor of one side. As such I find that a preponderance of the evidence 

does not support this allegation. 
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Finding: I find that a preponderance of the evidence does not support that Lippold made the 

comment he was alleged to have made while speaking on the phone with VanMeter, in May 

2020.  

 

c. Marc Abrams influenced Lippold to not select VanMeter for the SLU position. 

Abrams and Lippold each indicated (separately) that they had not spoken with the other about 

the SLU position at issue, or about VanMeter’s candidacy for that position. Additional evidence 

to support this allegation was not found. In addition, VanMeter did not mention, and I was not 

able to determine a plausible reason for Abrams to engage in the conduct alleged.  

Finding: I find that a preponderance of the evidence does not support this allegation. 

   

d. The interview panel for the SLU position considered Van Meter’s gender, childcare 

responsibilities and/or upcoming protected leave in the selection process, resulting in 

VanMeter not being recommended for hire into the SLU position. 

As indicated prior, interview panelists Lippold and Potter indicated that several highly qualified 

applicants applied for this position, and they selected three top candidates based solely on job-

related factors. Both indicated that they did not consider the gender, or any other protected 

class statuses, whatsoever, in their evaluation of VanMeter or other candidates. In addition, no 

other information found in this investigation supported the allegation that VanMeter’s protected 

class statuses were considered in the selection process. Instead, the record indicates that the 

candidate ranked highest by the panel was a female, who took another position and withdrew 

her candidacy after she was interviewed. The other top ranked candidates were both male. One 

of the males withdrew his candidacy, deciding that he did not want to move during the 

pandemic. The panel recommend the other candidate, who had extensive 

experience in handling sensitive and high-level elections matters, to the Attorney General, for 

hire. 

Finding: This allegation was not supported by a preponderance of the evidence. 
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4. Lippold discouraged VanMeter from applying for a SLU position that was posted in 

June 2020, because she had heavy parental responsibilities as a single mother. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

In her written complaint, VanMeter wrote, “In June 2020, another SLU position was announced, I 

emailed Lippold to ask if I should bother applying, he responded saying essentially ‘if you want 

to you should,’ then copied Sheila Potter, who wrote it was  more of a junior-level position. (i.e. I 

would be over-qualified and not selected for the position if I applied).” 

 

Lippold Interview 

Lippold acknowledged that VanMeter had emailed him asking if she should apply for the SLU 

position posted in June 2020, and that his response to her question was that it was entirely up 

to her. He said that he would not discourage someone from applying for a position they were 

interested in applying for. 

 

E-mail Exchange 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Sent:   Friday, June 12, 2020 5:28 PM 

To:   LIPPOLD M <steve.m.lippold@state.or.us> 

Subject:  Fwd: Assistant Attorney General (Special Litigation Unit) - 

Internal Posting 

 

Should I bother applying for this posting or is it a waste of my time? Thanks. 

Heather 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Slauson Mistie <mistie.r.slauson@doj.state.or.us> 

Date: June 12, 2020 at 4:10:21 PM PDT 

To: Assistant Attorneys General <AAG@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject: Assistant Attorney General (Special Litigation Unit) - Internal Posting 

 

Good afternoon, 

The Special Litigation Unit, based out of our Portland Trial Division, is seeking an attorney candidate 

with an interest in learning to defend state statutes and policies against constitutional challenges in 

state and federal courts. The Special Litigation Unit also handle complex class-action lawsuits, 

elections litigation, environmental litigation, and other high-profile or sensitive matters in which the 

State, its agencies, and its employees may be plaintiffs or defendants. To learn more or be 

considered, a link is available below. 

 

From:    Lippold Steve M <Steve.Lippold@doj.state.or.us> 
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Sent:    Monday, June 15, 2020 10:14 AM 

To:    VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:    Potter Sheila H <sheila.potter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject: RE: Assistant Attorney General (Special Litigation Unit) - Internal 

Posting 

 

Heather— 

 

That is entirely up to you. If you like to apply, I encourage you to do so. 

 

Steve Lippold 

Chief Trial Counsel | Trial Division Oregon Department of Justice 503.947.4383 

 

 

From:    Potter Sheila H <sheila.potter@doj.state.or.us 

Sent:    Monday, June 15, 2020 11:16 AM  

To:         Lippold Steve M <Steve.Lippold@doj.state.or.us>VanMeter Heather        

<Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject: RE: Assistant Attorney General (Special Litigation Unit) - Internal 

Posting 

 

Agree! I will note that we’re specifically looking for a second-chair lawyer who 

can provide support to the leads, and I leave it to you to decide how that affects 

your interest. 

 

Sheila H. Potter 

Oregon Department of Justice C: 503.269.1727 

 

A review of the information gathered regarding this allegation did not reveal anything that 

appears to, in any way, discourage VanMeter from applying for the position she forwarded as 

part of her email. In fact, Lippold took the additional step to send VanMeter’s inquiry to Sheila 

Potter, who manages SLU and could potentially provide additional information about the 

position. Potter then provided VanMeter with additional information to assist VanMeter in 

deciding if this position would be a fit for her.  

Finding: A preponderance of the evidence does not support this allegation. 
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5. Nearly all if not all Lippold's hiring decisions except for honors attorneys (which is 

a separate process) involved Lippold hiring male trial attorneys. 

Attorneys hired or transferred into Trial Division or promoted within Trial Division, (including 

trial attorneys) during Steve Lippold’s tenure as Chief Trial Counsel (since May 1, 2014). Are 

identified below. 

 

 

 
Female 

1. Erin Bennett, DOH: 1/23/2017  

2. Kristin Boyd, DOH: 12/06/2004, promoted to AAIC, 11/25/2015 

3. Deanna Chang, DOH: 10/14/2019  

4. Elleanor Chin, DOH: 7/11/2016 

5. Nina Englander, DOH: 11/28/2011, transferred from Civil Enforcement Division to Trial 

Division approximately 2/1/2016 

6. Sadie Forzley, DOH: 9/1/2016, Hired as AAG in Trial Division 8/29/2017 

7. Yufeng Luo, DOH: 5/23/2016, hired as AAG in Trial Division 5/18/2020 

8. Shaunee Morgan, DOH: 9/3/2019  

9. Lucille Sage, DOH: 4/26/2004, transferred to Trial Division 7/1/2019 

10. Renee Stineman, DOH: 8/1/2014  

11. Tracy White, DOH: 6/5/2013, transferred to Trial Division 2/28/2015  

 
Male 

1. James Aaron, DOH: 5/24/2012 as law clerk, hired as AAG 11/1/2013. Reassignment to Trial 

Division 6/22/2015 

2. Marc Abrams. DOH: 10/21/2002, promoted to AAIC 10/17/2014 

3. Nate Aggrey, DOH: 9/5/2017 

4. Drew Baumchen, DOH: 7/1/2019  

5. Sam Cervera, DOH: 6/20/2016  

6. Scott Kaplan, DOH: 2/15/2016  

7. Brian Marshall, DOH: 5/18/2020  

8. Todd Marshall, DOH: 8/18/2014 

9. Nate Riemersma, DOH: 5/19/2014  

10. Dan Toulson, DOH: 5/11/2012 as Honors Attorney, Promoted to Sr. AAG on 9/2/2014 

 
The list of attorneys hired into, transferred into or promoted within the Trial Division during  

Lippold’s tenure as Chief Trial Counsel are listed above. The total number of attorneys listed is 

21 and includes 11 females and 12 males. This reflects a balance of male to female hires in the 

division. 

Finding: This allegation is not supported by a preponderance of the evidence.  

Total = 21 Females = 11   Males = 10 
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6. In or around June 2020, Lippold actively talked with section managers, 

discouraging them from putting her on trials because he believed that as a working 

mother, she should be tending to her childcare responsibilities. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

In her written complaint, VanMeter wrote that in June 2020, she had a phone meeting with 

Abrams in his role as employment AAIC/supervisor and updated him on her only remaining 

employment case. She wrote that Abrams then told her that he heard that she didn’t want to 

handle trials anymore. VanMeter wrote that she told Abrams that she had no idea where he 

heard that because it wasn’t true. Per VanMeter, her only comment had been to Lippold that it 

was challenging to home-school and work remotely due to COVID, but that she was managing. 

VanMeter then said that at that point she understood that Abrams heard she did not want to 

handle trials any more from Lippold. 

 

Lippold Interview 

When interviewed about this allegation, Lippold stated that he thought that Crowley had told 

hm that VanMeter had wanted to “dial down” her work. Lippold said that when he mentioned 

this to VanMeter she corrected him, stating that she wanted to dial down on taking the intense 

child abuse cases. Per Lippold, this was the first time he heard this. 

When asked if he had told Marc Abrams that VanMeter did not want to do trials, he said he had 

not done so, as he had never heard that. 

 

 Crowley Interview 

When Crowley was asked if around June 2020, Lippold or Abrams told him or anyone else that 

VanMeter did not want to do trials anymore, Crowley responded by saying, “I think that she 

[VanMeter] told me that she didn’t want to do trials, at one point. That wasn’t that long ago. As 

far as I’m concerned, that can work for her. I don’t mind that. We have so much work.” 

Crowley went on to say, “I think I may have had a conversation with Andrew Hallman, and he 

may have mentioned something like this to me – that Heather [VanMeter] had spoken to him 

about that. When asked if he had mentioned to Lippold, that VanMeter didn’t want to do trials 

anymore, he said, “It’s possible that I would have spoken with Steve [Lippold] about this after 

Heather [VanMeter] told me.” Crowley then said, “I don’t think that she was saying she didn’t 

want to do trials, specifically,” but more like she wanted a bit different work, inmate litigation, 

judicial review, less of the large jury trials.  
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Crowley then said that he and Andrew Hallman and Hallman and VanMeter spoke about her 

doing inmate litigation. Crowley then added, “These are the kinds of conversations that happen 

when trying to do these types of adjustments.” 

 

Abrams Interview 

When Abrams was asked if Lippold told him that VanMeter did not want to handle trials 

anymore, he said, “no,” and that he thought it was Crowley who told him that VanMeter didn’t 

want to do big things any more, that she needed some time off. Abrams went on to say that at 

DOJ they can be flexible, and that he knew Ken [Crowley] was trying to accommodate VanMeter. 

Abrams then said, “I suggested [VanMeter] a couple of times and he said no – I don’t want to 

give her these.” 

 

Analysis 

Regarding this allegation, VanMeter indicated that after Abrams told her that he had heard that 

she didn’t want to handle trials anymore, she inferred that he heard this from Lippold, and that 

Lippold had been telling others not to put VanMeter on trials because, he felt she should be 

tending to her childcare responsibilities. However, the interviews of Lippold, Crowley and 

Abrams indicate that it was Crowley who told Abrams that VanMeter did not want to do trials. It 

appears that Crowley may have misunderstood or miscommunicated what types of work 

VanMeter did and did not want at that time.  

Finding: This allegation is not supported by a preponderance of the evidence. 

 

  



 

Page | 40  
 

Section B – Marc Abrams 

 

Allegation 

Marc Abrams violated the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace Policy by 

engaging in the following behaviors: 

1. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter, on her lips, while in her car, on or about August 3, 

2017. 

2. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter, on her lips, while at her Lake Oswego home, in 

October 2019. 

3. Abrams influenced his supervisor, Crowley, to get himself assigned as second chair to 

VanMeter, for a March 2020 trial, in order to spend more time with VanMeter. 
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1. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter on her lips, while in her car, on or about 

August 3, 2017. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

When interviewed regarding this allegation, VanMeter said that after an August 3, 2017 Oregon 

Women Lawyers (OWLs) event, Abrams walked her to her car and asked her for a ride home, 

saying he had taken public transportation to work that day. VanMeter agreed to give Abrams a 

ride home, indicating that she was heading to her boyfriend’s home, and Abrams residence was 

on the way there. VanMeter went on to say that after pulling up to Abram’s residence, he leaned 

toward her, kissed her on the lips, and then told her that if things did not work out with her 

boyfriend, he would be waiting for her. Per VanMeter, the kiss by Abrams was unwelcome, 

completely unexpected, and left her speechless. 

Describing the series of events that preceded her driving Abrams home that night, VanMeter 

said that she had attended the OWLs event that evening, as she had been past president of 

OWLs. She also said that prior to the event, Abrams suggested that they could meet there to 

discuss VanMeter working in Portland. Per VanMeter, at the event, she had a glass of wine, 

which was part of the OWLs fundraiser, and that Abrams also had wine. She also indicated that 

she and Abrams commiserated about his divorce, discussed VanMeter working more in 

Portland, VanMeter’s recent move from Salem to Lake Oswego4 and related legal issues, and 

problems VanMeter and her boyfriend were having and working through.  

VanMeter’s complaint stated that while talking with Abrams that evening, he told her that he 

would do what he could to help her secure an office in Portland and increase the number of 

employment cases she worked on. In VanMeter’s complaint, she also indicated that after 

Abrams’ kissed her in her car, it became clear to her that if she wanted Abrams’ help or support 

getting an office or position in Portland, “he had some expectations in return.” 

 

Abrams Interview 

When Abrams was interviewed, he acknowledged kissing VanMeter in her car that evening and 

said that at that time they had been exploring whether a romantic relationship between them 

might be a possibility. He explained that he had recently divorced, and that VanMeter had been 

telling him about the problems she was having with her current boyfriend. Specifically, Abrams 

 
4 Upon further investigation, the investigation found that VanMeter moved from Salem to Lake Oswego in the 
summer of 2018, and not before the August 3, 2017 OWLs event. In a follow-up interview, VanMeter confirmed 
this. In addition, VanMeter’s efforts to get a Portland DOJ office also appear to have begun sometime in 2018 
rather than 2017. 
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said that VanMeter told him that she was driving to Vancouver that evening, to see her 

boyfriend, and that she was expecting to get “dumped” that night. 

Abrams also explained that at the OWLs event, VanMeter told him that she had worn the dress 

she had on that night, for him. Abrams went on to say that he knows when a woman doesn’t 

want him to kiss them, and that his kiss was not unwelcome. 

Abrams also indicated that on or around August 11, 2017, VanMeter had invited him to her 

home and that he had spent the night there, in a spare bedroom. Abrams went on to say that 

the following morning, VanMeter said she had plans to go kayaking. He said that later, 

VanMeter sent him a photo of herself, lying on her back, in a bikini. Abrams said he had not 

asked for a photo of this sort, and upon receiving it, believed it was a signal to him that she was 

interested in him, and wanted him to see her figure. This digital photo was provided by Abrams 

for the investigation. The metadata within the photo indicated that it was taken, sent or saved 

on August 14, 2017. 

In addition, Abrams provided text message exchanges with VanMeter, dating back to August 

2018, which was as far back as his phone had retained them. While the text messages began 

approximately one year after the August 3, 2017 events, they include many exchanges that 

appear very friendly, and occasions on which VanMeter invited Abrams to her home. For 

example, on or around October 24, 2018, Van Meter invited Abrams to a November 25, 2018  

Friends Thanksgiving at her home; and on or around January 23, 2019, she asked Abrams to 

come over to see her Lake Oswego home and have chicken and/or cookies and wine. 

 

Follow-Up Interview with VanMeter 

During a follow-up interview with VanMeter, she was asked about Abrams statement that at the 

OWLs event, she had told Abrams she had worn the dress she had on that night, for him. 

VanMeter said, she never said that to Abrams. She then said, “I have never had any interest in a 

relationship with him.” 

In addition, VanMeter was asked about Abrams statement that she had invited him to her Salem 

home, on or around August 11, 2017 (approximately one week after the OWLs event), and that 

he had spent the night at her home, in a spare room. In response, VanMeter said, “I don’t recall 

him ever spending the night at my house.” She then said that every summer she has a barbeque 

for the law clerks, and that while not required, attorneys are encouraged to come. VanMeter 

then said, that “[Abrams], typically along with [Crowley], come to that. She then said, “I don’t 

recall him ever spending the night at my house. It might be that he had something to drink. He 

might have laid down on the couch. I don’t recall him spending the night at my house.” 
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Next, when asked if she had the date of the Law Clerk barbecue she hosted in 2017, she said 

that it would be on her emails at DOJ, and that there is an announcement sent each year.5 

Next, VanMeter was asked about Abrams’ statement that when he stayed the night at 

VanMeter’s home, she told him that she was going kayaking the next day, and that in the 

morning, when she left for kayaking, he left to go home. In response, VanMeter said that she 

didn’t recall going kayaking in that time frame, and then mentioned that at that point in time, 

she couldn’t lift a kayak because of her She then said that she didn’t think this was 

anything that happened. 

Next, VanMeter was asked if she recalled sending Abrams a photo of herself, in which she was  

lying on her back, in a boat, wearing a bikini. VanMeter responded that she had gone boating 

with paralegal, Tammy (Peterson) and Peterson’s daughter. VanMeter then said, “Tammy sent 

me pictures of us boating and I might have forwarded that to [Abrams] although I’d be 

surprised.” 

 

Analysis 

To assess the credibility of the parties as it relates to this allegation, I considered the inherent 

plausibility of the statements made by VanMeter and Abrams about the events related to the 

evening of the OWLs event. In doing so, I found the account of events provided by Abrams to 

be more plausible than that of VanMeter. On the surface, VanMeter’s description of the events 

of that night seemed quite plausible. However, when the additional information provided by 

Abrams was taken into consideration, the credibility of VanMeter’s account was diminished 

considerably. While VanMeter indicated that the kiss by Abrams was unwelcome, the additional 

information provided by Abrams, that approximately one week later, on or about August 11, 

2017, VanMeter invited him to her home in Salem, where he spent the night in a spare bedroom, 

does not make sense. However, if as Abrams said, he and VanMeter were exploring the 

possibility of a romantic relationship, this does make sense. 

In addition, Abrams statement that he spent the night at VanMeter’s Salem home is supported 

by his knowledge that she went kayaking (actually, boating) the following day. Moreover, 

Abrams also produced a photo of herself that VanMeter sent him. In that photo, VanMeter was 

wearing a bikini and lying on her back in a boat. Finally, the metadata embedded in that photo 

indicated that it was saved or sent on August 14, 2017, the Monday following the weekend that 

Abrams states he stayed overnight at VanMeter’s home. 

Another factor that diminished the credibility of VanMeter’s description of the events was that 

her description of the topics that she and Abrams spoke about at the OWLs event was not fully 

 
5 Emails regarding the summer 2017 Law Clerk barbeque indicated that while originally scheduled for July 27, 2017 
at 5:00PM, (Date) the event was postponed until “late Fall,” due to a VanMeter had scheduled. 
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accurate. In her written complaint, VanMeter wrote that at the OWLs event, she spoke to Abrams 

about her recent move to Lake Oswego, when she did not move to Lake Oswego until the 

following year. While this is a minor detail, the lack of accuracy brings into question the accuracy 

of the other information VanMeter provided. 

I also considered the plausibility of the reasons VanMeter gave for not reporting Abrams alleged 

conduct to her employer, the Department of Justice. The first reason she provided was that she 

had an upcoming in November, which Abrams knew about, and she was a divorced 

mom, raising two daughters, so she could not jeopardize her job by complaining. The second 

reason she provided was that she could not afford to have a complaint get back to Lippold 

because she had brought forward a concern about him on July 31, 2017 and the following day, 

he had retaliated against her by coming to her office and angrily confronting her. 

The first reason VanMeter identified for not reporting Abrams, was that she feared for her job. 

However, as an attorney experienced in employment law, VanMeter would have understood that 

as both she and Abrams reported to Ken Crowley, that Crowley was her supervisor, not Abrams. 

In addition, though VanMeter identified in her written complaint that Abrams was her 

supervisor, she was well aware that Abrams position was represented by the union, just as hers 

was, and that if Abrams position included being a manager, with significant influence or 

authority for hiring and firing employees, he could not be part of the union. Finally, given her 

years of experience in the Trial Division, VanMeter would have been aware of the duties of 

Abrams position as AAIC for employment. Those duties included spending most of his time, 

about 75%, doing the work of an Assistant Attorney General in the trial division, and the other 

25% of his time ensuring that employment cases were distributed in a balanced manner to the 

division’s attorneys, tracking the progress of these cases and mentoring attorneys in 

employment law. 

VanMeter’s second reason for not reporting Abrams was her concern about Lippold becoming 

aware of her complaint and retaliating against her. In considering this reasoning, it is easy to 

understand why VanMeter might have concern about making a complaint about Lippold, but it 

does not make sense that Lippold would be angry if VanMeter were to report being sexually 

harassed by Abrams. In addition, VanMeter, had several options for reporting unwanted physical 

contact by Abrams, including, if she felt it was necessary, reporting to the Attorney General 

herself. As an attorney experienced in employment law, the many options available for reporting 

her concerns and her ability to request that Lippold not be involved in investigating her 

complaint, was something about which VanMeter would have been more aware than a typical 

employee. 

Taking into consideration all of these factors, I found Abrams’ statements to be substantially 

more credible than those of VanMeter. 

Finding: I find that this allegation is not supported by a preponderance of the evidence. 
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2. Unwelcome kissing of VanMeter, on her lips, while at her Lake Oswego home, in 

October 2019. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview  

When interviewed, VanMeter stated that around October 2019, she invited several friends over 

to her home for dinner on a Friday, including Abrams and a single friend with whom she 

thought he might get along. She said that Abrams and four others said they would come, but 

everyone but Abrams cancelled at the last minute. VanMeter stated that, as Abrams was already 

on his way to her home when the others cancelled, and she had already cooked food, and her 

daughters were also there for dinner, she did not contact Abrams to cancel. 

Per VanMeter, after having dinner and going upstairs with her daughters for baths and bed she 

came back downstairs. VanMeter said that she thought Abrams would leave at that point but 

instead they talked about schools and accommodations, when suddenly, Abrams leaned 

over and kissed her fully on the lips. VanMeter described that she was shocked by this as 

Abrams knew not only that her children were upstairs getting ready for bed or in bed, in 

addition, she had a very serious boyfriend, with whom she was discussing marriage, and he 

(Abrams) was still her supervisor. VanMeter said that she did not react or say anything but was 

concerned that one of her daughters had weekly and needed 

and she could not afford to lose her job. 

VanMeter went on to say that shortly after he kissed her, Abrams said he would be going home, 

and she agreed that this was a good idea. She also indicated that Abrams then told her that he 

wanted her to think about getting rid of her boyfriend. VanMeter said that the next night, when 

she saw her boyfriend, she told him what had happened and that she was concerned about 

complaining because Steve Lippold, Chief Trial Counsel, would be the one to investigate. She 

said she also told her boyfriend that “making any waves might cause [her] to lose [her] job and 

[her] health insurance that her daughter needed.” VanMeter said that she and her boyfriend 

determined that she would avoid Abrams at work, never be alone with him anywhere, and never 

invite him to her house or any functions. VanMeter said that she also decided she would try 

even harder to find a different job, away from Lippold and Abrams and would “only attend 

things where Abrams was present if there were others present as well.” 

 

Abrams Interview 

When Abrams was asked whether he had dinner at VanMeter’s home in October 2019, he 

acknowledged that VanMeter had invited him over for dinner and that he had eaten dinner with 

VanMeter and her two daughters. Next, when asked about whether he kissed VanMeter on the 

lips after her children were upstairs, getting ready for bed or in bed, he said, “no,” and that this 
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never happened. Abrams went on to say that since August of 2018, over a year prior, he had 

been in an exclusive relationship with his current girlfriend. He also stated that while he had 

been interested in possibly dating VanMeter two years prior, he had long since moved on and 

past that interest. 

When asked how much wine he and VanMeter drank that evening, and if he was impaired or 

intoxicated, which may have resulted in him not recalling what happened that night, he said that 

he was fairly certain that he and VanMeter shared one bottle of wine, and that the portion he 

drank would not have had any significant impact on him, and certainly did not impair his 

memory of what happened that night. When asked if VanMeter had ever told him that four 

others were expected for dinner at her home that night, but all ended up having to cancel at the 

last minute, Abrams said that VanMeter had never told him that others had been invited for 

dinner that evening. Abrams then said that had he been aware that there was to be a larger 

group, he would have brought more wine, as he has a wine collection and enjoys sharing it with 

others. 

 

Follow-Up Interview with VanMeter 

During a follow-up interview with VanMeter, she was asked who she had invited for dinner on 

the night in question and had cancelled at the last minute. VanMeter provided the names of 

four individuals. Next, when asked if she would have records of their communications to her, 

regarding their last-minute cancellations, VanMeter said she does not keep text messages, but 

would have phone records. I asked that VanMeter provide phone records of these contacts if 

possible. Later, VanMeter provided phone records, but when asked for the numbers of the 

individuals who had called to cancel, she responded, through her attorney, that they did not 

have permission to share that information. For this reason, and because the exact date of the 

dinner was not identified, the phone records did not provide corroboration for VanMeter’s 

statements about having invited additional guests for dinner, who all had to cancel at the last 

minute. 

VanMeter was also asked if she and/or Abrams had any alcohol that night. She responded that 

Abrams drank most of two bottles of wine, and that her girls were at the house, so she likely 

drank not more than one or two glasses. VanMeter described that she recalled that Abrams had 

slurred speech and that when he walked out to his car, he was a bit wobbly. When asked if she 

recalled the approximate time Abrams arrived and left her home, VanMeter said that he arrived 

around 6-ish and left around 9:00 or 9:30. VanMeter added, “I recall that he wasn’t making any 

attempts to leave. I recall being very concerned for my safety and my girls’ safety.” 

 

Analysis: 
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To assess credibility of the parties as it relates to this allegation, I considered the inherent 

plausibility of the statements made by VanMeter about the events of the evening in question. 

While it seems plausible that VanMeter invited friends to her home for dinner, it is less plausible 

that four of these friends cancelled at the last minute. Further, when asked for the phone 

numbers of her friends, who she said she had invited to dinner, but had cancelled, VanMeter 

declined to provide this information, stating, through her attorney, that she did not have 

permission to share this information. Had the phone records included information that 

substantiated that VanMeter had received a call from one or more of the individuals she said 

cancelled for dinner that evening, it seems that she would have wanted to provide that 

information in order to support her description of what had happened.  

Next, given VanMeter’s prior (alleged) experience with Abrams kissing her when they were alone 

together in her car, it is also somewhat implausible that she would not have contacted Abrams 

to tell him that the dinner was cancelled, when she realized that he was going to be the only 

guest. It is notable that VanMeter knew that Abrams did not live far away, so it would not be a 

great burden for him to turn around and head home if she cancelled. 

Next, when Abrams (allegedly) kissed VanMeter in her car, it was somewhat plausible that she 

did not come up with something to say to him in the short time that passed before he got out 

of the car. However, in this allegation, VanMeter said that when Abrams kissed her for the 

second time, she again did not say anything to him about this unwelcome conduct. While it is 

plausible that VanMeter may not have wanted to react loudly to Abrams behavior, as this may 

have drawn the attention of her daughters, upstairs, it does not seem plausible that she took no 

action to stop Abrams from kissing her, communicate that his behavior was unacceptable, or ask 

(or tell) him to leave. 

In her statement, VanMeter explained that because Abrams was still her supervisor, she couldn’t 

jeopardize the health insurance that came with her DOJ job by making a complaint about him. 

However, as explained prior, it is not plausible that VanMeter, a sophisticated and 

knowledgeable attorney who regularly handled employment law cases, did not understand that 

Abrams, who was involved in assigning employment cases to her and other attorneys, and 

available to consult with her on employment cases assigned to her, was not her supervisor and 

had no hire/fire or disciplinary authority over her. Also, as indicated prior, VanMeter was aware 

that Abrams was part of the union, which would not be possible if he were a manager. 

VanMeter also expressed that she had a good working relationship with her actual supervisor,  

Crowley, which would have given her assurance that bringing a complaint about inappropriate 

behavior by Abrams would not jeopardize her job. 

Finally, VanMeter indicated that if she reported Abrams conduct, Steve Lippold would be the 

one to investigate, and that this was a concern to her because he had been upset about a prior 

complaint she had filed. However, as mentioned in the prior section of this summary report, 
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VanMeter had many options for reporting her concerns, including reporting to the  Attorney 

General or Deputy Attorney General if necessary. Further, while VanMeter would not have a way 

of knowing, with any certainty, who would be assigned to investigate a complaint she brought 

forward regarding Abrams, she would have known that she could request that someone other 

than Lippold conduct the investigation. 

When considering Abrams statements about the events of the evening in question, I did not 

identify any significant elements that appeared implausible. Abrams said that at the time of the 

dinner in question, he considered VanMeter to be one of his closer friends at the office and had 

no reason to be concerned about going to her home for dinner, at her invitation. Abrams also 

provided dozens of text messages he and VanMeter had exchanged between August 2018 and 

May 2020 as examples of their regular, friendly communications. Considering all of the 

information provided in this section, I found Abrams, overall, to be more credible than 

VanMeter.  

Finding: I find that a preponderance of the evidence does not support this allegation. 
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3. Abrams influenced his supervisor, Crowley, to get himself assigned as second 

chair to VanMeter, for a March 2020 trial, in order to spend more time with 

VanMeter. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

Regarding this allegation, VanMeter said that she was assigned as lead on the Neves case, a 6-8 

day trial in March 2020, and that Honors Attorney Yufeng Luo was assigned to be second chair. 

VanMeter said that later, in January 2020, Crowley told her that Abrams was light on trials/cases, 

wanted to be on the Neves case, and would be taking the place of Luo as second chair. Per 

VanMeter, in response to this news from Crowley, she closed his office door and told him that it 

was very awkward to work with Abrams, but she would manage. In VanMeter’s complaint, she 

explained that she did not give Crowley details about why it would be awkward to work with 

Abrams, because she knew that if she told him of Abrams’ conduct, he would have to involve 

Steve Lippold in any investigation of her concerns. She went on to say that because Lippold had 

expressed his displeasure when she brought a complaint to Human Resources in July 2017, 

raising another complaint would jeopardize her job. VanMeter also said that as she knew 

Abrams was an experienced employment attorney who would be an asset to the client, she 

worked hard to do her best job on the case. 

VanMeter said that she took steps such as inviting and encouraging others to have lunch with 

her and Abrams during trial, so she would not be alone with him. She also said she picked up 

her children from after-school care every night and made sure she only communicated by 

phone or email with Abrams in the evenings/weekends during trial. 

VanMeter indicated that in late January 2020, she and her boyfriend became engaged. She also 

said that in late February or early March 2020, when Abrams was in her Salem office to discuss 

final trial prep, he heard her mention to someone on the phone, that she was engaged. Per 

VanMeter, when she got off the phone, Abrams looked upset and annoyed and said, "you didn't 

tell me you got engaged." VanMeter said she responded by shrugging, as it was not his 

business. VanMeter said that at that moment, she realized that Abrams had arranged to have 

himself put on the case as trial attorney, at least in part, so that he could spend large amounts of 

time and close quarters with her, and as another way of attempting to start a relationship with 

her. 

VanMeter went on to state that given Abrams’ positions as supervisor and union president and 

Lippold being her division head, to whom complaints would go to or through, she effectively 

had no recourse unless she was prepared to quit her job and lose health benefits right before 

she was scheduled for  

 

Abrams Interview 



 

Page | 50  
 

When Abrams was asked about the allegation that he arranged to have himself put on the trial 

for which VanMeter was serving as first chair, he said that he had not done so, and that it would 

have been Ken Crowley’s decision to put him on this trial. Abrams also said that since August of 

2018, he has been in a relationship with is current girlfriend and had no interest in pursuing a 

relationship with VanMeter or anyone else. 

 

Crowley Interview 

When Crowley was asked if Abrams had made an effort to influence Crowley to put him on the 

trial with VanMeter, Crowley said, “no,” Abrams had not done so. When asked how Abrams 

ended up as second chair on the trial with VanMeter, he said he didn’t recall the details. 

However, he then found related emails indicating that as of November 2019, Abrams had a 

different case, that was to begin on the same date as VanMeter’s trial, March 2, 2020. Later, the 

case Abram’s was handling, settled, so Abrams became available to be second chair on 

VanMeter’s trial. In an email from Abrams to Crowley, Abrams wrote: 

Ken – 

It looks very likely that Ross, which Tracy and I had scheduled for trial March 2nd, 

is going to settle. That means I probably can go back to being Heather’s 

[VanMeter] second chair in Neves, also set for March 2nd.  

 

Then, in in an email from VanMeter to Crowley on January 9, 2020, she wrote,  

Marc said his other trial/conflict is clearing so he is planning to join this one too, 

which is probably a good idea, because there are a bunch of witnesses and if it 

goes sideways it’d be good to have him involved (it’s one of those that shouldn’t 

go sideways, but could if jury gets freaked out about asbestos side-issues). 

 

Also, when Crowley was asked if VanMeter had closed the door to his office and told him that it 

would be uncomfortable for her to work with Abrams on the Neves trial, Crowley said he did not 

recall that occurring, and that if VanMeter had said something like that, he would have taken 

notice. 

 

Analysis 

VanMeter’s allegation, that Abrams pushed Crowley to make him second chair on the March 2, 

2020 trial she was leading, was not corroborated by the information gathered in this 

investigation. Instead, the evidence more strongly supported Abrams statements, that he did 
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not make an effort to get assigned to that case. Instead, related emails indicated that while 

Abrams was originally scheduled for a different trial, starting on March 2, 2020, that case was 

settled before trial, leaving him with an opening in his trial schedule. Then, considering that 

VanMeter’s trial could benefit from Abram’s expertise, he and Crowley agreed that he would 

serve as second chair at the trial VanMeter was leading. 

In addition, VanMeter’s email to Crowley indicates that she thought it was a good idea that 

Abrams would be second chair on this case and did not make mention of any concerns. Further, 

Crowley stated that he did not recall VanMeter telling him that it would be awkward for her to 

work with Abrams on the Neves case, and that if she had said something like this, he would have 

remembered. 

Please note that the responses to VanMeter’s statements regarding Abrams being her 

supervisor and the reasons she was not able to report her concerns about the conduct of 

Abrams, are provided in the analysis of allegations B 1 and B 2. 

Overall, the evidence did not support this allegation, and Abrams account of the situation was 

more credible than VanMeter’s. 

Finding: This allegation was not supported by a preponderance of the evidence.  



 

Page | 52  
 

Section C – Human Resources/Human Resources Employees 

 

Allegation 

Leslie Anderson, Angie Sifuentez and/or Shari Higgins of Human Resources violated the State’s 

Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace Policy, by engaging in the following behaviors: 

1. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate complaints 

VanMeter made to her on July 31, 2017.  

 

2. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate VanMeter’s 

August 2, 2017 complaint about Lippold retaliating against her. 

3. Human Resources employees, Senior Human Resources Business Partner Shari 

Higgins and/or Deputy Human Resources Director Angie Sifuentez retaliated against 

VanMeter for making her June 29, 2020 written complaint by; a) failing to provide her 

with information she requested regarding her paid leave accruals, and; b) requiring 

her to provide a medical note, or apply and get approval for FMLA/OFLA leave, in 

order to use her accrued sick leave as she separated from employment with the DOJ. 
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1. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate 

complaints VanMeter made to her on July 31, 2017.  

 

VanMeter, along with others, visited Human Resources and complained about “the problems 

with Lippold,” in 2017. However, instead of addressing the issues VanMeter raised, the Human 

Resources Department turned her complaint into an investigation on her and her work. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 

As indicated in the allegation, VanMeter stated that she, “along with others, visited Human 

Resources and complained about the problems with Lippold,  in 2017.” When asked during her 

interview, who, besides her, complained to Human Resources about Lippold, VanMeter said that 

her colleague Jessica Spooner also went to Human Resources and complained. VanMeter did 

not identify any additional individuals that complained about Lippold. 

Later, when asked what issues she raised that Human Resources did not investigate, VanMeter 

said she didn’t recall and would need to look at the notes the Human Resources representative 

took during their meeting, to know. 

 

Issue 1 – Did others, besides VanMeter, make complaints to Human Resources about Steve 

Lippold, in 2017? 

 

• Steve Lippold Interview 

When asked what complaints had been filed against him during his employment at the 

Department of Justice, Lippold said he was only aware of the complaint that VanMeter filed in 

2017.  

• Jessica Spooner Interview 

As VanMeter indicated that Spooner had filed a complaint against Lippold in 2017, she was 

asked about this in her interview for this investigation. In response, she said that she had never 

made a complaint against Lippold. 

• Shari Higgins, Human Resources, Interview 

When Shari Higgins, Sr. Human Resources Business Partner, was asked if complaints, other than 

the one filed by VanMeter, had been made regarding Lippold, Higgins said “no,” and added that 

VanMeter’s July 29, 2017 complaint was the only complaint about Lippold they had received. In 

addition, a review of the Human Resources investigation file for VanMeter’s complaint, did not 

indicate that anyone other than VanMeter was involved in making the July 29, 2017, complaint. 
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Analysis 

VanMeter alleged that she and others had gone to Human Resources to complain about “the 

problems with Lippold,” in 2017. When asked who the “others” were, she identified one 

colleague, Jessica Spooner. However, when Spooner was interviewed, she stated that she had 

not filed a complaint regarding Lippold. In addition, Lippold and Human Resources also 

indicated that they were not aware of any complaint about Lippold, besides VanMeter’s. 

In this allegation, VanMeter’s credibility was somewhat diminished as her complaint stated that 

she and others had complained about Lippold, but when asked, identified only one individual. 

On the other hand, the statements by Spooner, Lippold and Higgins, corroborated each other 

and indicated that they had not made a complaint (Spooner) or were unaware of any additional 

complaints regarding Lippold (Lippold and Higgins). Further, nothing about the demeanor of 

these individuals during their interviews diminished their credibility. For these reasons, I gave 

their statements more weight than that of VanMeter. 

Finding: The evidence does not support the allegation that Jessica Spooner or other individuals, 

besides VanMeter, complained to Human Resources about Lippold, in 2017. 

 

Issue 2 – Did Human Resources fail to investigate the issues VanMeter raised in her 

complaint and instead turn her complaint into an investigation on VanMeter and her 

work? 

 

To look into this portion of VanMeter’s allegation, her written complaint and interview 

responses were reviewed, as were the contents of the 2017 Complaint/Human Resources 

Investigation File regarding VanMeter’s July 29, 2017 complaint. Unfortunately, an interview of 

Anderson, the Human Resources employee who conducted the investigation of VanMeter’s 

complaint, is no longer employed with the Department of Justice, and declined a request to be 

interviewed for this investigation. In addition, a document included in the 2017 

Complaint/Human Resources Investigation File indicated that Bob Koreski, former Director of 

Human Resources, participated in the August 1, 2017 meeting between Lippold and Anderson. 

While Koreski was contacted with a request to participate in an interview for this investigation, 

he did not respond. 

 

VanMeter Written Complaint and Interview 
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As noted prior, when VanMeter was asked what issues she raised that Human Resources did not 

look into, she said she didn’t recall and would need to look at the notes the Human Resources 

representative took during their meeting, to know.  

 

Contents of the 2017 Complaint/Human Resources Investigation File 

The 2017 Complaint/Investigation file included several documents relevant to VanMeter’s 

current (2020) complaint about that investigation. First, the file contained brief, handwritten 

notes that appear to have been taken by Leslie Anderson, during VanMeter’s July 31, 2017 

meeting with Anderson, who was a Human Resources Generalist at that time. 

 

Anderson’s notes indicate that at the July 31, 2017 meeting, VanMeter voiced concerns about 

the following: 

 

1. The work performance of a Trial Division Investigator.  

• In addition to Anderson’s notes about this concern, the 2017 

Complaint/Investigation file also included copies of emails that show Van Meter 

sent a request to Lippold, in June 2017, that this investigator not be assigned to 

any of her cases. In his response email, Lippold denied this request, stating that it 

was not possible, due to a shortage of investigators at that time. 

 

2. VanMeter’s concern about a meeting she had the prior Friday, July 28, 2017, with her 

supervisor, Crowley, regarding reassignment of cases. The text of this portion of 

Anderson’s notes are included below:6 

Ken Crowley is [VanMeter’s] direct supervisor 

→ he called her into his office and told her some 

cases needed to be reassigned 

• concern on high value DHS cases 

• She would be getting “car crash” cases 

• 20 years experience. PhD. Professor 

• feels she is being retaliated against 

• no cases being reassigned that she knows of 

• feels trial is “male dominated” 

 

The following email, also part of the 2017 Complaint/Investigation file, was written by Crowley, 

and provides information about feedback he received from representatives of VanMeter’s client 

groups, DHS and Risk Management. These representatives expressed concerns regarding 

 
6 The original notes were handwritten. 
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VanMeter’s performance on previous work she had done for them. The representatives also 

requested modification of VanMeter’s future work assignments with them. The email also 

includes a detailed plan, created by Crowley, for the modification of VanMeter’s work duties:  

 

From:   Ken Crowley 

Sent:   Thursday, July 27, 2017 4:37PM 

To:  Lippold Steve M 

Subject:  New Plan for HVM 

 

Steve, 

Today I spoke with both Caroline Burnell [Risk Management] and Shelly Hoffman 

[DHS Legal Affairs Manager], individually, about their respective concerns 

regarding AAG Heather VanMeter. 

My reason for the call was to explore whether I could carve out a caseload for 

AAG VanMeter (1) that would help with the overall demands on our section, (2) 

that our clients would be comfortable with her handling, and (3) that would 

provide an opportunity for her to succeed. After my conversations today I think 

all three of those objectives are possible.  

Both Caroline and Shelly had positive things to say about Heather [VanMeter] 

and want her to succeed. Caroline's concerns were limited to the most serious 

foster abuse cases. She doesn't think Heather [VanMeter] should first chair such 

cases, but she is comfortable with Heather [VanMeter] handling the PJR cases, 

smaller tort cases, and being second chair on the bigger abuse cases. Shelly's 

concerns were similar to Caroline's concerns, however because Risk is responsible 

for a broader spectrum of cases, her concerns have broader implications. In 

addition to big DHS cases, there is apparently concern about big employment, 

tort, and civil rights. Several senior claims adjusters have concerns at this point. 

Taking these concerns into consideration, I've come up with [a] proposed plan for 

carving out a caseload for Heather [VanMeter].  

Here's what cases I'm thinking of assigning to Heather [VanMeter]: (1) she can 

become our primary go-to person for PRJ [sic] cases, including DHS. I ran this 

idea by Caroline and she was comfortable with that. She knows Heather 

[VanMeter] has had some recent success in a couple of DHS PJR trials, and she 

recognizes these cases as being narrower and more focused on the law, than big 

traumatic abuse cases. Also, there’s no Risk Management involvement in most of 

these cases. (2) Heather [VanMeter] can also become our primary go-to person 

for smaller torts, ODOT cases, and non-inmate pro se cases. These cases do have 

Risk involvement, but Heather [VanMeter] would be dealing with different 

adjusters, rather than those assigned to the big cases, and she could get a fresh 

start at building goodwill [with] Risk. Shelly likes this idea, as Heather [VanMeter] 

builds rapport, she should be able to take on cases of greater consequence, and 
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likewise the adjusters she's working with will likely move up because of the 

expected turnover at Risk. 

This approach should give Heather [VanMeter] a niche that will help meet the 

demands of the section, that both DHS and risk approve of, and that creates a 

path for her improvement and success. If you agree, I will discuss it with Heather 

[VanMeter] and put the plan into action. Let me know what you think. Thanks,  

Kenneth C. Crowley 

 

Additional emails that were not part of the 2017 Complaint/Investigation file, indicate that the 

following morning, Friday, July 28, 2017 Lippold responded to Crowley, writing: 

This is very good work and thank you for the initiative in getting Risk and DHS 

involved. I think your plan makes sense and it will give Heather [VanMeter] the 

best chance to succeed going forward. Thank you. 

 

Sheila Potter, Deputy Chief Trial Counsel also responded to Crowley’s email, as follows: 

That’s a great plan, Ken. Well done. 

  

Later the same day, Friday, July 28, 2017, Crowley notified Lippold and Potter, via email, that he 

had met, that morning, with VanMeter. In that email, Crowley wrote: 

Thanks,  spoke to Heather [VanMeter] this morning. 

I was honest and sincere, both in relaying the concerns raised by DHS and Risk 

and in my own assessment of how she could be a value to the section. She had 

difficulty accepting DHS’s and Risk’s continued negative perceptions. But, she 

acknowledged that she has her weaknesses, and it’s better to know, and work on 

improving the negative perceptions, than not to. Also, Heather [VanMeter] 

agreed that the new plan for her caseload should give her that opportunity. One 

more thing that I will do to help make this plan a success is to try to assign her 

some cases that stimulate intellectual curiosity, which she tends to thrive on. 

It wasn’t an easy conversation, but, I’m confident that Heather [VanMeter] 

understands we all want her to succeed here. Let me know if you have any 

questions or would like to discuss any of this further. 

Kenneth C. Crowley 

 

On Monday, July 31, 2017, (following Crowley’s Friday, July 28, 2017 conversation with 

VanMeter), VanMeter met with Anderson, in Human Resources, and, per Anderson’s brief notes, 
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complained about; 1) the poor performance of a Trial Division investigator; and 2) about 

Crowley reassigning/adjusting her cases, ‘retaliation,’ and ‘male domination in the Trial Division.’ 

However, no additional detail was included regarding the bullet point, “feels she is being 

retaliated against,” though this phrase appears in the list of concerns she voiced about Crowley. 

Similarly, the bullet point in Anderson’s notes that reads, “male domination in the Trial Division,” 

also does not include further explanation. However, it appears to be related to VanMeter’s 

concern that her work assignments were being modified due to gender discrimination. 

 

In addition, Anderson’s notes indicate that her investigation also included meeting with Crowley 

on August 18, 2017. Anderson’s notes from that meeting reflect that they spoke about a Risk 

Management employee with whom VanMeter clashed and the concerns DHS brought forward 

regarding VanMeter’s performance. 

 

The same day he met with Anderson, Crowley sent the following email to VanMeter: 

 

From:  Crowley Kenneth C <Kenneth.C.Crowley@doj.state.or.us> 

Sent:   18 Aug 2017 14:27:15 PDT 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  Follow Up 

 

Heather, thank you for sending me the NY Times article.7 

I know that when we spoke the other day, and when Steve [Lippold] and you 

spoke, it wasn’t easy to hear what we had to say.  But, you’ve told me that you 

would rather hear of concerns, and deal with them, than ignore them.  That’s our 

purpose.  Your clients and your employer both want you to succeed.  How do I 

know that?  Because I spoke to the client reps, and the plan that you and I talked 

about, which was my idea, is intended specifically for your success. 

This is a chance to hit the reset, and start again.  We (CLS/Trial Division) need a 

go-to person for our petition for judicial review cases.  We need a go-to person 

for standard torts and civil rights cases.  And, we need a solid second chair for 

high exposure cases.  Filling this kind of role will give you a means to build new 

trust with our clients, while at the same time serving a valuable function for our 

section.  Rest assured, there will be plenty to keep you interested and engaged 

with this caseload. 

Please accept this as an opportunity, make the most of it, and we all benefit. 

 
7 Shira A. Scheindlin, Female Lawyers Can Talk, Too, The New York Times Online (Aug. 8, 2017). This article 
discussed statistics showing that females are underrepresented in lead counsel roles for big, ‘bet the company,” 
civil cases, and ways to improve this “bleak picture.” 
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Kenneth C. Crowley 

Attorney in Charge | Civil Litigation | Trial Division Oregon Department of Justice 

1162 Court Street NE 

Salem, Oregon  97301-4096 

503.947.4700 

 

To conclude her investigation of VanMeter’s complaint, Anderson sent the closure memo 

below, via email: 

 

 

DATE:   September 5, 2017 

TO:  Heather VanMeter, Senior Assistant Attorney General,  Civil 

Litigation Section 

FROM:  Leslie Anderson, HR Generalist, Human Resources Section 

SUBJECT:  Response to workplace complaints: 

 

The department of Justice takes seriously any allegations of gender 

discrimination and is committed to careful and thorough investigation of any 

such concerns. Thank you for taking the time to bring forward your concerns in 

our meeting on July 31, 2017. 

I conducted an inquiry into your concerns. The decision to change your body of 

work arose from legitimate operational and business considerations. I did not 

find evidence to support your assertion that gender had any part in the decision 

by your management chain to modify your work assignment. Additionally, this 

management chain has, in the past, made modifications to the work assignments 

of other AAG’s in the division, of opposite gender, in similar circumstances as 

your own.  

Here, representatives from the Department of Human Services and DAS Risk 

Management requested a change in the types of cases assigned to you based on 

their concerns with the work you had performed for their agencies. After 

assessing their concerns, Division Administrator Steve Lippold determined it was 

appropriate to honor that request, modify your work assignments and develop a 

plan for your growth and future success in the section. Mr. Lippold then met with 

Attorney in Charge Ken Crowley and directed him to design a plan to make 

changes to your caseload. Mr. Crowley developed a plan directed toward building 

an improved rapport with your client base and, as you progress, to again assume 

the kinds of cases you have been handling up until this change. Both Steve 

[Lippold] and Ken [Crowley] have met with you to explain specifics regarding the 

feedback provided by client representatives and how your work assignments will 

be structured going forward. 
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Thank you again for raising your concern. If you have any questions about this 

letter, please contact me. Additionally, if any other concerns arise, please reach 

out to discuss. This includes any concerns if you believe you are subject to 

retaliation, based on raising this complaint. 

 

In a string of emails between VanMeter and Anderson that followed, VanMeter wrote that she 

disagreed with how, in her September 5, 2017 email, Anderson had characterized, her 

(VanMeter’s) visit to Human Resources. In response, Anderson offered to meet with VanMeter to 

discuss her disagreements and suggested that if VanMeter preferred, she could instead put her 

concerns into writing and share them in that format. VanMeter declined, stating, “Given the 

significant concerns I emailed you about on August 2, at 10:25 a.m. (in which she raised 

concerns about Steve Lippold coming to her office after he met with Anderson on August 1, 

2017), I do not think another meeting with you or anyone in Human Resources is a good idea 

for me to pursue.  

On September 5, 2017, at 3:15PM, Anderson sent the following email response: 

 

Subject: RE: Follow Up – Workplace Complaints 

Hi Heather [VanMeter],  

I reviewed my notes from our follow up phone conversation on August 2nd, after 

I received your email that morning. We discussed that Steve [Lippold] did get the 

information about your concern, because I needed to investigate the reason for 

the change in case assignments, in order to fully look into the concern you 

brought forward. The purpose was not to share confidential information, it was so 

that I could investigate. Steve [Lippold] agreed that it would be good for he or 

Ken [Crowley] to follow up with you to clarify the reasons for making this change 

to see if that aided in your understanding. I asked you if you felt you had more 

clarity about why the decision was made after meeting with Steve [Lippold], and 

that it was based on client request, and you said that you did. (This information is 

also in the closure memo I sent this morning). 

When we were on the phone, I apologized for the timing of Steve’s [Lippold] 

conversation with you, as I had intended to talk with you first to let you know 

that would be happening, but it just didn’t work out that way, as I didn’t make my 

call to you soon enough. You stated that you understood that.  

I then told you I would keep investigating your concern and let you know when 

the investigation was finalized. 

I know you said you don’t wish to talk to me or anyone in Human Resources, but 

I would like to offer my supervisor, Bob Koreski, as a potential resource for you. 
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His desk phone is: 503.947.4348 if you’d like to talk with him. Alternatively, one of 

my coworkers, Angie Sifuentez is available. Her number is 503.947.4347. Both 

their emails are in the directory as well. 

Leslie 

 

The email exchange appears to have ended with the following email from VanMeter to 

Anderson, On September 5, 2017, 3:15PM: 

 

Subject: RE: Follow Up – Workplace Complaints 

My notes of our phone conversation differ, but I will not discuss this matter 

further with Human Resources due to the concerns I previously mentioned. 

 

Analysis 

The question at hand is whether Human Resources failed to investigate the concerns VanMeter 

presented. 

As indicated in her 2020 written complaint, VanMeter alleged that Human Resources did not 

investigate the complaint she made during her July 31, 2017 meeting with Anderson, but 

instead, investigated her. However, when asked to describe what she complained of that was not 

investigated, VanMeter said she did not recall, and would need to review the notes taken by 

Anderson, to remember. It is unusual for a complainant, who is making allegations of 

wrongdoing, to not be able to recall and describe that wrongdoing; in this case, what complaint 

she made but was not investigated. In this instance, determining the content of Anderson and 

VanMeter’s July 31, 2017 meeting is made even more difficult as Anderson is no longer 

employed at the Department of Justice, and was not available to provide information about the 

complaint and her response. Instead, only Anderson’s very brief notes of the July 31, 2017 

meeting with VanMeter, and the documentation of the steps she took in her investigation are 

available to provide clues. 

As indicated prior, Anderson’s notes first identified concerns VanMeter had about the poor 

performance of a Trial Division Investigator, and then identified concerns related to Crowley and 

a meeting he had with her regarding cases, “needing to be reassigned,” a “concern on high 

value DHS cases,” that she, “feels she is being retaliated against,” that “no cases being 

reassigned that she knows of” (this contradicts another portion of Anderson’s notes), and that 

she, “feels trial is male dominated.” Interestingly, in Anderson’s list, there is no mention of 

Lippold.  
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A review of Anderson’s investigation shows that she investigated VanMeter’s concerns 

surrounding the adjustment of her work, which would seem to include the following items: 

• Cases needing to be reassigned 

• A concern on high value DHS cases 

• Feels trial is male dominated; as Anderson looked into whether the adjustment to 

VanMeter’s cases were due to gender discrimination. 

 

This leaves the notes concerning; 1) the allegedly poor-performing investigator; and 2) the note, 

“feels she is being retaliated against.”  

Overall review of Anderson’s investigation indicates that she spoke with Lippold, who provided 

credible information indicating that VanMeter’s work assignments with DHS and Risk were being 

adjusted in response to specific concerns about her performance on past work she had 

completed for these groups, and not because of VanMeter’s gender. As such, Anderson advised 

Lippold that he or Crowley should meet with VanMeter to again explain the client concerns, to 

aide VanMeter in understanding the situation. Anderson then spoke with Crowley, who provided 

information that corroborated that of Lippold. Upon obtaining this information, Anderson made 

a finding that VanMeter’s work assignments had been changed due to concerns voiced by 

clients regarding her work, and that she had not found evidence to support that this change was 

based on gender. 

This investigation appears to have been responsive to at least a substantial portion of 

VanMeter’s 2017 complaint. That said, Anderson’s investigation file does not include information 

specifically indicating that she investigated VanMeter’s complaints about the poor performing 

investigator, or VanMeter’s concern about retaliation. Unfortunately, without additional 

information about these two issues, it is not possible to determine the content of Anderson and 

VanMeter’s discussion regarding these issues and whether or not Anderson failed to investigate 

issues she had an obligation to investigate. A review of the documentation in the investigation 

file, also indicates that while VanMeter was provided the opportunity to discuss her concerns 

about the investigation at the time, she declined to do so.  

While this is a close call, due to VanMeter’s lack of independent recollection and the absence of 

additional detail regarding Anderson’s notes, I am not able to determine the substance behind 

the few words Anderson jotted in her notes. While I believe it is certainly a possibility that 

Anderson did not investigate concerns that should have been investigated, I do not find that a 

preponderance of the evidence supports that conclusion.  

Finding: I find that a preponderance of the evidence does not support that Anderson failed to 

investigate complaints raised by VanMeter on July 31, 2017. 
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Finally, I considered VanMeter’s allegation that Human Resources turned her complaint around 

into an investigation about her.  In reviewing the information in the investigation file, I did not 

find that the evidence supported this allegation. Instead, the documents indicated that 

Anderson took steps to determine if the adjustment to VanMeter’s duties was based on gender, 

or a legitimate, non-discriminatory reason. She found the latter. In this case the legitimate non-

discriminatory reason was that VanMeter’s client groups had raised concerns about past work 

VanMeter had completed for them. It was necessary for Anderson to identify this legitimate, 

non-discriminatory reason and doing so did not turn the investigation around to being about 

VanMeter. 

Finding: A preponderance of the evidence does not support this allegation, in which VanMeter 

asserted that Human Resources did not investigate the concerns she raised but instead turned 

her complaint around into an investigation about her. 
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2. Former Human Resources Generalist Leslie Anderson failed to investigate 

VanMeter’s August 2, 2017 complaint about Lippold retaliating against her. 

 

VanMeter’s written complaint also indicated that she emailed Human Resources about the 

mishandling of her concerns and Lippold confronting her but said nothing was done. 

 

Contents of the 2017 Complaint/Human Resources Investigation File 

The day after the interaction at issue, VanMeter sent an email to Anderson, complaining that 

Anderson had not given her advance warning that Lippold would be coming to meet with her, 

and describing the meeting with Lippold. The text of this email and notes taken by Anderson  

after receiving it are provided below: 

 

From:  VanMeter Heather J 

Sent:  Wednesday, August 2, 2017 10:25 AM 

To:  Anderson Leslie R 

Subject: Our Meeting 7/31 (confidential) 

 

Leslie - just FYI, it would have been nice to have a bit of a heads up that you met 

with Steve Lippold, since directly after your meeting yesterday he came into my 

office, clenched jaw, red-faced and nostrils flared and visibly angry that I had 

talked to you the day before (even though that's where I'm supposed to go if 

concern is with my supervisor), and his first words were, “I just had to have a 

meeting with Bob [Koreski, Director of Human Resources] and Leslie,“ Then he 

sort of unloaded on me about how he had a meeting 2-2.5 months ago with Risk, 

I'm not good in trial (Although he's never seen me in trial, but Ken [Crowley] has 

and says I'm good, as do others), everyone at Risk is unhappy with me (which I 

know is not true), and implying I should feel lucky I'm getting car crash cases and 

not getting run out of DOJ entirely ( he suggested that was something Risk could 

ask for). to be fair, when asked for details, he provided a few (e.g. I have been too 

quiet in trial, but I've worked on that and it hasn't been an issue for a year or 

more, and that some at Risk think I'm too firm in my opinions and I need to be 

“nicer” basically). he said nobody at Risk trusts me to handle any cases, but then 

acknowledged DHS/Risk is fine with me handling PJRs (bench trials) and being 

2nd chair on large child abuse cases. I noted that as a female trial attorney it is 

very difficult to walk the knife edge of trying to make anyone/everyone happy 

with that impossible balance of confident/bitchy or aggressive/meek or giving 

advice/bossy etc., he acknowledged he has talked with Renee Stineman about 

that a lot, but when I said it would have been nice to feel supported as one of his 

few female trial attorneys knowing this issue exists he only said his meeting with 
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risk was a “listening” meeting and not a “talking” meeting and then he disagreed 

that gender had anything to do with any of this. he implied the meeting 2-2.5 

months ago was all about me, but I know it wasn't from other people who were 

there. He also directly discouraged me from talking to any of the people in that 

meeting about any of their concerns, saying it was not appropriate for me to do 

that (I mentioned I was having lunch with the DHS person who was at the 

meeting, which was at her suggestion). 

He said he didn't raise this 2-2.5 months ago because I had other things going on 

(that would have been just after my #2, FMLA-covered) but I have 

ongoing an another coming up so that doesn't make 

much sense.  

I am the first person to agree that there is always room for improvement in 

anything I do or anyone else does, that's being human, and I always welcome 

constructive comments (as a perfectionist, I truly mean this), but the visible anger 

and the unloading on me with stuff at least some of which is either not true or 

known gender bias for female attorneys and acknowledging he has done nothing 

to support me with Risk or comment positively on my trial successes or work (I've 

won most of my trials, bench and jury, after all) is all very troubling and 

disheartening. The visible anger at my having talked with you about my concerns 

was totally improper.  

I would appreciate your not discussing this with Steve [Lippold] or him finding 

out about this message at all since it is pretty clear there are possible 

repercussions to me if I do talk to you, and frankly I don't need or want another 

angry interaction with him, I just want to do my work. I trust you will honor this 

request. 

 

Note #1 Written by Anderson 

Phone call to Heather [VanMeter] – 8.2.2017 – left v/m 

Note #2 Written by Anderson 

Heather [VanMeter] called back 8/2/17 

• explained I had talked to Steve [Lippold] because I needed to understand why the 

staffing decision was made 

• said she understood 

• I explained Steve [Lippold] & Ken [Crowley] were going to follow up w/her, but timing 

was wrong 

• said she understood & wasn’t upset w/me 

• told her I’d keep investigating 
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Analysis 

Supporting this allegation is VanMeter’s August 2, 2017, email to Anderson, in which she  

described Lippold’s behaviors as including “visible anger at my having talked with [Human 

Resources] about my concerns,” and behavior that was “totally improper.” These written 

statements by VanMeter clearly indicate an allegation of retaliation by Lippold. As such, they put 

Human Resources and the Department of Justice on notice of possible retaliation by Lippold. 

Once on notice, the organization was obligated to investigate this allegation, whether or not 

VanMeter agreed with that course of action.8 However, the evidence gathered in this 

investigation does not indicate that such an investigation ever occurred. 

Finding: A preponderance of the evidence supports this allegation. 

 

As such, the Department of Justice Human Resources Department failed to follow the 

requirements of the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free Workplace Policy, which 

requires the following: 

(15) Investigation. The agency designated individual or alternate will notify the agency, board, or 
commission human resources section, executive director, or chair, or the DAS Chief Human 
Resources Office as applicable, to coordinate and conduct, or delegate responsibility for 
coordinating and conducting, an investigation. 

(k) All complaints will be taken seriously and an investigation will be initiated as quickly as 
possible. 

(l) The agency, board or commission may need to take steps to ensure employees are protected 
from further potential discrimination or harassment. 

(m) To the extent possible, the agency will handle complaints in a discreet and confidential 
manner. 

(n) All parties are expected to cooperate with the investigation and keep information regarding 
the investigation confidential. 

(o) The agency, board, or commission will notify the accused and all witnesses that retaliating 
against a person for making a report of discrimination, workplace harassment, sexual 
harassment, workplace intimidation or sexual assault will not be tolerated. 

(p) The agency, board, or commission will notify the complainant and the accused when the 
investigation is concluded. 

(q) Immediate and appropriate action will be taken if a complaint is substantiated. 

(r) The agency, board, or commission will inform the complainant if any part of a complaint is 
substantiated and action has been taken. The complainant will not be given the specifics of 
the action. 

(s) The complainant and the accused will be notified by the agency, board, or commission if a 
complaint is not substantiated. 

 
8 In VanMeter’s August 2, 2017 email, she stated clearly that she did not want Anderson to talk with Lippold about 
her complaint. 
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(t) Unless the victim has signed a waiver of the employer’s responsibility to conduct follow up 
contacts with the victim, the employer shall follow up with the victim of the alleged 
workplace harassment once every three months for the 12 (twelve) calendar months 
following the date on which the employer received a report of workplace harassment to 
determine whether the alleged harassment has stopped or if the victim has experienced 
retaliation.  
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3. Human Resources employees, Senior Human Resources Business Partner Shari 

Higgins and/or Deputy Human Resources Director Angie Sifuentez retaliated 

against VanMeter for making her June 29, 2020 written complaint by; a) failing to 

provide her with information she requested regarding her paid leave accruals; and 

b) requiring her to provide a medical note, or apply and get approval for 

FMLA/OFLA leave, in order to use her accrued sick leave as she separated from 

employment with the DOJ. 

 

 

VanMeter Complaint & Interview 

When interviewed regarding the allegations included in her June 29, 2020 written complaint, 

VanMeter stated that since filing that complaint, Human Resources had retaliated against her by 

not providing her with information about her accruals, that she had requested, and had also 

informed her that she was required to provide a medical note in order to use her accrued paid 

sick leave, when this had not ever been required before. 

 

Higgins Interview 

When interviewed regarding this allegation, Higgins stated that she exchanged several emails 

with VanMeter, beginning on July 16, 2020, regarding VanMeter’s request for leave accrual 

information and on July 16, 2020, sent VanMeter a screenshot of her current leave accruals as of 

June 30, 2020. Then, on July 22, 2020, VanMeter sent an email stating that she wanted to 

calculate her last “in the office” work date, if she used all her accruals, including sick leave. As 

Higgins was aware that the Collective Bargaining Agreement in Article 29 c indicated that 

“Certification of an attending physician or practitioner may be required by the Department,” and 

that Human Resources routinely required separating employees to provide a medical note, 

and/or apply for FMLA/OFLA leave in order to use a large block of sick leave, she provided 

VanMeter with notification of this. 

When Higgins was asked if she had treated VanMeter differently than others that wanted to use 

a large block of sick leave in conjunction with their departure from employment, Higgins said 

that she had treated VanMeter the same as she had treated anyone covered by this collective 

bargaining agreement, who requested to use a large block of sick leave as they separated from 

employment at the DOJ. When asked if she had treated VanMeter differently because she had 

filed a written complaint, Higgins said no. 

 

Interview of Angie Sifuentez 
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When asked if she had treated VanMeter differently than other departing employees who 

requested to use a large block of accrued sick leave, Sifuentez said “no.” She went on to say that 

any employee who is leaving employment and requests to use a large block of sick leave is 

informed of the relevant provision in the collective bargaining agreement, and that in order for 

them to use their accrued sick leave, they need to apply and be approved for a FMLA/OFLA 

leave, or submit a medical provider note verifying their need for sick leave. When asked if she 

had treated VanMeter differently because she had filed a complaint, Sifuentez said no, that she 

had treated VanMeter the same as other bargaining unit employees in the same situation. 

 

Collective Bargaining Agreement Provision  

Collective Bargaining Agreement between the Department of Administrative Services on 

behalf of Oregon Department of Justice and AFSCME Local 1085/Council 75, 2019-2021 

ARTICLE 29 - SICK LEAVE 

Section 1. Eligibility for and Use of Sick Leave. 

(c) Certification of an attending physician or practitioner may be required by the Department. 

 

 

Email exchanges between VanMeter and Higgins and VanMeter and Sifuentez, regarding 

accrual balances, accrual projection and medical note requirement:  

 

From:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Thursday, July 16, 2020 9:40 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  Response to your HR questions 

 

Good Morning Heather, 

You contacted me yesterday with questions concerning your leave accruals and 

your future departure from the DOJ. 

Upon hearing this request, I told you that I disagreed with your opinion that you 

would no longer be able to work for our agency.  We received and are acting on 

your complaint, including engaging in an investigation to fact find your concerns.  

Your accrued balances are below, without any time posting for July, which would 

add hours for sick leave and vacation.  Please note that you will not be paid for 

PB upon departure.  



Leave Balances 

JUil. 30 
Code 

Bal 
Jul 

Activity 
Other 

Avail 
Months 

4 AD 	-8.00 	0.00 0.00 -8.00 

GL 	-8.00 	0.00 0.00 -8.00 

PB 	24.00 	0,00 0_00 24.00 

81_ 	170,81 0.00 0_00 1'10.81 
1 

VA 	166,93 	0.00 0.00 166.93 

XT 	8.00 0.00 0.00 	8.00 

ft 

Leave Balances 

JUil. 30 
Code 

Bal 
Jul 

Activity 
Other 

Avail 
Months 

4 AD 	-8.00 	0.00 0.00 -8.00 

GL 	-8.00 	0.00 0.00 -8.00 

PB 	24.00 	0,00 0_00 24.00 

81_ 	170,81 0.00 0_00 1'10.81 
1 

VA 	166,93 	0.00 0.00 166.93 

XT 	8.00 0.00 0.00 	8.00 

ft 
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You would need to have 80 hours of paid leave in the month that you depart to 

have your insurance paid for the following month. You would also be provided 

with documentation concerning COBRA from Payroll and Benefits.  

Regarding your question on the use of sick leave, the OAJA CBA, Article 29, states 

“No compensation for unused sick leave hours shall be allow upon separation 

except as provided in the applicable provisions of the Public Employees 

Retirement Act.”  

I still encourage you to reconsider your decision to resign as you are a valued 

employee.  Please give the process a chance and the time to complete the 

investigation.   

If I can answer any additional questions, please let me know. 

Shari 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J  

Sent:   Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:37 AM 

To:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Shari – I’m trying to calculate my last day “in the office” (but remote due to 

COVID of course), so I can tell AIC Ken Crowley and begin the process of winding 

down/transferring files etc.   
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I plan to use all of my available leave at the end (including VA/SL and other leave 

I will accrue between now and then) and plan to have 80 hours of paid leave time 

in November as you suggested.  By my calculations, that would make my last 

working day “in the office” around September 1 (there is a holiday in September 

also), are you able to confirm it exactly for me so I can give a firm date to Ken?  

Or is there someone else who can help me with that?   

I just want to be able to provide an exact date for Ken so he/we can plan for file 

transfers etc. 

As I mentioned on the phone, I will be starting my own law firm, so will also need 

a list of cases I worked on at DOJ at some point so I can put them into my conflict 

management system when I get it, and also my CLE information to date so I can 

continue complying with those requirements.  I’m sure that is something we can 

figure out as my last work day gets closer though. 

Thanks in advance, 

Heather 

 

From:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, July 24, 2020 11:58 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Did you mean October for 80 hours versus November?   I’m confused about your 

second paragraph.  

Labor Day is recognized for September 7 for 2020.   

Shari        

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, July 24, 2020 12:26 PM 

To:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Sorry, I do mean 80 hours in November, so my technical last day would be 

November 13 (to have 80 hours in November), and assuming I use all my current 

and coming leave up (VA/SL/XT/etc) and with holidays, what would be my last 

actual working day in the office? 

Thanks in advance. 
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From:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12:15 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Heather,  

 

Regarding your last date in the office and last technical day, please be aware that 

use of SL, per the CBA is authorized only for specific purposes.  If you would like 

FMLA/OFLA paperwork or can provide the appropriate documentation, I can have 

our leave specialist review your needs.  SL does not function like VA time and to 

use a large amount we would need physician documentation.  

 

We can assist you with the calculation of VA and future accruals.  To do that, I am 

adding Angie Sifuentez to this email as she is the Payroll Manager and Deputy 

HR Director. You can reach her via email also.  

 

I don’t recall you mentioning you starting your own law firm, per our last phone 

conversation, but Angie or I can connect you someone concerning Mat Man or 

Carpe Diem if necessary.  

 

Thanks for your patience – we have been swamped the past two weeks! 

 

Shari 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Tuesday, July 28, 2020 5:09 PM 

To:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

 

So, you are asking for a physician’s note for the stress-related conditions I have 

that were caused by DOJ as documented in the tort claim notice I filed, just in 

order to be able to use my sick leave?   

When I have never before needed to provide any doctor notes in order to be able 

to use my sick leave in my nearly nine years at DOJ (FMLA/OFLA leave approval 

yes, regular sick leave never before)?   

Are you sure you really want to require me to go get that?   

Because that seems very similar to the retaliation and disparate treatment that is 

documented in my tort claim notice. 



 

Page | 73  
 

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

Oregon Department of Justice 

503.947.4700 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Wednesday, July 29, 2020 4:10 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  Response to your HR questions 

 

Good afternoon Heather –  I understand you will leaving the DOJ, thank you for 

your service, I am available to assist you with questions you may have with the 

payroll and benefit process for separating employees.  In response to your 

inquiries below regarding the use of sick leave and medical documentation, 

please know that it’s the agency’s responsibility to engage with employees in the 

FMLA/OFLA process when we have reason to believe use of sick leave may be 

associated with a potential qualifying medical condition.  Your request to utilize 

the approximately 170 hours of sick time you currently have, as of today, falls 

within agency practice to initiate the FMLA/OFLA process.  As Shari indicated 

below, sick leave can only be used for specific purposes as outlined in the CBA or 

in accordance with federal (FMLA) and state(OFLA) leave laws.  Long standing 

practice is to initiate the FMLA/OFLA process with employees after the third 

absence, or earlier if requested by the employee, and is managed by the DOJ HR 

office to ensure the employee’s medical information is protected, as required by 

law.  The process entails mailing (usually via email) the FMLA/OFLA packet of 

information and documents to the employee which includes medical certification 

to be completed by a medical professional.  I am happy to have our leave 

specialist send you the  FMLA/OFLA packet to begin the process. 

You referenced below a medical condition that you believe to be caused as a 

result of your employment with the DOJ, as such I am obligated to inform you of 

your right to file a worker’s compensation claim with our insurer, SAIF.  You may 

contact SAIF directly at saif801@saif.com or 1-800-285-8525.  I would like to 

provide you with contact information for another employee benefit, Cascade 

Centers EAP (Employee Assistance Program), that you may contact at 1-800-433-

2320. 

I would also like to respond to your payroll inquiry regarding the amount of the 

imputed value of the domestic partner and dependents coverage that you 

recently added to your medical, dental and vision plan.  I was able to review the 

calculations of the imputed value given to the rates for adding your domestic 

partner and children and have determined them to be accurate. 
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Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions, I’m happy to 

help. 

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Thursday, July 30, 2020 9:28 AM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Please send me a copy of the CBA.   

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

Oregon Department of Justice 

503.947.4700 

 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Thursday, July 30, 2020 10:01 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Here is a link to the OAJA CBA.  Please let me know if you have any additional 

questions. 

 

https://www.oregon.gov/das/HR/CBA/AFSCME%20DOJ%20Oregon%20Associatio

n%20of%20Justice%20Attorneys%2019-21.pdf 

 

 

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, July 31, 2020 11:12 AM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Are you requiring certification from a physician/practitioner in order for me to 

use my sick leave, even though in eight and a half years the department has 

never required that of me before, and only now, after I made a complaint and 

filed a tort claim notice, for the first time you are requiring a 

physician/practitioner certification? 

 

Heather J. Van Meter 
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Oregon Department of Justice 

503.947.4700 

 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Tuesday, August 4, 2020 9:27 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Hi Heather – as described in the FMLA/OFLA documents recently provided to 

you, certification is required in order to determine eligibility for use of 

FMLA/OFLA leave entitlements.   

 

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Tuesday, August 4, 2020 12:56 PM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Are you requiring me to apply for FMLA/OFLA leave simply in order to use my 

earned sick leave?   

In eight and a half years I have never before been required to apply for 

FMLA/OFLA leave simply in order to use earned sick leave. 

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

Oregon Department of Justice 

503.947.4700 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, August 7, 2020 2:10 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Hi Heather,  

 

The request for medical certification is provided as part of the FMLA/OFLA 

process and needed to determine eligibility for protected state and federal leave 

entitlements.  These steps are consistent with your past uses of FMLA/OFLA with 

the DOJ where certification was similarly offered and eligibility determined.  As 

the employer we are obligated under law and contract, where applicable, to 

engage with our employees in these circumstances by ensuring they are notified 

of their FMLA/OFLA protected leave entitlements which may include the use of 
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leave, including sick leave, either in blocks or intermittently.  Alternatively, if you 

wish to submit a doctor’s note authorizing use of a continuous block of sick leave 

separate from the FMLA/OFLA process, that is your choice.  Please feel free to 

contact me if you have any additional questions.   

 

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, August 7, 2020 2:41 PM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

I do not plan to submit a request for FMLA/OFLA protection or submit a doctor 

note to support my use of my earned sick leave unless you are saying you are 

requiring me to do so for the first time in over eight years.   

As I previously noted, I have never in over eight years been required to provide a 

doctor note to use my earned sick leave.   

 

This request, coming after my recent complaint and tort claim notice, appears to 

fall clearly in the category of retaliation for my having made a complaint and 

submitted a tort claim notice, the same retaliation I previously expressed 

concerns about to Shari in your office and yesterday wrote to Fred Boss about.   

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Monday, August 10, 2020 12:10 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Heather – The request for medical certification to determine eligibility for 

protected FMLA/OFLA leave entitlements in response to your request to use sick 

leave is consistent with the process followed with your previous three uses of 

FMLA/OFLA leave during your employment with the DOJ.  As recently as February 

2020 we received medical certification from your doctor which enabled us to 

approve your sick leave as protected FMLA/OFLA leave. 

 

In your response to me below, you indicated that you filed a complaint and 

submitted a tort however please understand that I am unable to speak to those 

matters as I am not a party to them. Please be assured that the DOJ HR office 

engages in the FMLA/OFLA process consistently and fairly with all employees.   
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Where the request for a block of leave is not FMLA/OFLA qualifying, another 

option is to submit a doctor’s note authorizing the absence.  DOJ HR requests a 

doctor’s note where a continuous, extended block of leave is under 

consideration.  Here, you are requesting [approximately 170 hours of sick leave 

usage]. This situation is distinguished from what I believe you are describing, 

which is use of sick leave to cover illnesses or medical appointments that are 

intermittent and short term, e.g. typically 1-3 days in duration, for you or a family 

member.  No doctor’s note is requested in the latter circumstance.   

 

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Monday, August 10, 2020 12:30 PM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: Response to your HR questions 

 

Angie – I requested FMLA/OFLA leave for twice before and intermittent 

leave for my  once before.   

I requested FMLA/OFLA leave to protect myself so I would not be fired for 

missing work for an extended period of time and would have a job upon my 

return (not knowing how long those serious illnesses would require me to be 

gone), and also so those FMLA/OFLA hours were taken out of the annual billable 

hour requirement.  FMLA/OFLA protects the employee, an employer cannot 

require an employee to apply for and take FMLA/OFLA leave, especially if the 

employer’s intent in doing so is to force the employee to provide a doctor’s note 

to simply take earned sick leave as retaliation for having made a complaint/filed a 

tort claim notice, which is the apparent intent.   

 

You are permitted by contract to require a doctor note for me to take my earned 

sick leave, although as I have repeatedly noted that has never been requested in 

the over eight years I have been at DOJ, and DOJ suddenly requesting a doctor 

note now appears to clearly be an instance of retaliation for my having made a 

complaint and filed a tort claim notice (that you are very well aware of, even if 

you are not personally involved in the investigation process).   

 

So, my simple question is, are you requiring me to provide you with a doctor’s 

note in order for me to simply take my earned sick leave that I need to take for 

personal health reasons?  Yes or no? 

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

Oregon Department of Justice 
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503.947.4700 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Wednesday, August 12, 2020 11:39 AM 

To:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  leave calculations 

 

Shari – Getting back to leave calculation, if I use all my available leave of all types 

until November 13 (thus having 80 hours in November as you suggested), what 

would my last day actually day working “in” the office be?  Taking into account 

SL/VA/PB that accrues between now and November 13 as well.  I need to be able 

to give Ken a date. 

Thank you. 

Shari 

 

 

From:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:36 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

  

Hi Heather, 

Since I am working on the investigation piece, Angie is going to continue working 

with you on your leave and payroll needs.  As the Deputy HR Director, she is also 

the manager over payroll. I have included her in this email. 

Shari 

 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Thursday, August 13, 2020 10:22 AM 

To:   Higgins Shari L <shari.higgins@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

  

Thanks. 

I would appreciate receiving the information by tomorrow morning, as I originally 

requested the information on July 15, nearly a month ago. 

  

Heather J. Van Meter 
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From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Thursday, August 13, 2020 11:28 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

  

Hi Heather – I have listed below the amount of work days your accrued leave 

balances equate to, assuming 8 hour work days, so that you can forecast out your 

separation date.  However I did not provide a calculation for your accrued sick 

leave as I am not aware of any approved blocks of sick leave for you yet.  Once 

we receive the appropriate documentation, as discussed in previous emails, I can 

provide you with that additional information. 

Leave balances, as of today 8/13/2020 

PB 24 hours = 3 work days 

VA 178.27 hours = 22.28 work days 

XT 8 hours = 1 work day 

  

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

On Aug 13, 2020, at 11:47 AM, VanMeter Heather J 

<Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> wrote: 

Angie – Assuming I provide you with your required doctor note, how much sick 

leave, I’ve been requesting that information for a month.  Since you calculated 

everything else, I assume you calculated that as well you just are not telling me. 

Heather J. Van Meter 

 

From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Friday, August 14, 2020 4:27 PM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Cc:   Boss Frederick <fred.boss@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  Re: leave calculations 

 

Hi Heather - the value of your sick leave hours, assuming 8 hour work days, is 

22.35 work days.  Please let me know if you have any additional questions.   

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Monday, August 17, 2020 11:07 AM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

 

How much leave (of any type) is accrued each month?   

Thank you. 

Heather J. Van Meter 
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From:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Monday, August 17, 2020 11:29 AM 

To:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

 

Hello Heather – You currently accrue 8* hours of sick leave per month and 11.34* 

hours of vacation per month.   

*Please know that leave accrual can be prorated in the event there is leave 

without pay in a pay period.   

Angie Sifuentez, SPHR 

 

 

From:   VanMeter Heather J <Heather.J.VanMeter@doj.state.or.us>  

Sent:   Monday, August 17, 2020 1:01 PM 

To:   Sifuentez Angie <angie.sifuentez@doj.state.or.us> 

Subject:  RE: leave calculations 

 

Thank you. 

 

Heather J. Van Meter 

 

***************************************************************************** 

 

Analysis 

While VanMeter contended in her communications with Human Resources staff, 

that she had never been required to provide a medical provider note in order to 

use her sick leave, in fact she had been required to submit a medical provider 

note each time she took an FMLA/OFLA leave. At the Department of Justice, as 

indicated by Sifuentez and Higgins, accrued sick leave is not paid out upon an 

employee’s separation from employment. In alignment with this policy, an 

employee may not subvert this rule simply by deciding to use their accrued sick 

leave as they separate from employment. Instead, only provider-verified 

necessary sick leave, or approved FMLA/OFLA is allowed when an employee 

wants to use a large block of accrued sick leave, during or as they end their 

employment. 

Finding: This allegation was not supported by a preponderance of the evidence. 
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Vl. Conclusion 
 

This investigation involved looking into the June 29, 2020 written allegations of  Senior Assistant 

Attorney General Heather VanMeter, of the Trial Division, Civil Litigation Unit. That complaint 

included numerous allegations of violation of the State’s Discrimination and Harassment Free 

Workplace Policy. However only two of these allegations were found to be substantiated by a 

preponderance of the evidence. A complete list of the allegations and findings can be found in 

Section 1 of this report, Brief Summary. 


