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August 15, 2017 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 

Hans Graham 

 

 

Re: Summary of Investigation of Multi-Part Complaint Dated May 26, 2017 

Dear Mr. Graham: 

On May 30, 2017,  emailed to Superintendent Karen Janney a complaint 

dated May 26, 2017, consisting of seven pages including 16 incident sections, some with 

subparts, alleging a history of misconduct by you.  As you are aware, there were additional 

allegations tangential to the complaint, which I forwarded to you through  on 

July 27, 2017, and which you answered through  on August 1, 2017. 

It was requested I perform a neutral fact-finding investigation of the complaint.  There was no 

direction as to outcome other than to determine the facts.  I therefore functioned as an 

independent neutral investigator, using my background and experience as an attorney, 

commencing June 1, 2017.  

In determining facts, information was assessed and weighed, and conclusions reached, applying 

the standard of proof in civil investigations, that being the preponderance-of-the-evidence 

standard which “simply requires the trier of fact ‘to believe that the existence of a fact is more 

probable than its nonexistence.’”  (In re Angelica P. (1981) 28 Cal.3d 908, 918.)  Stated more 

simply, the burden of proof applied was whether the allegations are “more likely than not” 

sustained (upheld) by the evidence gathered.  If the report indicates there is insufficient evidence 

to support an allegation of alleged wrongdoing, such means this investigator concluded that the 

weight of the evidence was determined to not fulfill the burden of proof to sustain the allegation, 

even though evidence may have existed to the contrary, and likewise if to the contrary (that it 

was determined an allegation was sustained).  To the extent different versions of facts were 

presented, credibility of witnesses in analyzing allegations was a significant factor. 

The goal was to attempt to resolve the complaint as soon as possible, but to not sacrifice 

accuracy and thoroughness.  “As soon as possible” was impacted by many factors.  There have 
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been at least 59 substantive contacts with witnesses, including at least 29 persons (continuing 

most recently on Wednesday, August 9, 2017).  There were also numerous attempts to contact 

witnesses, voicemails to witnesses, voicemails from witnesses, and emails of substance or 

attempting to coordinate interviews.  Some of the other factors impacting the processing and 

timing of this investigation included, the scope of the investigation included sixteen sections of 

incidents, some with subparts, plus the recent supplemental allegations (responded to on 

August 1, 2017); the timing of the complaint being submitted just prior to summer break with 

resulting issues of availability of some witnesses; the passage of years between some events and 

some elements in the complaint; and some witnesses and potential witnesses were not 

cooperating (such as by not returning messages or voicemails).   

You are reminded that retaliation is prohibited.  You are aware of the identities of those named in 

the complaint, even though I have omitted their identities in this correspondence to you.  I have 

also omitted the names of others involved in incidents.  As to those persons named in the 

complaint and supplement, the Complainant, and to the extent, if any, you are or become aware 

of others who participated or may have participated or who you believe may in the future provide 

derogatory information about your conduct, you are reminded that each had and continues the 

right and/or duty to participate and retaliation, direct or indirect, for their participation is 

prohibited.  The school district will not tolerate any conduct in retaliation and would seriously 

consider discipline against you regardless of the outcome of the other pending substantive 

concerns.   

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS UPON ALLEGATIONS 

The narratives of each alleged incident as recited in the complaint are copied and pasted 

verbatim from the complaint into this correspondence.  The factual allegations of your alleged 

misconduct upon which this investigator focused are underlined.  The other portions were and 

are not disregarded or disrespected during the investigation, but generally are narratives which 

do not directly include your alleged misconduct.   

Incident #1: 
The Hazing incident where a student was sexually assaulted by football teammates in 2011 was 

all over the media (Union Tribune). The result was that we could not play against Mar Vista 

high the next week and the three students were transferred to Chula Vista high. The football 

coach, who is to instill a culture of respect and zero tolerance for sexual harassment, was not let 

go, but rather given an insignificant punishment and retained.  [Employee 1] said students were 

“horsing around”.  Clearly here students were not put first. 

The complaint does not contain any facts of any alleged misconduct by you.  In responding to 

this general subject, you asserted you were not on campus when the incident occurred and you 

were never a respondent in any way relating to this matter.  
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Given at least the nature and publicity as is alleged in the complaint, it is reasonable to presume 

this event was thoroughly investigated at the time.  Had you been found responsible or at fault to 

any degree, it is plausible to presume you would no longer be a coach, ever, in this school 

district.   

FINDING: There is insufficient evidence to establish any wrongdoing by you relating to alleged 

Incident #1. 

Incident #2 
[Part A]  A student, [Student “A”] (class of 2014) had a physical altercation with coach 

Hans Graham because the student was acting too pumped up before a game.  Coach Graham 

grabbed [Student “A”] by the facemask and manhandled him in front of other players and 

coaching staff.  The parents came to the school, the meeting was held with , the school 

principal. Mr. Graham asked for forgiveness. The student’s parents and administrator decided to 

give Mr. Graham another chance. [Student “A”] pleaded for his parent not go to the media 

when the incident occurred out of fear of retaliation by the school; he wanted to remain at CPHS 

for his senior year and was afraid of being “kicked out”. Result: The administrator retained 

Mr. Graham.  Mr. Graham was afterwards promoted to Plant Operations Supervisor.  A culture 

of disrespect was fostered at Castle Park in this instance. 

There is no question nor dispute that an incident occurred on or about October 18, 2012, 

involving a member of the class of 2013 (not the class of 2014 as is alleged).  You also admitted 

during that investigation that you shoved Student “A” twice, and ultimately apologized to the 

student and others.  

The current allegations add that you grabbed the student “by the facemask and manhandled 

him.”  Those allegations, denied by you, expanded the original scope of the incident and 

warranted serious consideration even though being alleged years after an investigation conducted 

immediately following this incident.   

At the time of the event, in the course of that investigation, statements were obtained from 

students and adults.  There was no mention whatsoever in any of the written statements nor in 

documentation that Student “A’s” facemask was grabbed.  Students’ handwritten statements 

were signed “under penalty of perjury that the statement above is true and correct.”  The students 

were obviously aware of the confrontation but did not include any reference in their sworn 

statements to the facemask being pulled. 

In the course of this current investigation, over four years after the event, information was 

presented to this investigator which was quite different and more detailed than the statements 

provided near the time of the event, including that you grabbed the student’s facemask.  A recent 

typed statement (signed but not sworn under penalty of perjury) contained detailed, articulate, 
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and precise allegations that you grabbed the student by the facemask aggressively and engaged in 

other misconduct.  That recent typed statement also alleged reasons why that student did not 

mention the details more fully at the time of the prior investigation.   

Former students when providing their verbalizations to me as investigator about your alleged 

prior misconduct were not sworn under oath.  

The question given the language of the complaint now is, did you grab the student’s facemask?  

Although this investigator finds the recent details as well as reasons for delay of disclosure well-

articulated, impressive and disturbing, this investigator applies standard and logical guidelines in 

weighing the totality of evidence: 

Consistency of statements supports a factual conclusion.  The prior statements 

by students and adults universally and consistently did not reference grabbing 

the facemask. 

It is expected that a significant fact would be included as persons explained 

what happened. The grabbing of the facemask was a significant aspect of the 

event but was not included in any statement. (Reasons were recently 

articulated by one student who now asserts the facemask was aggressively 

grabbed, as to why he did not include that and other aspects in his prior 

written sworn statement.  Whether or not those reasons were or are viable, 

there are no indications that the statements by other students were impacted by 

the same inhibitors and those other students’ statements did not reference 

grabbing the facemask.)   

Statements provided closer to the time of the event are considered more 

reliable than those submitted later, especially years after the event.  The prior 

statements were made at or near the time of the incident, as opposed to years 

later. 

Statements provided under oath are entitled to more weight than unsworn 

statements.  (Such is especially impactful if years have passed and the earlier 

statements were the sworn statements.)  The prior statements by the students 

were signed under penalty of perjury, as opposed to the recent 

communications.  

Inconsistency in facts discredits a witness’s subsequent revelations, especially 

if the more recently presented facts are vastly inconsistent with the earlier 

supplied facts.  One student who now relates that the facemask was grabbed, 

had not mentioned that aspect in his statement at the time of the event but in 

his sworn statement then, wrote “I honestly think it is nothing serious.” 
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If negative facts are already included in a statement, then further negative 

facts would not be avoided out of fear of retaliation. It would have been 

logical to include the grabbing of the facemask in any of the statements which 

were obtained, since the statements already contained misconduct committed 

by you.  

Delay in relating facts warrants suspicion of the accuracy of those delayed 

facts, especially if the delay is not justifiably explained or justifiable.  There 

has been considerable and insufficiently explained passage of time for the 

recent revelations, with that delay extending even beyond any arguable statute 

of limitation. 

Other instances of similar conduct might imply the conduct at issue occurred.  

There are no other allegations of similar misconduct (grabbing a facemask) so 

as would support by inference that the alleged event occurred. 

Overt, objective reaction by the alleged victim near the time of the event can 

support a particular conclusion.  At the time, there was an apology by you 

which was accepted.  

FINDING:  The weight of evidence does
1
 not support a conclusion that you grabbed the 

facemask.  This investigator does not place more weight upon a typed, unsworn statement or 

unsworn verbalizations years later which contradict, by the prior omission from the sworn 

statements at the time of the event, such significant facts which are now belatedly asserted with 

inadequate explanation for the years of delay.   

[Part B]  Student respect for the coach was and is very low.  I talk to my senior students and they 

tell me what happens on and off the field. I called [Student “A”], who now lives in Chicago, and 

he is still very upset about this event because it has left him with trauma and a sense that the 

administration never helped him.  Until this day, old classmates of his tease him, and say, 

“watch out before you get Hansed”. “Hansed” referring to physically abusing another 

individual. [Student “A”]’s family is ready to speak to the media and the district.  

“Respect” is a very subjective concept with student-athletes possessing a wide range or level of 

respect for any particular coach.  Each student-athlete’s subjective conclusion of low respect for 

his or her coach can result from a variety of reasons.  This investigator declines to investigate the 

                                                 

1
  The present verb tense “does” is intentional.  This investigator has attempted to locate and discuss this and other 

incidents with one or more other students who would have been there, but has been unsuccessful in receiving 

returned calls from one or more potential witnesses.  
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subjective nature of and reasons for student respect for you as held by the numerous student
athletes in the past and present. Balancing the merits, reasons, and likely results as to inquiring 
of an unknown number of student-athletes, past and present, as to if and why each does or does 
not "respect" you, this investigator concludes such inquiries would not result in qualitative, 
reasonably objective evidence and the questioning of student-athletes about "respect" of you 
would be more detrimental than beneficial. This investigator therefore declines to engage in 
what may result in accusations of conducting a "witch-hunt" and undermining a coach when the 
detriments so outweigh the benefits of gaining subjective opinions about the "respect" for a 
coach. 

FINDINGS: There is no finding upon the subjective allegation of the degree of respect for you 
by students. The allegations about students referring to being "Hansed" do not refer to those 
comments being made by you and are therefore not within the purview of investigating your 
alleged conduct. 

Incident #3 
[Part A] Last school year 2015-2016 we had fewer athletes trying out for the team, and we had 
very few wins, well, with only one win (at homecoming) the whole season. During one of the 
practices before homecoming, [Student "B"], the team, was instructed to 

and hit one of the . [Student "B's" father] told me that he did not 

understand which he was to hit. He missed. Coach Graham grabbed him and body 
slammed him against the floor in front of coaches. students. and athletes. [Student "B"] did not 
respond or attacked the coach for the humiliation, but he did tell his parents about the abuse. 
His father was very upset and told Mr. Graham to stay away from his son. [Student "B"}'s 

mother was about to sue the district, but the school dissuaded them and Mr. Graham's apologies 
in front of the police and the parents won him another chance at coaching. Result: He retained 
his "coaching" position. To my student it looked more like his "abusing" position. Humiliated 
and disempowered in front of his friends and teammates, [Student "B "} quit the football team. 
[Student "B"] decided to play for the school team instead. When 
[Employee 2] and [Employee 3] about the incident later interviewed the coaches, only 
one coach, [Employee 4], who played for the and alumni of CPHS class of 

- · said that he saw Mr. Graham's body slamming and student attack. The coaches did not 
approve. [Employee 4] even wrote an incident report and emailed it to both [Employee 2] 
and [Employee 5]. He went to to coach football. The rest of the coaches covered for 
Mr. Graham, declaring that they did not see the attack! When according to student 
[Student "B"] multiple students and coaches saw the entire ordeal. [Student "B"}'s father is 

very upset about this and wants to go to the media. 
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The evidence revealed that on or about September 17, 2015, during practice, Student “B” and 

you were interacting regarding Student “B’s”  the football; the issue involved the 

direction/method for the practice .  There is no dispute that you grabbed Student “B.”  

Versions differ as to where on Student “B” the initial physical contact occurred.  You indicated 

you put your hand on Student “B’s” shoulder pads to let him know you were there.  Placing your 

hand on his shoulder is consistent with another version (that the contact with the shoulder pad 

was not aggressive, but rather to point where Student “B” should ) although other versions 

differed.  Regardless of the precise location upon Student “B,” the weight of the evidence reveals 

you actively, intentionally, and physically interacted with Student “B” although the weight of the 

evidence indicates this initial contact was not aggressive by you.  However, it is alleged that you, 

during an early portion of the scenario of what could be characterized as an increasingly 

emotional confrontation with your , said, “You have one fuckin job it’s to  the ball.” 

Chronologically, the next conduct, as related by you, was that Student “B” spun so as to knock 

your hand off, so you spun him towards the sidelines and walked a couple steps with your hands 

on his shoulder pads to make sure he was going the right direction. 

What followed is disputed.  There is a variety of versions as to what followed.  Your versions 

omit any further physical contact.  (However, there was obviously a dispute with emotions 

elevating.)  One version alleges you shoved or pushed the student causing the student to stumble 

towards the ground.  That version was clarified, indicating you still had Student “B” in a horse 

collar and “kind of like” pushed or pulled, so that Student “B” caught his footing and then fell to 

the ground.  That clarification referred to a stumble and loss of footing rather than being body 

slammed to the ground.  However, Student “B” was observed to have stumbled not because he 

voluntarily fell, but because you were pushing him, grabbing from the back of the pads, i.e., not 

just re-directing.  Another observer related that Student “B” did not fall down when that observer 

was there; if that observer had seen Student “B” on the ground that observer would have 

intervened and that observer would not have remained.  

Another person present did not recall that well, but thought Student “B” might have wound up on 

the ground.  Another witness totally omitted Student “B” being on the ground.  Another student 

version is that you grabbed Student “B” by the shoulder pad in front, with both hands (one in an 

arm pit and the other in another arm pit on Student “B’s” chest), forcefully moved him in a 

direction, and threw Student “B” to the ground.  That witness also related that Student “B” was 

not grabbed by the back or neck, only the chest area.   

The complaint now being investigated refers to Coach [Employee 4] saying he “saw 

Mr. Graham’s body slamming … .”  That allegation of Coach [Employee 4]’s interpretation of 

events is not supported.  A written statement by Coach [Employee 4] did not refer to “body 

slamming” but that your conduct caused the student to stumble towards the ground.  That 

interpretation expressed by Coach [Employee 4] was subsequently confirmed in this 
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investigation; Coach [Employee 4] indicated the student was not thrown to the ground but caught 

his footing and fell. 

Additionally, the principal indicated her recollection as to what Student “B” related when 

Student “B” first contacted the principal about the event, soon after it occurred, and that there 

was no mention by Student “B” about being slammed to the floor or being thrown to the ground.  

Had Student “B” mentioned he had been thrown to the ground or body slammed, the principal 

stated during this investigation that she would have reacted quite differently – she stated the 

conduct would have been considered totally unacceptable and you would have been removed. 

This investigator understands that an investigation was also conducted by the police and that no 

criminal charges were pursued.  (The lack of filing criminal charges is not decisive in this current 

investigation; it is mentioned only so that there is acknowledgement that this investigator is 

aware of the criminal justice system’s involvement and the potential of criminal charges having 

been filed.  That aspect was not ignored; if the criminal justice system process had resulted in a 

conviction, then the criminal justice system would have been more relevant and considered by 

this investigator.)  

FINDINGS, Incident #3, Part A:  The weight of the evidence establishes that you actively, 

intentionally, and physically interacted with Student “B” although the initial contact was not 

aggressive by you.  The allegation regarding the later chronological activity, that you “body 

slammed him against the floor,” is not supported by the weight of the evidence.  To the extent, if 

any, that Student “B” wound up on the ground (which this investigator believes is more likely 

than not to have occurred) whether from stumbling or being pushed, that circumstance would not 

have occurred but for the physical interaction with you, regardless of the degree of that physical 

interaction. 

Information provided by you during this investigation of Incident #3, Part A, adversely impacted 

your credibility.  In your original typed response to Incident #3, you indicated “I sat out 2 

practices while the investigation was being conducted” (referring to an investigation by the 

Chula Vista Police Department).  You then represented, in red type as opposed to the black type 

of the narrative, “I did not receive any punishment and was not admonished in any way 

regarding this matter.”  In stark contrast to your representation, there was a “Letter of Warning 

and Directive” from , signed by you, which included in part, “… you admitted to 

grabbing the student and moving him in the direction you wanted him to move.”  The next 

paragraph began, “This type of physical action towards a student is not acceptable” and 

continued with directions and what can reasonably be interpreted as admonishments.  The letter 

clearly included, “As a result of your actions, I am recommending a two day suspension from 

coaching which will take place the 21
st
 and 22

nd
 of the month of September.  You will not be 

allowed on the field and will not have any contact with students during those two days.”  Your 

typed response to me was untrue factually and unsupportable as an accurate interpretation of 

what occurred. 
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[Part B] When--[Employee 2] and--[Employee 3] about the incident later 
interviewed the coaches, only , [Employee 4], who played for the 
and alumni ofCPHS class of- , said that he saw Mr. Graham's body slamming and student 
attack. The coaches did not approve. [Employee 4] even wrote an incident report and 
emailed it to both [Employee 2] and [Employee 3]. He went to-- to coach football. 
The rest of the coaches covered for Mr. Graham, declaring that they did not see the attack! 
When according to [Student B] multiple students and coaches saw the entire ordeal. 
[Student B] 's father is very upset about this and wants to go to the media. 

[Employee 4], who had a positive relationship with the students/parents, was let go at the end of 
the season for going against the coach. He wants to pursue his case also. He was specifically 
told by Hans at his exit interview "watch what you say. I know the same people you do" this was 
after [Employee 41 asked [Employee 21 and [Employee 57 why he was being let 
m He wants to pursue legal action against the district for retaliation after being unjustly fired 
as a coach for telling the truth about physical abuse against students on campus. 
Whistleblower laws protect people who "tell' and expose abuses in schools. 

What do our actions say? What are we promoting? Who are we protecting? Is this what we want 
for our district? Are we truly putting students first? 

[Employee 4] was released as an 
a meeting in February 2016. 

from your staff during 

On Thursday, July 27 at 9:29 a.m. , I forwarded to your representative an email regarding certain 
allegations within Incident #3 (part B). I began the email indicating I am attempting "to 
complete my report ASAP," and concluded the email: 

If Mr. Graham desires to provide any comment ... , please provide that response to 
me ASAP, as I am attempting to complete my report today or tomorrow. If there 
is a desire to meet again tomorrow or next week, please let me know; otherwise, 
please send me an email as was done previously. 

Tuesday, August 1, 2017 at 2: 18 p.m. , I was sent (and received at 2:22 p.m.) your 
emailed response through your representative. The response indicated your reply, in part: 

In reference to the allegation that I said ""watch what you say, I know the same 
people you do", that is what [Employee 4] said that to [Employee 2], I never 
spoke a word at the exit interview. I was told by [Employee 2] before the meeting 
that he would do all the talking and that I did not need to speak, and I didn' t. 
(Bolded emphasis in the email) 

Your representation that you were told by Employee 2 before the meeting to not say anything 
during the meeting, was confirmed during this investigation. 
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However, the response that Employee 4 made the comment, not you, is not credible and not 

tenable, for at least the following reasons whether considered individually or cumulatively:   

• Others in attendance in that meeting provided contrary representations to what you now 

assert.  All other witness indicated you made the statement, and no one else even implied 

that Employee 4 made it.   

• Beyond the “numbers” of witnesses who provided information directly conflicting with 

your current version of who said it to whom, those other witnesses/attendees were 

considered credible by this investigator. 

• Beyond the “numbers” of witnesses who provided information directly conflicting with 

your current version of who said it to whom, this investigator believes two witnesses in 

attendance lacked sufficient reason to have misrepresented what occurred during the 

meeting as to who said what to whom.   

• This investigator understands based upon credible evidence that Employee 2 (who was in 

attendance and was your supervisor) told you before the meeting to not say anything 

during the meeting, and when you were talking, Employee 2 tried to get you to stop by 

trying to make eye contact with you. 

• This investigator understands based upon credible evidence that Employee 2 (who was in 

attendance and was your supervisor), after the meeting, told you that before the meeting 

he had told you to not say anything during the meeting.  That stated observation made to 

you after the meeting would not have been stated to you had you, as you now represent, 

never spoken a word at the exit interview.  

• You were aware that Employee 4 had provided derogatory allegations against you, thus 

providing motivation for you to make the statement at issue.  

• You now assert Employee 4 made that comment to Employee 2; however, Employee 2 

was not the  coach (as opposed to you), so that it would have been unlikely for 

Employee 4 to have made the comment to Employee 2.  More specifically, even in your 

version, the comment would have more logically been directed at you rather than to 

Employee 2. 

• You did not respond to such a clear derogatory allegation against you as was contained in 

the complaint document until after you had submitted your written responses to the 

complaint.  Your response did not occur until later, after this investigator via email on 

July 27, 2017, offered you the opportunity to respond including to the statement at issue.  

You were aware of the allegation earlier—the complaint was provided to you at least 

twice, once by me and, I understand, previously by  in the District.  I 
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understand you also discussed the complaint with   near the end of 

May.   

The clear and overwhelming evidence contradicting your intentionally stated and unambiguous 

representation in the email of August 1, 2017, warrants determining your credibility is 

significantly adversely impacted, with the misrepresentation of facts so extreme as to question if 

not nullify your credibility as to your other representations.  That evidentiary consideration is 

bolstered by other elements discussed in this report.   

FINDINGS, Incident #3, Part B:  The weight of the evidence indicates you, during that meeting 

did say, “Watch what you say, I know the same people you do.”  

The complaint refers to Employee 4 who was released wanting to pursue legal action for 

“retaliation after being unjustly fired as a  for telling the truth about physical abuse 

against students [plural] on campus.”
2

  This investigator does not interpret the scope of 

investigation of  complaint to include investigating an alleged desire of another 

individual to litigate a matter implicating an unknown number of students (the complaint uses the 

plural, “students”), especially when the employment decision involving someone other than 

Complainant  would involve personnel matters which are confidential and would be 

inappropriate to disclose in a report regarding a complaint which was not filed by that person. 

Incident #4 
A  female student, who is a , wanted to change in the girl’s 

bathroom before her playoff game. There were two MALE students in the girl’s bathroom, and 

the student, [Student “C”], told Mr. Graham that the boys were still there, refusing to get out. 

He answered to her that it was not his responsibility to kick the male students from the girl’s 

bathroom, that she should call the campus security. Looking at the Plant Operations 

Supervisor’s duties in the district’s website, I saw that the Plant Operations Supervisor is 

responsible to uphold the  “requirements of maintaining school buildings in a safe, clean, and 

orderly condition … and to observe and report safety hazards and health and SAFETY 

regulations”. The girl could not change because Mr. Graham neglected to address the situation.  

Are we putting students first? 

You responded, “I do not recall this incident.  I would never tell a student to call security.  I 

would have called security for them on my radio.” 

The weight of the evidence provided by other witnesses established that during a school day in 

the spring of 2017, female Student “C” needed to go to the restroom.  However, there was a 

bunch of boys and girls in the restroom.  Student “C” asked them (the boys) to get out, but they 

                                                 
2
  The possibility of Employee 4 misrepresenting or lacking credibility about who said what at the meeting within 

Incident #3, Part B of this report, was considered by this investigator, with the conclusion that Employee 4 was and 

remained during my interview, credible as to the comment at issue.  
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did not leave.  Student “C” then saw you driving a cart carrying equipment, with another girl 

(presumably a female student) in that cart.  Student “C” asked you to kick the kids (boys) out of 

the restroom.  You indicated you are not security and to ask Employee 6 (a security guard
3
).  

Student “C” asked you because she knew you were a janitor who had been there a long time and 

thought you would be willing to help and care for kids.  You drove off in the cart.  Student “C” 

walked to the parking lot across from the restroom and talked to some adults (including a staff 

member) who were getting ready to leave for a softball game.  Student “C” said that boys were 

in the restroom, that she told you and you said you’re not security so it’s not your deal, so she 

could not change into her uniform.  That other staff member (who also was not a security guard) 

went to the restroom and assisted Student “C,” as well as called a security guard.  Student “C” 

was ultimately able to enter the restroom and change clothes.  That chronology has been 

confirmed including by cross-referencing with witnesses. 

Complainant asserts you violated your duties as set forth in the Plant Operations Supervisor’s job 

description.  That job description relates to facilities, in contrast to the job description of Campus 

Assistant which provides for the safety of students.  There was no violation of your job 

description duties.  (This investigator was tasked with determining the facts of your alleged 

conduct as alleged in the complaint and therefore does not comment upon whether other Board 

Policies, Administrative Regulations, or common sense etiquette was violated.) 

Both you and security guards carried radios.  There is no indication that you used your radio to 

call a security guard (who also would have had a radio).  Instead, Student “C” obtained 

assistance from another staff member.   

FINDING: Based upon the weight of the evidence, you did not assist Student “C” after that 

student asked you for assistance, indicating it was not your responsibility, as set forth above.   

To the extent if any that Title IX is implicated, there is no indication nor implication that gender 

was a factor or that you would have acted differently had the student been a male.   

Incident #5 
Another incident happened.  Someone tagged on the girls’ softball banner that hangs on the 

field’s fence. It was brought to the attention of Mr. Graham by a staff member and the response 

was negative full of curse words along the lines of that “he will not do anything about it”, which 

raises title IX concerns. The  [Employee 7], was very upset about both 

incidents and has her own list of incidents herself.  

The girls’ softball banner at issue recited “Trojans CP” and “HOME OF THE LADY 

TROJANS.”  It was high on the backstop (top of the flat vertical surface) of the girls’ softball 

field, going from one vertical pole to the next, approximately three feet in height, facing the 

                                                 
3
  Technically, security guards are Campus Assistants. 
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snack bar.  It was “tagged” with graffiti in two places, with what are apparently gang symbols, 

between the “Trojans CP” and “HOME OF THE LADY TROJANS” and between the “Y” and 

through and over the “TR” in “LADY TROJANS.”  (A photograph was provided to this 

investigator, and a copy is attached to this report.)  The precise date of the tagging and the 

duration it remained have not been definitively established.  It was not cleaned up for at least 

several days if not weeks. 

You acknowledged that elimination of graffiti is always a priority at this school, but do not recall 

the specific incident as alleged nor when it occurred.  You also indicated you remember you 

ultimately cleaned it because you recall the cleaner almost took off some of the paint on the 

banner.  You firmly denied that you ever cussed at whoever it was who related the information 

about the graffiti to you.  You indicated that if someone told you there was graffiti on something, 

you get it cleaned ASAP.  You indicated you believe you probably cleaned this graffiti right 

away, especially because it involved the girls’ softball field and Title IX implications, so it was 

taken care of.   

There is credible evidence establishing that that there was a conversation wherein you were told 

of the graffiti by a staff member (who related the incident to at least one other staff member) and 

you responded with comments such as, I don’t give a shit, it’s hard to clean because it’s a brand 

new banner—chemicals would mess up the banner, and words to the effect of, I will wait until 

they tell me, or I have other things to do.  That conversation occurred in the middle of May 2017.  

During the course of this investigation, comments were made by others who had interacted on 

various occasions with you who referenced instances of cussing by you.  On balance, this 

investigator does not find your account, that you did not cuss, credible. 

Even had those precise words not been stated, the school administration’s expectations regarding 

cleaning graffiti were violated.  Graffiti has/had been a continuing and frequent occurrence at 

Castle Park High School.  At Castle Park High School, at that time, as indicated by the site 

principal, every custodian or the like (including you) who saw graffiti was supposed to clean it 

up immediately; the responsibility for cleaning graffiti depended on who among the facilities 

staff (such as custodians and you) observed it and therefore what part of the work day it was 

observed.  It was related by the principal that you are the only such person at the school site in 

the morning and typically arrive around 5:00 a.m. and sometimes earlier.   

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence results in the conclusions that the graffiti was not 

cleaned immediately, you were aware of that circumstance and at least part of your response 

was, I don’t give a shit; you neither immediately cleaned it nor directed any custodian under your 

supervision to clean it.  You knew the graffiti was there and affirmatively did not clean that 

graffiti upon knowing of its presence, despite being told of its presence and despite what is 

understood to be the practice of cleaning graffiti immediately.  
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To the extent, if any, Title IX is implicated, there is no indication that gender or the banner being 

on a girls’ softball field was a factor.  For example, as to your attitude towards Title IX, another 

witness indicated that during a meeting of all District coaches in July or August 2015, regarding 

Title IX compliance, you stood up, addressing making athletics equitable for all genders, saying, 

“It’s just the right thing to do,” thereby indicating your support for compliance with Title IX.     

Incident #6 
Students were going to the local 7-11 to buy some food, Mr. Graham, instead of stopping them 

from leaving campus; he gave them money to bring him some burritos from the store.  That 

corner was the place where a student was shot in a drive-by some years ago. Why does he 

encourage the students to leave campus? This is clearly against school and district safety policy. 

He is the Plant Operations Supervisor, and a school employee who is expected to follow and 

uphold all superintendent directives and procedures. If parents were to find out that a school 

staff approved and encouraged them to leave campus to buy him something, I am sure this 

behavior places the district in a position of liability.  

How far can he maintain this pattern of neglect and abusive culture? 

Just before lunch on May 23, 2017, a group of boys, including student-athletes, were going to a 

nearby taco shop (not 7-11) to buy food; it was shortly before your lunch.  You do not dispute 

that you saw in that group one of your team members walking toward the gate, asked him where 

he was going, and asked him to grab you a couple tacos and gave him some money.   

The basic facts are not in dispute.
4
  However, the impropriety or acceptability of your conduct is 

the issue.   

No school or District written policy was provided to or was discovered by this investigator which 

prohibited your conduct relating to students leaving campus at that time.
5
  Instead, as related by 

the site principal, during the school year in question students were able to leave campus after 

they were done with classes, such as after 4
th

 period.  In order to do so, the students were to have 

a sticker placed on their ID card and to leave only by going through the front office for purposes 

of verification.  Therefore, in the abstract, students leaving campus was not necessarily 

prohibited.   

                                                 
4
  The allegations include the question, “Why does he encourage the students to leave campus?”  There is no 

evidence that you encouraged the students to leave campus.  The characterization is internally conflicting with the 

complaint itself – the allegations within Incident #6 begin, “Students were going to the local 7-11 to buy some 

food,” i.e., they were already on their way, leaving. 
5
  There is a school site ASB Handbook (its page 13) with a section regarding Off-Campus and not being allowed to 

leave without permission.  However, as related in the body of this report, above, permission to leave is implicit 

within this school site’s practice, after the student has completed his/her classes. 
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Implicit is whether you as the Plant Operations Supervisor and a school employee were expected 

to verify the students’ ability to leave campus.  The duty of verification of students’ propriety in 

leaving campus is not part of your job description; your job description basically relates to 

facilities.  Within the scope of this investigator’s knowledge, there is no directive for school site 

employees such as within your circumstance to verify if there is a sticker placed on the student’s 

ID card or to verify if the student has permission to leave the campus.  It is not unreasonable for 

a school site employee to presume that if a student is leaving campus, that student has been 

properly or will be properly checked through the front office.   

The complaint expresses concern that there was a request by you to the students to buy you lunch 

and an exchange of money for that lunch.  This investigator understands there is no directive 

prohibiting that conduct.  This investigator also understands from the site principal that teachers 

and others might not leave campus during their lunches and at times ask students to purchase 

lunch (and give them money to buy that lunch) and bring it back to them, and/or that students ask 

if the teacher or staff member would like lunch brought back.  It is not unreasonable for a school 

site employee to presume that if a student is leaving campus to buy lunch, that the student could 

also buy lunch for the employee and the employee give the student money to pay for that lunch. 

FINDINGS:  The weight of the evidence indicates the basic facts within Incident #6 (underlined, 

above) are true, but the extrapolation of such being prohibited conduct is not supported. 

Incident #7 
Another concern is the way that he addresses faculty and administrators. Students and some of 

the staff have seen Mr. graham yelling and cussing at Mr. [Employee 2], exhibiting precisely the 

values and behavior we discourage from our students at Troy. 

This section of the complaint begins with a general allegation about concerns of the way you 

address faculty and administrators.  The generalization is followed by a series of alleged 

particular incidents.  During the course of this investigation, this investigator discerned from 

speaking with a variety of witnesses that there appears to be perceptions that you as Plant 

Operations Supervisor are sometimes blunt, direct, straightforward, loud, rude, gruff, use a firm 

tone of voice, and even once in a while fly off-the-handle.  There were also perceptions 

conveyed to this investigator that you are firm and fair as you conduct your duties.  While there 

was acknowledgment that you can be charming at times,
6
 you are also viewed by one or more 

staff members as being at times very abrasive and reactionary.  Your supervisory and personal 

methodologies may be accepted by some as, conceptually, “that’s just Mr. Graham,” but for one 

or more others it appears to be perceived as disrespect and what might be characterized as poor 

role modeling.   

                                                 
6
  During my interview with you, you often responded, “Yes, sir.”  However, given descriptions by other staff 

members who were interviewed, that presentation seemed contrary to your interactions with staff, despite your 

indication to me that your interactions with me (“Yes, sir”) were your normal manner of speaking. 
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Incident #7 more specifically alleges that others “have seen Mr. graham [sic] yelling and cussing 

at [Employee 2] … .”  You indicated you never “got into it” with Employee 2, that the 

allegations in #7 never happened, and specifically that you have never cussed out Employee 2.  

The complaint’s allegations within Incident #7 do not specify what instance(s) occurred nor the 

number.  However, there were at least three interactions between Employee 2 and you which 

were identified wherein you would have at least been yelling. (The below instances are 

numbered for the sake of presentation, not in order of priority of concern.) 

(1)  During one of the early home games in September 2016, there was an issue regarding 

field passes.  You wanted some people on the sideline but Employee 2 did not give out 

field passes to those individuals.  Prior to the game, while both were in golf carts, by the 

Visitor’s Gate, in front of the ticket booth, and in front of others (staff and individuals 

especially visitors), you became argumentative, aggressive, in a loud voice.  The 

argument involved Metro Bylaws as relied upon by Employee 2, whereas you kept going, 

talking about CIF officials who supposedly said it was okay.  Employee 2 received no 

apology and from the perspective of Employee 2, you acted in essence as if the incident 

had not happened.  (Employee 2 did not give out the passes; however, it appears that you 

circumvented Employee 2 and received the okay from the school site principal for the 

visitors to be on the sideline.) 

(2)  Another incident, more recently (likely April or May 2017) involved Employee 2 

having provided a schedule for custodians.  In an aggressive tone, you were trying to 

justify not following the schedule given by Employee 2.  The discussion included an 

argumentative tone and raised voice by you, in front of P.E. classes, i.e., in front of 

students and at least one other adult.   

(3) Another incident (likely in 2015-2016) involved the process and method for paying 

for repairs for a golf cart.  The context involved a fundraiser with coaches at Petco Park 

and your controlling of that money.  You got upset, raised your voice, and stormed away, 

with other people around within hearing distance. 

That the site principal has already talked to you about raising your voice, supports the allegation 

that the issue has existed in the past.   

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence established that you have, in the presence or view of 

others, interacted with Employee 2, whereupon you were argumentative, aggressive, using a loud 

voice and, being upset, raised your voice.  Interviews with Employee 2 did not mention cussing 

by you at Employee 2, so that the evidence does not as yet support the conclusion that you were 

cussing at Employee 2. 
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Incident #8 
The , Mr.[Employee 8], filed a complaint against Mr. Graham 

because he shows little respect for maintaining a learning environment. He comes to 

Mr. [Employee 8’s] classroom interrupting class constantly to talk to his student athletes, 

barging in the classroom with a loud macho voice.  He clearly thinks he is somewhere in a 

camping area, but not in a school.  This happened during 2016-2017. Other teachers are equally 

upset at Mr. Graham’s behavior. 

This is the first of several alleged incidents involving your interactions with teaching staff.  This 

allegation refers to your manner, such as using “a loud macho voice.”  As mentioned above 

(response to Incident #7), you possess an approach and manner which some may find indicative 

of a strong personality, with an aggressive voice speaking over others to the point where some 

persons might consider your manners as disrespectful.  One or more of the teaching staff may 

believe other approaches and techniques would be more appropriate for an educational learning 

environment, including contacting teachers during nutrition breaks or times other than classroom 

instruction.  It is noted, however, that coaches at Castle Park High School do, at times, enter 

classrooms during class times; it has happened.  Reality also dictates that at times, classroom 

interruptions might be appropriate if an emergency would so require in your role as Plant 

Operations Supervisor. 

More specifically, as to this particular alleged Incident #8, the evidence does not support the 

allegations as presented, as related to “interrupting class constantly to talk to his student-athletes, 

barging in the classroom.”  This classroom teacher identified only one (really two) incident(s) 

that he believed would be cause to file a complaint, and neither incident involved you coming 

into class to talk with your student-athletes.  As acknowledged by you, both incidents involved 

you requesting Employee 8 move his vehicle.  Last school year (likely the beginning 

of 2016-2017), you came to Employee 8’s class while he was teaching.  You related that since 

students were in the classroom, you stood by the door and as is your alleged general practice, 

made eye contact with the teacher who then came to the door.  That incident occurred before or 

around 8:00 a.m.  The second incident occurred later that same day, involving the same topic, 

during this teacher’s preparation time.  On this second occasion, your conduct was perceived by 

Employee 8 to be more forceful; aggressive to the point where the conversation could be 

characterized as essentially a shouting match.  No students were around.  The primary concern of 

the teacher was not that you entered the classroom (although a concern was that the discussion 

could have been at another time such as nutrition break) but rather how you did it—with your 

strong personality and aggressive voice, and the way you walked in—was perceived as 

disrespectful.  

There was no written complaint filed about the incident, although this teacher did discuss the 

matter with your supervisor (Employee 2). 
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When asked about interrupting his class, this teacher indicated that was the only time.  When 

asked if there were any other incidents, this teacher responded not that he could file a complaint 

about.  (However, others also referenced an incident where you told this teacher to not use a 

particular field as a result of rain.)   

FINDING: There is insufficient evidence to support the allegation that you came to 

Employee 8’s classroom interrupting class constantly to talk to your student athletes, barging in 

the classroom with a loud macho voice. 

Incident #9 
[Part A] A teacher, [Employee 9], who teaches , filed a complaint against 

Mr. Graham because he addressed her in a way that she considered as harassment. . 

[Employee 9] does not know Mr. Graham, so she pointed out that she did not appreciate the tone 

and Mr. Graham’s demeanor. Result: verbal reprimand.   

No written complaint was filed.  However, Employee 9 did relate many if not all of the incidents 

mentioned within Part A and Part B, below, to the site principal. 

This teacher related several incidents involving how you addressed her:   

In July 2014, during a pre-service day, you asked the teacher (who was inside her 

classroom) to move her car which was parked outside her classroom to unload.  

(“Hey, you need to move your car.”)  The way the request was made was 

considered by Employee 9 to have been made with a clear authority and without 

any manners.  During interviews with Employee 9, the issue was described, 

credibly, by Employee 9 as you calling her in those words, without using her 

name and louder than the norm.  Employee 9 expressed that you should not be 

talking to teachers like that.   

Your response included, in part, you were implementing your instructions about 

staff not parking outside their classrooms, which they do frequently, and you 

“simply reminded her to move her car. I didn’t treat her different than I do anyone 

else.” 

FINDINGS:  The weight of the evidence establishes the event occurred as 

indicated above, with you saying, louder than the norm, “Hey, you need to 

move your car.”  However, the descriptors used by Employee 9 did not 

include “harassment.” 

On two different occasions near the beginning of the 2016-2017 school year (once 

by her classroom and another by the office), you said “Hey, you, come here.”  

Employee 9 complied and you started to tell her about some hygiene products 
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[relating to  students] that had arrived.  On those two occasions 

you were with another person, and Employee 9 relates that it seemed to her that 

you wanted to prove that you had authority toward her (Employee 9), to the other 

person. Employee 9 did not like how you were talking to her.  During interviews 

with Employee 9, Employee 9 credibly confirmed you said exactly, “Hey you, 

come here” and did not use Employee 9’s name.  The statement occurred on two 

different occasions, a couple weeks apart.  The other persons’ identities were not 

recalled.  Employee 9 did not know why you were speaking to her like that but 

considers “why” irrelevant – she did not like that you were talking to her as if she 

were a kid. 

Your response was, “I don’t talk to staff in that manner, I always use their 

names.” 

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence establishes you called her at least 

twice by saying, “Hey, you, come here.”  However, the descriptors used 

by Employee 9 did not include “harassment.” 

OVERALL FINDING, INCIDENT #9 [Part A]:  The weight of the evidence supports the 

allegation that Employee 9 did not appreciate the tone and your demeanor.  However, the weight 

of the evidence does not support a finding that Employee 9 considered the comments to be 

harassment. 

[Part B] [Employee 9] told me that there are three other incidents that she wants to report. 

 

The complaint indicates there are three other incidents which Employee 9 wants to report.  

During the course of this investigation, Employee 9 provided me narratives of several alleged 

incidents.  After considering whether or not to include that email and its contents into this 

investigation, I emailed my belief the reference within Incident #9 is sufficient to justify my 

consideration of her comments in my current report. Employee 9’s narratives were provided to 

you by email from this investigator July 27, 2017.  Your email responses were received August 

1, 2017.  The alleged incidents and responses were investigated and analyzed, with findings 

incorporated into this investigation report.   

 

Overview: Employee 9’s renditions were consistent, detailed and considered credible, without 

bias.  Employee 9, even after discussing the alleged incidents with this investigator, 

characterized you as great and does super great things.  Employee 9 even used the term 

charismatic at one point to characterize you in one of her interviews with this investigator.  

After the most recent event (see the  student incident, below), you and 

Employee 9 spoke; you indicated you “parted on amicable terms.”  From Employee 9’s 

perspective, you came to her classroom that next morning “before the bell rang to apologize 

about his behavior.  I accepted his apology.”  (You responded to this sequence, in part, 
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confirming this investigator’s respect for the veracity of Employee 9, minimizing your 

accountability for initiating the subsequent interaction, and denying you apologized: “I have 

respect for [Employee 9], which is why I spoke to her the next day, at [the principal’s] 

suggestion.  I didn’t want any tension between [Employee 9] and myself.  I did not apologize to 

her … .”)  Employee 9 also wrote that on the date she drafted the rendition of incidents 

(addressed in this report) Employee 9 and you coincidentally talked; Employee 9 related several 

segments of that conversation in her statement, with you reciting that Employee 9’s statement 

(that you thanked Employee 9 about you being more conscious about how you talk to students) 

was true.  Although you specifically stated that a portion of Employee 9’s statement which you 

underlined was never stated to you,  you did not deny the portion written by Employee 9, “I told 

him I am glad that we haven’t had any problems and everything has been good.”   

 

Employee 9 indicated she likes you but believes things happen and one should learn from their 

mistakes and control emotions.  She appeared to hold no bias against you, and indicated you 

have treated her with respect since the most recent incident referenced below.   

 

This investigator concludes there is no reason to believe the statements (verbal and written) by 

Employee 9 were anything less than truthful.  Additionally, you did not claim Employee 9 was 

biased, vindictive, retaliatory nor anything of the like, nor did you articulate any reason she 

would be less than truthful.  

 

For at least the above reasons, Employee 9’s renditions of the events she related were 

considered more credible than the versions related by you.   

 

In any event, the allegation within the May 26, 2017 complaint, Incident #9, Part A that “  

[Employee 9] does not know Mr. Graham,” is not accurate. 

 

The additional allegations provided by Employee 9, which were related to and responded by 

you, are analyzed as follows:  

1. “In the morning before the school bell a student was walking by a small pond of water, 

Hans drove with his golf cart and splashed the student.  I knew it was not an accident 

and the student just stood wet.” 

You responded, in entirety, “Absolutely did not happen I have no idea what she is 

talking about.” 

 Employee 9 explained this incident occurred during the rainy season of the 2015-2016 

school year.  After this investigator received Mr. Graham’s response, Employee 9 was 

interviewed again and credibly related that the event occurred at the beginning of the 

day in the lunch area, you were driving your cart (described as fast although lots of 

students were crossing by) next to Employee 9 going in the same direction; she believed 
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you had to be able to see the student (who was crossing left to right) and the water since 

the puddle of water was in front of them—which she described as being approximately a 

meter or the size of two unfolded newspapers—so that it was large enough to see it 

would splash. The student was a male.  You kept going in your cart after the student was 

splashed. 

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence establishes that on this occasion, you 

knowingly or negligently drove your cart into a puddle and splashed a student and kept 

going after the male student was splashed.  

2. Toward the end of the 2015-2016 school year, “At the beginning of nutrition break, 

Hans was yelling to a student.  Hans said in the conversation with the student ‘Fuck you, 

what the fuck’.” 

You responded, in entirety, “Absolutely did not happen. I NEVER talk to staff or 

student in that manner.” 

Employee 9’s rendition of this event was credible, both in writing and in interviews with 

this investigator. 

This investigator notes that relating to Incident #5, the allegation that you told a staff 

member, I don’t give a shit, was supported by the weight of the evidence.  

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence establishes that on this occasion, you yelled at a 

student and stated, “Fuck you, what the fuck.” 

3. Around the beginning of the school year 2016-2017 “a  student that I 

[Employee 9] did not know very well back then was acting out.  The student stood up on 

top of a table and was doing attention seeking behaviors.  We as  

specialist [sic], when a student behaves inappropriately we re-direct that student in a 

place where he could be more calm.  The last thing we need is for someone to come and 

scream at the student.  Mr. Hans came and was very upset.  I went over to Mr. Hans to 

explain to him that we have a plan to re-direct that student and we need to be calm, 

yelling actually worsens the situation.  Mr. Hans got super upset and yelled to me that he 

knew the superintendent, that he was his [sic; her] buddy and that he was going to 

complain about me to him [sic; her] and I was going to get in trouble.  I was super 

upset.”   

“The next morning, Mr. Hans came to my classroom before the bell rang to apologize 

about his behavior.  I accepted his apology.  I told him that I talk to him with respect and 

I needed for him to talk to me with respect.” Later, on May 24, 2017, as Employee 9 was 

walking to lunch with her students, “he came up to me and said that he wanted to thank 

me, because after that incident he has been more conscious about the way he talks to 
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students. I told him that I am glad that we haven't had any problems and everything has 
been good. I also, told him that he has a strong character and probably other teacher or 
student haven't complained because they might be intimidated by his strong personality 
and loud voice." 

Employee 9 also related in a recent listing of alleged incidents, her belief that 
"he has many good qualities as a person and on the same time I' ve seen how he 
lost control of his impulses in the past." 

Your response, in essence, was that you were concerned for this student's safety, no one 
seemed to be reacting to your concern or the student, and you "DID NOT threaten her in 
any way shape or form, PERIOD!" You also denied apologizing to Employee 9. 

FINDINGS: The weight of the evidence establishes that Employee 9's version is more 
probable than not, including that you became upset as Employee 9 was explaining to 
you the strategy, and you loudly verbalized that you knew the superintendent and were 
going to use that to get Employee 9 in trouble, as referenced above. There is no finding 
that your concern for the safety of the student was unjustified; the weight of the 
evidence regarding your reaction to Employee 9 is the focus of the findings. 

Incident #10 
During semester 1, 2016-2017 after hearing so much about the football drama, I stopped for two 
minutes on my way to my car. I was carrying my books and student materials. I was standing 
about 200 yards from the practice area. Mr. Graham turned to me, his football players also 
turned. I do not know what he told them. However, I know what he yelled across the field. Then 
he screamed at the top o(his lungs, "Pinchi "in Spanish, which roughly means "Fuckin' 

" in front of all his players and my senior students. I did not become a teacher to be 
abused by a custodian or anybody. I do not even know Mr. Graham and NEVER, NEVER have 
talked to him in such a manner. I reject his culture of harassment and utter disregard for respect 
and dignity. We should not let him continue with this pattern. Mr. Graham keeps invading 
teaching and coaching spaces at Castle Park high school. He brags about having protections 
from somebody he knows at "the district office" and claims to be immune from any school 
sanction or protocol. How far do we protect that behavior? How far do we go? 

This alleged incident is especially perplexing. Complainant is positive he heard you scream, 
"Pinchi - " (meaning roughly, "fuckin - ") in front of all of your players and 
• - · s senior students. However, several factors raised questions about this allegation, and 
you assert the incident never happened, question why would you scream that in front of your 
kids, you had no issues with Mr. - · and you consider the accusation inflammatory and 
blatantly false. 
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No specific witness was identified, and this investigator was not inclined to currently inquire of 

the numerous potential (and unidentified) student-athletes who were present and would have 

overheard the comment.  (Issues would likely have involved lack of recollection as a result of 

loyalty, actual lack of recollection, or potentially fear of retaliation from a head coach, the likely 

accusation of conducting a “witch hunt,” and the belief that inquiring of this issue of so many 

potential witnesses would have resulted in detriment likely without acquiring material probative 

evidence.)   

FINDING: Accordingly, currently there is insufficient evidence to support this allegation.   

Incident #11 
On Monday, May 15

th
, Mr. Graham came to room 602 and stood at the door while he yelled at 

the top of his lungs  “can I see [Student D]?” I answered, “Can I help you? You are 

interrupting” He proceeded as if nothing happened. Is this White privilege or plain rudeness? 

Or both? I ask.   

You responded to this allegation, “I went to Mr.  room to talk to a student who needed to 

[redacted due to arguable student confidentiality; it involved prerequisite to graduate].  The door 

was open and everyone was socializing.  A student informed Mr.  of my presence and he 

said ‘yes coach.’  I then asked if I could speak with [Student “D”] again he said ‘Yes coach’ and  

[Student “D”] came outside for about 2 minutes.  Mr.  also had been asked several times to 

move his vehicle … .” 

Complainant asserts he was teaching Government at the time and you would have known or 

heard that class was in session.  There were approximately 28 students in the class.   

This investigator had hoped to question Student “D” but was unable to do so.  Under the 

circumstances, including this investigator’s understanding that coaches on some occasions do go 

to classrooms to talk with students, it was considered more detrimental than beneficial to inquire 

of other students about this alleged incident. 

FINDING: The allegations of interrupting the class and suggestion that he engaged in “plain 

rudeness” lack sufficient evidentiary support to be sustained at this time.   

Incident #12 
 [Employee 10], , filed a complaint against Mr. Graham 

because of the way he addressed him.  The documents and details are at the office. 

FINDINGS:  There was no written complaint filed as alleged.  However, Employee 10 

acknowledged he related his concerns verbally, to the site principal, in approximately late 

April 2017.  According to the principal, the concerns related to how you interacted with him, 

using as an example a parking situation (about where Employee 10 had improperly parked his 
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car); according to the principal, Employee 10 related to her that Employee 10 did not like the 

way you spoke to him, disrespectfully, going back and forth.  Employee 10 characterized the 

essence of the discussion as you being negative and aggressive toward staff.   

You responded to the allegation of Incident #12 in part, “[Employee 10] and I get along very 

well.  The only possible issue is because he also has been asked several times to move his car.  I 

have always been courteous to [Employee 10].”   

Whether or not expressed to the principal, Employee 10 indicated during my interview that he 

believes you can be negative and aggressive towards staff and did not want to deal with you 

because he perceived that you can at times be like a Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde.  He perceived your 

responses were escalated and uncalled for, such as including words which one does not expect to 

hear.  An example involved a question to you about why a cart is not working; the essence of 

your response was essentially, well fuck man, I can’t fix everything; it’s a fuckin machine, what 

do you expect.  Employee 10 indicated he has nothing against you (and was considered credible 

by this investigator) but believes you need to be more professional.  

Incident #13 
[Employee 11],  of 15 years, has filed a complaint against Mr. Graham 

because she alleges that Mr. Graham has harassed her psychologically and sexually. Moreover, 

he takes pictures of little stains or maybe small graffiti, then reprimands and 

harasses[Employee 11], who had complained about sexual harassment when [Employee 12] was 

the principal at Castle Park about three or four years ago. Mr. Graham was promoted to the 

POS position instead of reprimanded. [Employee 10] alleges there is a culture of enabling and 

cover up on behalf or Mr. Hans Graham.  An individual who works with others should be able to 

communicate and work effectively with colleagues. This man’s tone and demeanor is not ideal 

for anyone working in our district, let alone someone holding a position authority and 

leadership. 

This incident involves interactions by you with staff; see the introductory comments within 

Incident #7 and Incident #8, above.   

The allegations within this Incident #13 refer to a complaint by Employee 11 “when 

[Employee 12] was the principal at Castle Park about three or four years ago.”  This investigator 

understands there have been several investigations of complaints by Employee 11.  (One 

investigation involved interviewing 16 witnesses and no wrongdoing was found to have 

occurred.)  This investigator declines to repeat the undertakings of formal complaints and formal 

investigations which have already occurred. 

A portion of Incident #13 alleges you, Mr. Graham, “takes pictures of little stains or maybe small 

graffiti … .”  Documenting concerns with job performance such as by taking pictures of stains or 
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graffiti is a practice which is acceptable and generally encouraged for purposes of documentation 

of alleged unsatisfactory job performance.  

FINDINGS:  Employee 11 filed one or more complaints, which this investigator understands 

were already investigated by District representatives, and were either resolved or awaiting 

decision(s) by outside entities.  Therefore no further investigation or finding(s) are made at this 

time.   

Incident #14 
[Employee 9], a teacher at CPHS, told me that she saw Mr. Graham yelling at a  

, [Employee 13],
7

 who was crying as Mr. Graham yelled at her. When 

[Employee 8] asked [Employee 13] what happened, [Employee 13] said “ That how he is, he’s 

always like that” meaning he gives teacher a scolding tone and gets away with it.   

Although it was not established what particular incident caused Employee 13 to cry, 

Employee 13 relates that she would not cry unless scolded, and you used a scolding tone as you 

boss people.  As stated by her, after 10 years or so, that’s how life is.  

Employee 13 related one incident in particular (about an orchard and water) where you were 

yelling at each other and does not remember if she cried, but is pretty sure you made her cry on 

that occasion.  A school site official also confirmed that approximately two school years ago, 

Employee 13 came to that school official and related to him that you caused Employee 13 to cry. 

Another school employee saw Employee 13, sometime between August and possibly 

November 2015, cry during a school day in the lunch area by the benches while discussing 

something with you. That other employee and Employee 13 discussed the incident later that day 

and there is no indication Employee 13 denied the incident, but rather indicated something to the 

effect of, that’s the way he is.  

You responded, in entirety, “If [Employee 13] cried it wasn’t in front of me.  [Employee 13] and 

I were always cordial with each other and she never said anything to me about this allegation.” 

FINDING:  The weight of the evidence supports that you interacted with Employee 13 on at least 

one occasion so as to result in Employee 13 crying, whether or not it was the instance related in 

Incident #14.   

                                                 
7
  The name of the  contained in Incident #14 was incorrect.  For purposes of this report, the 

correctly identified person is referred to as Employee 11.  You were notified of the proper identity.  Complainant 

Cueva is also believed to know the identity of this teacher.  
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Incident #15 
[Employee 9], a  was in her classroom and Mr. Graham told her to 

come, pointing his finger at her.  She did not like what Mr. Graham said to her and the tone he 

used, so she went immediately to the principal and complained. Mr. Graham had to change his 

tone.  

Employee 9 does not recall this alleged incident.  You deny the incident ever occurred. 

FINDING:  This allegation is not supported.  

Incident #16 
[Part A]  This school year, in the month of May 2017, Mr. Graham asked the football players 

what type of music they would like to hear during practices. The students were suggesting some 

of the music they like, then a  student suggested something, Coach Graham answered to the 

 football player  “don’t suggest any of your  music”. Everybody was shocked and 

surprised at such a use of the  word.  

There is no dispute about you having used the word ”
8
 in front of your student-athletes.  

There is no dispute that the use of the word was in the context of music for the players as a 

playlist was to be created and for the players to send to you to consider for playing music during 

spring practice, i.e., in May 2017.  Those aspects are undisputed and found to have occurred. 

A dispute involves the precise phrase and context used by you.  The Incident #16 narrative 

recites “don’t suggest any of your  music.”  Other versions by witnesses who overheard 

the comment included you saying, “I can already tell they’re going to come up with a bunch of 

music.”  That same witness later told a security guard (as told by the security guard to this 

investigator), while at practice you asked kids to give you names of songs so you could make a 

playlist to listen to during practice; the kids started mentioning song names and you said I don’t 

want to hear any of that  music.  Another witness related to this investigator that you said 

(but also explained this is not an exact quote but the essence), “That’s the last thing we need out 

here, someone hearing all this  music coming out of the speaker.”   

You asserted you told the kids after calling the kids in close, “guys we cannot play these songs 

with the word in them  do you understand?”  Your explanation included, in part: 

My goal was to make sure that kids understood the reason why I couldn’t play 

their music.  I only used the full word so they were clear about this.  I wasn’t 

                                                 
8
  The term is written out in full only because this is a report of what happened, factually that word was used in the 

complaint narrative, and was the word used by you. 
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sure if I said ‘the word’ they knew what I meant.
9
  No one ever approached me 

or complained about this. 

FINDINGS, Incident #16 [Part A]: There is no dispute you used the full word  and such 

was overheard by student athletes.  The weight of the evidence indicates it is more likely than not 

that you used the term as a descriptor of the music, rather than describing that the word was in 

the music and being sure the kids knew what he meant.  Two witnesses disagreed with your 

version, and your version is not tenable given the totality of circumstances revealed in this 

investigation of these complaints.    

[Part B]  Afterwards, while driving around campus on his cart, coach Graham stuck a 

broomstick in the  student’s rear area between the buttocks, and pulled the broomstick up 

into the students’ rear in front of his girlfriend, other students, and other football players, who 

were shocked. The football player reported the incident to a staff member. Under the mandated 

reporting law and according to the district workshops that we attended, we are to report all such 

incidents. A staff member filed a sexual harassment form at the office describing Mr. Graham’s 

assault. Result: He started practicing for the 2017-2018 season.  What is the limit? And what if 

the media and Watchdog find out? We are going to get more negative media attention because of 

carelessness and a culture of abusive behavior and sexual harassment at Castle Park high 

school. The parents want to go to the media, they are not afraid anymore and are tired of 

obscene behavior being “swept under the rug”.      

There is no dispute that on or about May 19, 2017, you put a broomstick
10

 on a male student’s 

butt.  To the extent if any that aspect remains disputed, the weight of the evidence established 

that such occurred.   

It is where on the student the broomstick handle was placed which was initially disputed.  The 

male student related to this investigator that you were in a cart, the student’s back was turned to 

you, and you put the broomstick in his buttocks, the student turned around and you asked if you 

scared him, laughing.  (Emphasis added by the undersigned investigator.) 

In response to the narrative within Incident #16, you wrote your version describing the event: 

One of my former students was on campus talking to some girls.  I went to drive 

by him and wanted to tap him on his side.  I didn’t want to reach across the cart so 

                                                 
9
  One witness ) indicated to this investigator that one kid asked what the ” meant and 

you supplied the clarification.  This investigator finds that version lacking in credibility, since such would have been 

mentioned by you to me but was not mentioned in the meeting nor in your written response. Also, the witness who 

provided this information could not recall the student’s name who asked that question.  Furthermore, it stretches the 

imagination for anyone to believe that teenagers, especially who include African Americans, do not understand what 

the  means and that a head football coach of many years such as you would have to explain its meaning 

because of a belief by you as coach that the kids would not understand what the  meant. 
10

 The object was essentially a broom handle with threads which could be used for a variety of implements.   
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I tapped him on his right hip with a long handle and I made a whistling noise. He 
jumped, the girls laughed, and I kept going. 

After that incident, as related by you, a discussion occurred between you and the boy about the 
incident. In your words: 

"Later on I ran into him and I said 'man you sure jumped' and he said 'yea coach 
cuz the stick hit me in the butt'. I said 'no it didn't' and he said 'yes it did 
coach'. I immediately put my hand out and said 'I'm sorry buddy i didn't mean 
to hit you in the butt' and we shook hands, he said 'i know coach'." (Emphasis 
added by the undersigned investigator.) 

After the incident, this male student asked a security guard if people are supposed to put 
broomsticks in people's butts. According to that security guard, the student then related that as 
he was standing with his girlfriend 11

, you came up to him on a golf cart and put a broomstick !!I! 
his butt; when the security guard asked for more specificity, the student said in between his 
butt cheeks; when the security guard asked the student why he (you) did that, the student 
indicated he didn't know, he was so embarrassed. (Emphases added by the undersigned 
investigator.) 

FINDING: The weight of the evidence results in the conclusion that you hit the boy in his 
buttocks with the broomstick handle, with one or more students also present. It is more probable 
than not that the broomstick contacted the boy between his butt cheeks. 

Sincerely, 

ATKINSON, ANDELSON, LOYA, RUUD & ROMO 

Clifford D. Weiler 

CDW:jlt 

11 I was unable to identify the girlfriend. However, the basic facts are not disputed, and it is questionable whether 
she would have been standing so as to actually observe where the broomstick struck on the student's butt. The 
evidence which was available, that being from the student himself and your statements, was decisive. 
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