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Executive Summary 

File ID Number 2007409 

 

On December 11, 2007, an anonymous complaint was submitted to the Chief Investigator at the 

Ohio Department of Transportation (“ODOT”), and a copy was forwarded to the Office of the 

Inspector General (“OIG”).  The complaint contained allegations of misconduct by ODOT 

District 8 Labor Relations Officer Carl Best.  These allegations against Best fall within three 

broad categories: 1) Time-related concerns: that Best falsified sign-in sheets, improperly accrued 

overtime compensation, and misused state time for political meetings; 2) Inappropriate 

communications: that Best sent inappropriate electronic mail messages, including nudity-

oriented material, and that Best was verbally abusive to other district personnel; and 3) 

Professional misconduct: that Best ignored proper job posting procedures and has engaged in 

politically-motivated hiring practices.   

 

The anonymous complainant provided no documents, records or exhibits to support the 

allegations, nor were any potential witnesses identified.   We reviewed electronic mail messages, 

reviewed and conducted an extensive analysis of Best’s bi-weekly time sheets and leave usage 

history, and obtained and reviewed relevant sign-in sheets.  Relevant district personnel were 

interviewed, none of whom corroborated the allegations against Best, and Best likewise denied 

the allegations in a sworn interview.    

 

Accordingly, we found no evidence to substantiate the allegations against Best. 
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I. BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION  

 

On December 11, 2007, an anonymous complaint was submitted to the Chief Investigator at the 

Ohio Department of Transportation (“ODOT”), and a copy was forwarded to the Office of the 

Inspector General.  The complaint contained allegations of misconduct by ODOT District 8 

(Lebanon) Labor Relations Officer (“LRO”) Carl Best.  These allegations fall within three broad 

categories: 1) Time-related concerns: that Best falsified sign-in sheets, improperly accrued 

overtime compensation, and misused state time for political meetings; 2) Inappropriate 

communications: that Best sent inappropriate electronic mail messages, including obscenity, and 

that Best was verbally abusive to other district personnel; and 3) Professional misconduct: that 

Best ignored proper job posting procedures and has engaged in politically-motivated hiring 

practices.  The complainant did not provide any documentation, names of potential witnesses or 

other information supportive of the allegations. 

 

 

ll. ACTION TAKEN IN FURTHERANCE OF INVESTIGATION 

 

We reviewed Best’s electronic mail account, which included saved messages dating back to 

1998.  We also reviewed and conducted an extensive analysis of Best’s bi-weekly time sheets 

and leave-usage history for the time period from January 2005 until January 2008.  Further, we 

obtained and reviewed the sign-in sheets for personnel working in the district deputy director’s 

office, including Best, from January 2007 to January 2008.  Relevant district personnel were 

interviewed, and Best gave a sworn interview concerning the allegations.  Finally, we reviewed 

ODOT policy, Department of Administrative Services directives and the federal Fair Labor 

Standards Act relative to the payment of overtime and premium (time-and-one-half) rates for 

state personnel exempt from a collective bargaining unit. 
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III. DISCUSSION 

 

Best has been an employee with ODOT since January 20, 1987.  He was originally hired as a 

Safety and Health Inspector, and has been the LRO3 for ODOT District 8 since November 1987.  

An LRO3 is a position classification in the Classified, Exempt service of the State of Ohio -- 

“classified” indicating that the position is afforded civil service protection, “exempt” signifying 

that the position is not part of a collective bargaining unit, or union.  As the LRO3 for District 8, 

Best is responsible for coordinating and monitoring all labor relations activities for his district.  

His specific duties include advising management concerning the collective bargaining contracts, 

identifying problems and proposing solutions, and representing the agency in grievance 

procedures, including pre-disciplinary matters.  [See Exhibit A.] 

 

 

Allegation 1: Carl Best falsified sign-in sheets, improperly accrued overtime compensation, 

and misused state time for political meetings. 

 

The District 8 Business & Human Services Sign In/Out Policy states, in pertinent part, “The use 

of sign in/out procedures for non-field employees is at the discretion of the department head.”  

[See Exhibit B.]  Best is a direct-report employee of the district deputy director, and sign in/out 

sheets were maintained in a binder used by employees reporting to the deputy director.  The sign 

in/out sheets were not utilized as source documents for payroll purposes, but were primarily used 

as a means of establishing employees’ whereabouts during the course of the workday, especially 

if specific duties required time away from the office.  An extensive review of the sheets for 2007 

revealed that the sign in/out sheets were regularly maintained by the office from January until 

early September, and then only sporadically for the remainder of the year.  To the extent that the 

sheets were utilized, Best was consistent and thorough in completing them as required. 

 

We were initially surprised to learn that Best, as an LRO3 and having exempt employee status, 

was eligible for overtime at the premium rate.  A thorough review of Best’s payroll records 
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confirmed that Best earned and was paid overtime compensation in accordance with current 

departmental policy.
1
   

 

Nothing in our review of the provided records yielded any evidence that Best had engaged in any 

meetings for political purposes while on state time, nor were such allegations corroborated in 

interviews with other district personnel.  When asked about such meetings in his sworn 

interview, Best denied the allegation emphatically.  Some of his off-site meetings were with 

various union representatives, he said, but those meetings were for state business, not political 

purposes. 

 

Accordingly, we find no reasonable cause to believe a wrongful act or omission occurred in this 

instance. 

 

  

Allegation 2:  Carl Best sent inappropriate electronic mail messages, including obscenity, 

and was verbally abusive to other district personnel. 

 

A copy of Best’s electronic mail account was provided to this office in late December 2007, and 

was subject to extensive, message-by-message review.  None of the messages sent or received by 

Best in the account were found to include sexual or obscene content.  No examples of improper 

messages were presented with the complaint to support this allegation.  There were many 

messages dealing with labor and disciplinary issues, many of which related to matters that were 

being disputed or contested by employees who were subject to disciplinary action.  While those 

messages tended to be fairly blunt, none were deemed to be unprofessional.  In his interview, 

Best denied these allegations, and pointed out that his position requires him to handle a high 

volume of disciplinary matters relative to computer and electronic mail misuse.   

 

As to the allegation concerning verbal abuse, Best emphasized that the disciplinary process can 

often be volatile.  Employees are often upset during the proceedings, meetings often become 

                                                           
1 ODOT’s overtime policy itself is addressed in the companion report of investigation for File ID Number 2007409-A. 
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tense, and employees will sometimes try to steer discussions towards extraneous matters or 

issues involving other employees.  In such circumstances, Best said it is often necessary to use a 

raised voice and firm tone to refocus the discussion on the issue at hand and restore order.  While 

he tries to allow employees time to “vent their frustrations,” he said he will not allow employees 

to become abusive.  While he acknowledged being forceful, he denied being unprofessional.   

 

Other district personnel interviewed characterized Best as having an assertive personality and 

aggressively interpreting the bargaining unit contract on the department’s behalf in the 

disciplinary process, but none felt that Best had ever “crossed the line” in his interactions with 

other employees.  Again, the complaint did not identify any potential witnesses to support the 

allegation. 

 

Accordingly, we find no reasonable cause to believe a wrongful act or omission occurred in this 

instance. 

 

 

Allegation 3: Carl Best ignored proper job posting procedures and engaged in politically-

motivated hiring practices. 

 

With regard to job postings, Best has no role in that process.  As corroborated by former District 

8 Business and Human Resources (“B&HR”) Administrator Jim Fife, Best’s job duties do not 

include the advertising of job vacancies or the hiring and position classification of seasonal help 

or interns.  Those responsibilities fall to the personnel division in the B&HR section in ODOT 

district offices.  When filling a job vacancy, ODOT customarily will thoroughly review 

applications to select the most qualified candidates for interviews conducted by a panel 

consisting of the hiring manager and two or three other interview panelists selected by the hiring 

manager with the assistance of the B&HR administrator. 

 

The anonymous complainant further alleges that Best has engaged in political hiring and 

interviewing practices.  Again, the job duties for an LRO3 include coordinating and monitoring 

all labor relations activities, including grievance and disciplinary matters, and advising 
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management concerning collective bargaining contracts.  They do not include overseeing the 

hiring process.   

 

Regarding the hiring of the ODOT Butler County Manager position identified in the complaint, 

Fife acknowledged that Best was on the interview panel and was ardently backing a specific 

candidate.  There was disagreement among the panelists whether that candidate met the 

minimum qualifications, and that disagreement was brought to the attention of District Deputy 

Director Hans Jindal.  A second review of applicants’ qualifications ensued, and it was 

determined that the candidate whom Best supported did not meet the minimum qualifications for 

the position.  Best said his support of the candidate was based on a desire to hire from outside the 

department in order to bring new perspective to the position.  Neither of the other interview 

panelists, nor Deputy Director Jindal, contradicted Best’s statement or ascribed other motivations 

to Best’s support for that particular candidate. 

 

Fife confirmed that Best, as a long-time district employee with experience in dealing with 

employee and labor relations issues, was occasionally asked to serve as an interview panelist for 

managerial positions.  According to Fife, typically, the personnel division determines whether or 

not a candidate meets minimum qualifications, often with assistance from the manager 

responsible for supervising the position.  On rare occasions, the interview panel will become 

involved in this process.  Once the pool of qualified candidates has been identified, the interview 

panel, by consensus, will select the most qualified candidates for interviews.  Finally, the 

interview panel will make the hiring recommendation to the district deputy director, who is 

solely responsible for the hiring decision.   

 

The hiring recommendation is usually a consensus decision of the interview panel, but 

differences of opinion sometimes arise.  Fife explained that when filling lower level position 

openings, often the majority on the panel will forward the recommendation anyway.  For higher 

level positions, each panelist’s recommendation may be forwarded for consideration by the 

district deputy director.   
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Accordingly, we find no reasonable cause to believe that a wrongful act or omission occurred in 

this instance. 

 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

 

The complaint filed against Carl Best was not accompanied by documents, records or other 

information supportive of the allegations, nor were potential witnesses who may be able to 

corroborate those allegations identified by the complainant.  We collected and examined 

documents, records, data, and policies relevant to the allegations to the extent we were able to 

identify and obtain such materials.  Best’s electronic mail account contained no objectionable 

material; his time sheets, compliance with the sign in/out policies, accrual of overtime, and use 

of leave time all appeared to be in accordance with departmental policies.  Also, Best is not 

responsible for the advertising of job vacancies, selection of candidates to be interviewed for job 

vacancies, nor the position classification of individuals hired to work in District 8.  In summary, 

none of the allegations forwarded by the complainant against Best were substantiated by the 

evidence available, and Best denied the allegations in a sworn interview. 
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