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Investigative Activity: Personnel File Review 

Involves: OSP  

Activity Date: 11/25/2025 

Authoring Agent: SA Joshua Welty #173 

   
Narrative: 

On Tuesday, November 25, 2025, Ohio Bureau of Criminal Investigation (BCI) Special 

Agent (SA) Joshua Welty  (SA Welty) received the personnel file for OSP 

from Ohio State Highway Patrol (OSP) Sgt. Rachel Simmons. SA Welty reviewed the 

personnel file and noted the following:  

On May 6, 2021, was issued a written reprimand for performing 

a PIT maneuver without supervisor approval.  

No other use of force incidents was found to be outside of policy.  

The personnel file was attached to this report. Please refer to the attachment for 

further details. 

 

References: 

No references. 

 

Attachments: 

Attachment #1: OSP - Prior Discipline 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Ohio State Highway Patrol provides unbiased, professional public safety services through inclusion, collaboration, and innovation.  
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

 
OHP 0128 3/23 HP-22 

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 
 

Date December 8, 2023 

 

File 2-ADM 

   

To Major Anne R. Ralston Attention S/Lieutenant Ricardo L. Alonso 

From Sergeant Chad E. Smith, Administrative Investigation Unit 

Subject 
Administrative Investigation #  ~ Trooper  
Wilmington District, Georgetown Post 

 

Background 

On May 22, 2023, I was notified by Captain Heber Fellure, Wilmington DHQ, regarding a complaint 
(Complaint # ) against  Georgetown Post. Fellure advised  had 
allegedly made a copy of a traffic stop video, which was shared with others at a school. It was alleged by 
the complainant, James Phipps, that the video in question involved his son, Levi Phipps, was had been 
involved in an incident with troopers at the Georgetown Post. Phipps reported  son had a copy of 
the video and shared it with other students at Peebles High School. Fellure requested that I conduct 
additional follow-up on the complaint. 

The traffic stop was a motor vehicle pursuit from February 11, 2023, offense case #  Upon 
review, I learned Levi Phipps failed to stop for a speeding violation, and a motor vehicle pursuit ensued. 
The pursuit traveled approximately five miles before  conducted a Precision Immobilization 
Technique (PIT), successfully stopping the pursuit. Phipps failed to comply with responding officers’ 
orders to exit his vehicle, and  deployed his Conductive Energy Weapon or Taser and gained 
compliance. Phipps was taken into custody without further incident. Phipps was transported to a local 
hospital, where he was treated, and released. Levi Phipps was 17 years of age at the time of the incident.  

On June 14, 2023, at approximately 11:57 a.m., Phipps returned my call and discussed his complaint. 
Around late April or early May, Phipps was approached by his son, Christopher Phipps, who told him the 
traffic stop video involving his brother, Levi Phipps, was shared with two students at the Peebles High 
School.  son,  had shown these two students the traffic stop while using his iPad. Phipps 
expressed his son did not personally observe the video, but heard from others the video was shared. When 
he learned of the incident, Phipps was aggravated and when he learned his ex-wife had not reported the 
incident, he decided to do so himself. 

On May 15, 2023, Phipps contacted the Georgetown Post, spoke with Sergeant Anthony Fox, and reported 
the incident. Phipps believed one of the juvenile students who viewed the video was Jacob Stephens, and 
the other had the first name of Kelton. Phipps understood his son had done wrong but disagreed with how 
the video of his juvenile son was being shared with others. Additionally, Phipps was frustrated when he 
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requested a copy of the video through Central Records, he was told it would take six months to receive, 
but somehow, the video was already being shared with others. I explained to Phipps the matter would be 
looked into, and the phone call concluded. 

I notified Captain Chad Miller, former A.I.U. Commander, of this incident. On June 16, 2023, Miller 
informed me to initiate an administrative investigation (A.I.) into this matter. 
 

Investigative Action 
 

I reviewed case #  (Artifact A)  front dash camera footage (Artifact B), and Body-
worn camera footage (Artifact C) of the incident from February 11th. One of the names of the students 
who were alleged to have viewed the traffic stop was Jacob Stephens. After checking the Ohio Law 
Enforcement Gateway (OHLEG), I narrowed down a possible match. Stephanie Stephens was listed as a 
co-signer on Stephen’s driver’s license. I was able to ascertain a phone number for both.  
 
On July 6th at approximately 12:40 p.m., I contacted Stephens’ mother. As I introduced myself and 
explained the reason for the call, Stephanie confirmed she was aware of the incident. Stephanie provided 
her son’s phone number and permitted me to contact him to discuss whether or not he had viewed any 
video from the February 11th incident. At approximately 12:51 p.m., after attempting to contact Stephens 
directly, I received a call back from him. I explained the purpose of my call and inquired whether or not 
he had viewed any video from the February 11th incident. Stephens confirmed that he did, and I requested 
he give me some background on how it occurred. Stephens was unsure of the date but recalled it was 
sometime in March during baseball practice when  son approached him and asked if he knew Levi 
Phipps. After telling him he did,  son showed Stephens a video while using his cellphone. Stephens 
recalled viewing the PIT maneuver and  interaction with Phipps. According to Stephens, it was only 
him and  watching the video. Stephens provided  is also friends with Keltin Robinson but was 
unsure if Robinson also viewed the video. I thanked Stephens for his time and concluded the call.  
 
I located some possible contact information for Keltin Robinson and his father, Heath Robinson. I made 
several attempts to reach them and could not leave a message as either their mailbox was full or not set 
up. 
 
I have reviewed the Axon Evidence Audit Trail (Artifact D) which documented  activity with the 
video evidence. On February 11th, modified the retention of the video. On February 16th, viewed 
the video, but the audit trail did not indicate if  created a copy of the video evidence. This suggested 

 used another device to record the video as it played on his Mobile Computer Terminal (MCT). 
 
** On June 2nd, injured his knee during an unrelated incident while on duty. returned to work 
from his injury on December 3rd.  
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Trooper  – Subject of Investigation:  
 
On December 7, 2023, I interviewed  as the subject of this investigation (Artifact E). I read the 
Internal Investigation Pre-Interview form (DPS-0036) (Artifact F) to  Labor representative Larry 
Phillips was also present during the interview.  provided his date of hire was  He 
is currently assigned to the Georgetown Post and works the  The recorded 
interview began at 11:05 a.m. The following is a summary of the recorded interview: 

I reviewed the incident and the allegations with  I handed  case #  which he 
confirmed was the case generated to document the February 11th incident confirmed Phipps was a 
juvenile at the time of the incident, and in addition to performing a PIT maneuver,  did deploy his 
CEW.  agreed any video of the incident had evidentiary value.  

 admitted that he made a video of the PIT maneuver which lasted approximately eight seconds using 
his cellphone. He claimed there were no other copies of the video. However, he still had the original clip 
on his phone, and I requested he send the video to me. When asked why he made a copy of the video,  
explained he was "proud of the PIT." He recorded the clip while the video played through AXON on his 
MCT, but he was unsure whether he did this on the day of the incident.  confirmed he did not get 
approval from anyone to make a copy of the incident and agreed recordings are the property of the Division 
and not his.  agreed he did not follow proper procedures while copying the video evidence.    

 confirmed he sent the video clip to his son in a text message.  described having a close relationship 
with his son, and he was proud of the PIT maneuver and wanted to share it with his son. I asked  if 
his son shared the video with anyone, and he stated no. I explained I already spoke with a juvenile who 
admitted to watching the video with  son.  explained when he learned about the administrative 
investigation, he spoke with his son, who admitted to watching the video with his  Keltin, and 
another "boy" (Stephens).  provided his son did not send the video file to anyone  also confirmed 
his son has since deleted the video from his phone.  

 never intended for his son to share the video with anyone else. He was uncertain how Phipps found 
out about the video being shared. Additionally,  did not make a copy of the video to return to the 
Phipps family. He did not want it to reflect poorly on himself or the Division. I asked  to put himself 
in the father's shoes and how he would feel about sharing information about his son, and  admitted if 
the roles were reversed, he would be unhappy about the shared video. However,  mentioned Levi 
Phipps had filmed himself in the hospital, boasting about the incident before posting it on social media. 

 believed it was well-known that Phipps was involved in the pursuit before his son watched the video 
with the two boys.  denied there being any sensitive information on the video, i.e., social security 
numbers or date of birth.  

As he was making a copy of the incident, I asked  if he was aware of the policy and knew what he 
was doing was wrong.  replied, " I don't think I had actually read that policy, but yeah, I knew it was 
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wrong." I asked  what he might do differently moving forward, and he replied, "Don't make any more 
videos with your phone."  reiterated there were no other videos of the incident which he copied. 
 

 stated everything he provided was true and accurate. The interview concluded. 
 
** There were discrepancies between what  provided and what Stephens indicated he viewed. 
Stephens said he watched the PIT maneuver and the interaction with Phipps, but  provided the video 
only showed the PIT maneuver.  forwarded the video clip to my work phone (Artifact G). The video 
clip is ten seconds long and only shows the PIT maneuver as  described.  
 
Jacob Stephens – Witness to Investigation:  

On December 8, 2023, I interviewed Stephens as a witness to this investigation (Artifact H). The recorded 
interview was conducted over the phone and began at 8:35 a.m. The following is a summary of the 
recorded interview: 

I outlined with Stephens what we discussed the last time we spoke on July 6th. Stephens confirmed that 
during baseball practice,  showed him a video involving Phipps sometime around March. I asked 
Stephens to describe what he observed. According to Stephens, it was only a couple of seconds long but 
recalled observing the truck spin out and  approaching the truck. Stephens believed there was body-
worn camera footage but was unsure if he saw Phipps. I took a moment and explained the differences 
between the dash camera and BWC and asked how he viewed the truck spin-out and  approach Phipps. 
Stephens seemed unsure precisely what he watched but knew it was only one video clip. He commented 
on how it might have only been dash camera footage and confused it with BWC footage.  

Stephens denied observing Phipps being tased. Aside from  asking him if he knew Phipps, 
Stephens recognized Phipps' truck and knew it was him. Stephens denied receiving a copy of the video 
from  Stephens stated everything he provided was true and accurate. The interview concluded. 
 
 

Artifacts 
 
Artifact A – Case #   
Artifact B –  Front Dash Camera Footage from February 11th  
Artifact C –  BWC from February 11th  
Artifact D – Axon Evidence Audit Trail 
Artifact E – Audio interview with  
Artifact F –  DPS 0036 
Artifact G – Video clip created by  
Artifact H – Audio interview with Stephens 
Artifact I –  Deportment Record 



























USE OF FORCE INFORMATION

LOCATION ADDRESS (Street, City, State, Zip)

Southbound Peterson TR 0.00 At South of SR 32

NO OF OTHER AGENCY OFFICERS  # 2 PENDING FURTHER INVESTIGATION  UNKNOWN AND IS UNLIKELY TO EVER BE KNOWN

CONDUCTIVE ENERGY WEAPON
 USED

X CEW EFFECTIVENESS
Suspect Neutralized/Taken 

Into Custody

INJURY TO OFFICER

No Injury

INJURY TO SUSPECT

No Injury

REASON INEFFECTIVE

AMBUSH INCIDENT

N

INITIAL CONTACT

Traffic Stop

SUPERVISOR PRESENT

Yes

DID OFFICIERS APPROACH

Yes

FIPS CODE

Oliver (Township of)

LOCATION TYPE CODE

47

SUBJECT INFORMATION

SEQ. NO.

1

SUSPECT NAME

Levi Hunter Phipps

GENDER

Male

AGE FROM

17

HEIGHT FROM

5  ' 10 ''

WEIGHT FROM

230

RACE

White, Non-Hispanic Origin

AGE TO

0

HEIGHT TO

0  ' 0 ''

WEIGHT TO

0
1) Burned/Superficial Injury Caused By Darts

SUBJECT INJURIES

IMPAIRMENT TYPESUBJECT ARMED

No

RESISTANCE LEVEL

Yes

RESISTANCE TYPE

Failing to comply to verbal 
commands

THREAT TO OFFICERS / OTHERS

Both Law Enforcement and Others

OFFICER INFORMATION

SEQ. NO.

1

OFFICER NAME UNIT NO GENDER

Male

AGE HEIGHT WEIGHT RACE

e

SERVICE YEARS FULL TIME

Yes (law enforcement officer)

READILY IDENTIFIED

Yes

ON DUTY

Yes

LINK TO SUBJECT

1

OFFICER RESPONSE

Electronic Control Device (ECD) Discharged

VIDEO CAMERA USED

Body Camera

OFFICER INJURIESOFFICER INJURED

False

Ohio State Highway Patrol

USE OF FORCE REPORT

INCIDENT NUMBER

REPORT DATE/TIME

2/11/2023 10:40







# Date Time User Activity

34 12 Feb 2023 12:19:20 (-05:00) Evidence Record Accessed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.60

35 12 Feb 2023 12:19:22 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

36 12 Feb 2023 12:20:04 (-05:00) Evidence title updated from 'Axon Body 3 Video
2023-02-11 1055  to
'Phipps/Pursuit/Resisting/0102 Video 2023-02-11 1055

37 12 Feb 2023 12:20:57 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

38 13 Feb 2023 08:49:06 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

39 13 Feb 2023 08:49:19 (-05:00) Evidence Record Streamed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.60

40 13 Feb 2023 09:52:33 (-05:00) Evidence Record Accessed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.60

41 13 Feb 2023 09:52:36 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

42 13 Feb 2023 09:52:51 (-05:00) Marker Downloaded

43 13 Feb 2023 09:55:35 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

44 13 Feb 2023 14:14:55 (-05:00) Evidence Record Accessed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.60

45 13 Feb 2023 14:14:58 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.60

46 13 Feb 2023 14:15:14 (-05:00) Annotation 'RTR Review.' Added

47 13 Feb 2023 14:15:20 (-05:00) Annotation 'RTR Review.' Removed

48 13 Feb 2023 14:15:28 (-05:00) Annotation 'RTR Review.' Added

49 13 Feb 2023 14:15:34 (-05:00) Evidence Record Streamed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.60

50 14 Feb 2023 11:53:49 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.40

51 14 Feb 2023 11:54:01 (-05:00) Evidence Record Streamed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.40

52 14 Feb 2023 11:59:09 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.40

53 14 Feb 2023 11:59:23 (-05:00) Evidence Record Streamed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.40

54 15 Feb 2023 08:33:24 (-05:00) Evidence Record Accessed. Client IP Address:
66.144.132.40

55 15 Feb 2023 08:33:26 (-05:00) Media File Buffered by System at Page Load. Client IP
66.144.132.40

3









Employee Name Unit Number Hire Date

Job Description
Trooper

Division
OSP

Department 
Post 8 Georgetown

 No Deportment Record Found

Report Generated On 12/11/2023 11:16 AM Page 1 of 1 Report ID: 42328

DEPORTMENT RECORD







Employee Name
Ward, Glendon H

Unit Number
0846

Hire Date
10/31/2001

Job Description
Sergeant

Division
OSP

Department 
D9 Post 40 Jackson

 No Deportment Record Found

Report Generated On 02/10/2021 03:12 PM Page 1 of 1 Report ID: 20892

DEPORTMENT RECORD



Employee Name Unit Number Hire Date

Job Description
Trooper

Division
OSP

Department 
Criminal Patrol

 No Deportment Record Found

Report Generated On 02/10/2021 03:14 PM Page 1 of 1 Report ID: 20894

DEPORTMENT RECORD
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 
 

Date March 17, 2021 

 

File 2-ADM 

   
To Major Charles J. Linek III Attention S/Lieutenant Chad A. Miller 

From Sergeant David E. Bailey, Administrative Investigation Unit 

Subject 
A.I. : Sgt. Glendon H. Ward, Unit #846,   
Tpr. Nicholas L. Lewis, Unit #1784, District 9, Jackson Post 40 / Jackson Criminal Patrol 

 

Background: 
 
On December 21, 2020, Staff Lieutenant Chad A. Miller, A.I.U., informed me of the following incident 
which occurred at the Jackson Post. On December 3, 2020, Sergeant Glendon H. Ward, Trooper Nicholas 
L. Lewis, and  were involved in a lengthy pursuit in Jackson County, Ohio, which 
had been initiated by the Jackson County Sheriff’s Office (JCSO). Multiple other law enforcement 
agencies were also involved in the pursuit, and one of the other law enforcement agencies fired shots at 
the suspect during the incident. Intentional contact was made with the suspect’s vehicle by at least one of 
the OSHP units involved.  
 
The Response to Resistance (RTR) Committee reviewed the incident and ruled an administrative 
investigation be conducted, due to the operational and supervisory violations which were observed on the 
in-car videos of the Division employees involved in the pursuit.  

 
Investigative Action: 

 
Lieutenant Steven P. Daugherty – Witness: 
 
On December 23, 2020, I interviewed Lieutenant Steven P. Daugherty as a witness to this administrative 
investigation. Prior to the interview, I showed Daugherty the RTR Committee Review Guide (Attachment 
A), the HP-26 Initial Incident Report (Attachment B), the informal training document for Sergeant 
Glendon H. Ward (Attachment C), the informal training document for  
(Attachment D), the informal training document for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis (Attachment E), the 
pursuit video for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis (Attachment F), the pursuit video for  

 (Attachment G), the pursuit video for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward (Attachment H), and the Inter-
Office Communication (IOC) dated December 8, 2020 (Attachment I). Daugherty acknowledged he 
reviewed these items prior to the start of the interview. Daugherty is currently assigned as the Jackson 
Post Commander, and he has served in this position since November 8, 2020. He has been employed by 
the Division since 2003. 
 
Daugherty said he was not working on December 3rd when the pursuit occurred, as he was on permissive 
leave that day. He acknowledged  and Lewis are not assigned to the Jackson Post, as they work for 
the District  Criminal Patrol section. He advised Ward is assigned as one of the supervisors at the Jackson 
Post. I asked Daugherty if he provided Ward with informal training after the incident, and he answered 
yes, he provided the training and documented the issues he observed on the informal training document 
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(Attachment C). Daugherty said he discovered at least three policy violations which occurred during the 
pursuit. 
 
Daugherty said the Jackson Post was requested to provide assistance for the JCSO, as they were involved 
in a pursuit near the town of Jackson. He said Ward was the acting supervisor during the pursuit, which 
lasted over an hour, and there were other OSHP units involved in addition to Ward, Lewis, and  He 
said Ward conducted himself well during the pursuit on several occasions and was able to provide 
“excellent” communication to the units as the pursuit continued. Daugherty remarked Ward was quite 
familiar with the area and was able to provide warnings of upcoming curves to some of the other units 
involved. 
 
Although Ward did provide good communication, Daugherty said Ward also committed violations of 
policy during the pursuit. There were at least six or seven vehicles involved in the pursuit, which is a 
description of “caravanning.” He stated Ward directed units to engage in a rolling road block on a curvy 
road. Daugherty further explained the suspect was identified during the pursuit, and although the suspect 
had a felony warrant, the violations were non-violent. Daugherty believed the Special Response Team 
(SRT) should have been notified to capture the suspect at a later date instead of continuing the pursuit. 
 
During the informal training, Daugherty told Ward it was necessary to “outweigh our actions when we’re 
dealing with pursuits,” and the pursuit should have been terminated once the suspect was identified. I 
asked Daugherty if this was a Highway Patrol pursuit, and he replied no, we were originally called to 
assist the JCSO, and there were several other law enforcement agencies involved. I asked if he felt the 
pursuit should have been terminated once the suspect was identified, and he responded, “Correct.” 
 
Daugherty said Ward made several attempts to get the JCSO units back into the lead position, but these 
attempts were unsuccessful. He stated, “We aggressively took the primary spot.” He noted some of the 
other units involved in the pursuit did a good job during the pursuit. I asked if Trooper Bryan C. Cox and 
Trooper Tyler F. Ray were the other Jackson units who maintained good positioning and sound officer 
safety tactics during the pursuit, and he replied yes.  
 
I asked Daugherty if Ward ever told the units to terminate the pursuit, and he answered no. I asked him if 
rolling road blocks are only supposed to be conducted on two lane divided highways, and he said yes. I 
asked Daugherty if attempting the rolling road block procedure on curvy roads is a dangerous procedure, 
and he replied yes. I asked if the issues he identified were the caravanning, the rolling road block, and the 
failure to terminate the pursuit, and he again answered yes. Daugherty commented Ward responded well 
to the informal training, and he described Ward as “a very good sergeant.” He said Ward admitted “he got 
tied up in the situation.” He stated Ward’s actions were not malicious, even though they were against 
policy, and, “It was mainly a poor choice to do at the time.” 
 
I asked Daugherty if he provided any training to Lewis or  and he answered no. I asked if the reason 
the informal training was conducted was due to the dangerous nature of the pursuit, and he said yes. 
Daugherty added he did not want to wait, but would rather attempt to “fix the issue now.” I asked if there 
were shots fired, and he answered yes. He remarked the Vinton County Sheriff’s Office (VCSO) fired 
three shots at the suspect vehicle, but he was not aware of how or why this occurred. I asked Daugherty if 
the suspect was captured at the conclusion of the pursuit, and he said yes. 
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I asked Daugherty if there was anything else he wished to add to the interview, and he replied no. 
Daugherty said everything in his statement was true and factual. The interview concluded at 1247 hours. 
 
Captain David R. Allwine – Witness: 
 
On January 14, 2021, I interviewed Captain David R. Allwine as a witness to this administrative 
investigation. Prior to the interview, I showed Allwine the Response to Resistance (RTR) Committee 
Review Guide (Attachment A), the HP-26 Initial Incident Report (Attachment B), the informal training 
document for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward (Attachment C), the informal training document for  

 (Attachment D), the informal training document for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis 
(Attachment E), the pursuit video for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis (Attachment F), the pursuit video for 

 (Attachment G), the pursuit video for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward (Attachment 
H), and the IOC dated December 8, 2020 (Attachment I). Allwine acknowledged he reviewed these items 
prior to the start of the interview. Allwine is currently assigned as the Jackson District Commander, and 
he has served in this position since 2016. He has been employed by the Division since 1990. 
 
I asked Allwine if there was a pursuit initiated by the JCSO on December 3rd, and he answered yes. I asked 
if Ward was the supervisor on-scene, and he replied, “That is correct.” I asked Allwine if he became 
involved in the pursuit over the radio, and he said yes. He explained he was in his office when the pursuit 
started, and one of the dispatchers informed him of the pursuit. When the pursuit drove past the Jackson 
Post, he saw a JCSO unit was in the lead. He then walked out to his cruiser and retrieved his portable 
radio.   
 
After retrieving his radio, Allwine said he talked to Sergeant John R. Silvey and requested he drive out to 
the area of the pursuit to provide assistance, if needed. Allwine said he turned on his radio, and he heard 
Ward asking for permission to “P.I.T. the violator.” Allwine said he radioed Ward and denied permission 
to initiate the P.I.T. maneuver. He added, “I don’t see tearing up our equipment when it’s not our…when 
we’re not the initiating agency.” I asked Allwine how much time elapsed before he spoke to Ward, and 
he estimated it was probably 20 to 30 minutes.  
 
I asked Allwine if the time he spoke to Ward denying authorization to make intentional contact with the 
suspect was his first conversation with Ward, and he answered, “Correct, it was.” I asked if there was 
conflicting reports as to the reason for the pursuit, and he said yes, the JCSO first advised they were 
involved in a pursuit of a suspect involved in burglaries, but it later turned out the suspect was wanted for 
breaking and entering. Allwine explained burglary is a more egregious felony offense than a breaking and 
entering violation. He noted the OSHP units would have still been told to provide assistance to the JCSO 
units who initiated the pursuit.  
 
I asked Allwine if he heard Ward give instructions for units to initiate a rolling road block, and he replied 
no. He advised he heard this later while watching the videos, but he was not aware of it at the time the 
pursuit was ongoing. I asked Allwine if he later gave permission for the units to initiate a P.I.T. maneuver, 
and he said yes. He explained he later heard the OSHP units talking about the suspect vehicle having 
mechanical difficulties, and he also heard the suspect drove into a field. At that time, he heard radio traffic 
about shots being fired.  
 
Allwine explained there were also reports that the suspect had some type of “long gun” in his vehicle. He 
said as the suspect continued driving toward the village of Jackson, he authorized the P.I.T. maneuver 
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when the suspect was driving on State Route 327 because he did not want the suspect driving into town. 
I asked Allwine if he heard Ward tell Lewis to relinquish the lead position, and he said he was not aware 
of this at the time it occurred, but he did see this while watching the videos. I asked if he knew the JCSO 
identified the suspect during the pursuit, and he said he did not know. Allwine remarked he thought he 
might have heard this at the time, but it was difficult to remember if he heard this during the pursuit or 
afterward. He added, “I have that feeling like it was known early on.” 
 
I asked Allwine if he could explain the purpose of the informal training documents (Attachments C, D 
& E), and he remarked whenever units are involved in high risk incidents such as pursuits, the 
commanders have an obligation to identify deficiencies because the units need to be informed of the 
correct way to handle these incidents as soon as possible. I asked if the informal training documents were 
not considered disciplinary, and he replied, “This is training, that’s correct.” Allwine commented the 
training document is a brand new form which was implemented as recently as November or December 
2020, and the purpose of this document is to provide training on how the units should handle similar 
incidents in the future.  
 
I asked Allwine if Ward erroneously gave permission to initiate the rolling road block on a curvy road, 
and he answered yes. I asked him if  attempted the P.I.T. maneuver at too high of a speed, and was 
also involved in the rolling road block, and he replied yes. I asked if Lewis became the primary unit and 
failed to back off the suspect, and also became involved in the rolling road block, and he again answered 
yes. Allwine believed this covered all of the topics discussed by the RTR Committee, but he was not 
exactly sure, as he has not spoken directly to any member on the RTR Committee since the ruling was 
made.  
 
I asked Allwine if there was anything else he wished to add to his statement, and he answered no. Allwine 
acknowledged everything in his statement was true and factual. The interview concluded at 1147 hours.      
 
Sergeant Glendon H. Ward – Subject: 
  
During an interview on January 28, 2021, Sergeant Glendon H. Ward answered questions regarding this 
administrative investigation. The DPS 0036 form was read to Ward, and he acknowledged he understood 
the content of the form and the allegations against him. He received a signed copy of this form at the 
conclusion of the interview. Ward participated in the interview with Larry Phillips as his labor 
representative. Ward currently works as the fill-in supervisor at the Jackson Post, and he has served in this 
capacity for approximately eight years. He has been employed with the Division since October 2001. 
 
Prior to the interview, I showed Ward the Response to Resistance (RTR) Committee Review Guide 
(Attachment A), the HP-26 Initial Incident Report (Attachment B), his informal training document 
(Attachment C), the informal training document for  (Attachment D), the 
informal training document for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis (Attachment E), his pursuit video of the 
incident (Attachment H), and the IOC dated December 8, 2020 (Attachment I). Ward declined to watch 
the other two videos for  and Lewis (Attachments F & G). Ward acknowledged he reviewed the rest 
of the items prior to the start of the interview. 
 
I asked Ward if he was working  on December 3rd, and he replied yes. Ward acknowledged the 
JCSO requested assistance for a pursuit they were involved in, and he remembered them asking for stop 
sticks to be placed in order to stop the suspect. I asked if he knew why the JCSO was involved in the 
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pursuit, and he said they were chasing a burglary suspect. I questioned Ward if the suspect was wanted 
for burglary or breaking and entering, and he answered, “It might have been a B&E.” 
 
I asked Ward if the JCSO knew the identity of the suspect, and he said he was not sure if they knew who 
it was when the call first went out. I asked him if a breaking and entering offense is a lesser offense than 
a burglary offense, and he answered yes. I asked Ward if the suspect was also wanted for the theft of 
catalytic converters, and he said yes, but he found out about this once the pursuit concluded. I asked if he 
only knew about the suspect being wanted for the burglary offense when he first got involved in the 
pursuit, and he replied yes.  
 
I asked Ward if he learned the identity of the suspect during the pursuit, and he answered yes. He explained 
this information became known after the pursuit had lasted for approximately 30 minutes. I asked if the 
suspect was a local resident, and he said yes. I asked Ward if he was aware of the policies regarding 
termination of pursuits once the suspect has been identified, and he replied, “I’m aware of the policy, yes.”  
 
I asked Ward if this particular pursuit was justified once the suspect was identified and continued driving 
dangerously, and he answered no. I asked him where he was located when he first received the call of the 
pursuit, and he said he was on State Route 93, approximately 10 miles away. I asked Ward if Silvey 
became involved in the pursuit, and he replied no. I asked him to estimate how long he had been indirectly 
involved before he caught up to the suspect, and he said he did not remember.    
 
I questioned Ward if he knew how many OSHP units became involved in the pursuit, and he said there 
were five or six units, but he sent a couple of them to alternate routes in order to set up stop sticks. I asked 
if the units involved were himself,  Lewis, Cox, and Ray, and he responded yes. He stated he sent 
Cox and Ray to set up the stop sticks on alternate routes. Ward remarked Cox was involved in the pursuit 
for a short time, but he (Cox) left the pursuit to try and set up stop sticks after the first attempt to utilize 
the stop sticks was unsuccessful.  
 
I asked Ward if he took command of the pursuit as the on-scene supervisor, and he said yes. Ward advised 
he became involved in the pursuit near the Jackson Post. I asked if he was third or fourth in line behind 
the suspect when he first got involved, and he answered yes. He said Cox was still involved in the pursuit 
at this time. I asked him if Lewis and  became involved in the pursuit after Cox disengaged from the 
pursuit, and he responded yes. Ward acknowledged the JCSO was also behind the suspect at the time he 
first got involved.   
 
I asked Ward if he knew when Lewis first took over the lead position, and he said this happened near State 
Route 93 and State Route 788. I questioned him if he told Lewis to relinquish the lead position, and Ward 
said Lewis actually asked him over the radio if he wanted the JCSO to assume command of the pursuit, 
and he told Lewis to have them take back over command. He explained he was not directly behind the 
suspect at this time because he stayed behind the stop sticks, which had been deployed without success. 
A short time later, Ward recalled Lewis advising him that he would remain as the primary unit because 
the JCSO could not get back into the lead position.  
 
I asked Ward if Lewis ever relinquished the lead position, and he replied no. I asked him if Lewis could 
have pulled over to let the JCSO take over the lead position, and he answered yes, and added, “He did 
not.” I questioned Ward if he ever told Lewis to relinquish the lead position again, and he said, “At least 
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one other time.” Ward acknowledged Lewis would have been able to pull over to permit the JCSO units 
to assume the lead position, but he said this did not happen.  
 
I asked Ward if he asked Allwine for permission to initiate intentional contact, and he responded yes. He 
explained his cruiser had the highest mileage of any of the units involved, and he was quite familiar with 
the area. I questioned him if Allwine denied permission, and he said yes. I asked if Allwine was at the 
Jackson Post when he made the request to initiate the P.I.T. maneuver, and he again replied yes.  
 
I questioned Ward if he gave permission for the units to initiate a P.I.T. maneuver when the suspect drove 
into a field, and he replied, “No, I did not. Not that I recall.” I asked him if the reason  and Lewis 
initiated contact with the suspect in the field was an attempt to prevent the suspect from driving back onto 
the roadway, and he replied yes. I asked Ward if he told  to back off the suspect because the suspect 
was driving so erratically, and he said he did not know if it was  or not. Ward explained, once the 
suspect drove back onto the roadway after exiting the field, he told the OSHP units to back off again and 
let the JCSO take over the lead position.  
 
I asked Ward if  and Lewis were the units in the field who he told to back off, and he answered yes. I 
asked if either  or Lewis backed off, and he said no. I inquired if he told Lewis or  to back off 
again, and he replied no. Ward remarked he told them to back off once, and he asked who was in the lead 
position. Ward said Lewis advised him that  was in the lead, and he told them to back off and let the 
JCSO assume the lead position. He admitted they did not back off, and he did not tell them to back off 
again at this time.  
 
I asked Ward if he knew the roadway where the pursuit caught up to the semi-truck, and he said this 
happened on State Route 124. I questioned him if he authorized the rolling road block on State Route 124, 
and he responded yes. Ward acknowledged he was aware of the policy regarding the use of rolling road 
blocks. I asked if State Route 124 would be categorized as a divided highway with light traffic, and he 
answered no. I asked if attempting a rolling road block on State Route 124 was a violation of Policy and 
Procedure, and he answered yes. Ward explained the reason he authorized the rolling road block was 
because the suspect had been slowed down, and he felt it was a good opportunity to stop the suspect at 
that time.  
 
I asked Ward if the suspect was driving between 30 and 35 miles per hour at the time the rolling road 
block was attempted, and he replied yes. I questioned him if he heard any type of warnings provided to 
the commercial truck driver over the CB radio, and he said he did not hear anything. I asked if he provided 
or heard any instructions given to the truck driver to block the suspect, and he answered no.  
 
I asked Ward if  and Lewis attempted a P.I.T. maneuver on the three-lane section of State Route 327, 
and he replied yes. I asked him if their speeds were above 40 miles per hour, and he said he was not sure 
because he was not directly behind them at this time. Ward explained he had “broken off” the pursuit in 
an attempt to set up stop sticks. I asked if he saw Lewis drive pass the suspect in the opposing lanes, and 
he answered no.  
 
I asked Ward if the number of OSHP units directly involved in the pursuit would be described as 
caravanning, and he answered yes. I asked Ward if he believed the suspect was driving dangerously, and 
he again replied yes. Ward admitted he did not tell Lewis or  to terminate the pursuit. I asked if he 
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ever told Allwine the suspect was driving dangerously, and he said he did not think he said this, but he 
thought he told Allwine the suspect avoided the stop sticks twice.  
 
I inquired if Daugherty was working on December 3rd, and the replied no. Ward remarked he was the only 
supervisor working at Jackson during the incident, which was the reason he was communicating with 
Allwine. I asked if Daugherty later provided him informal training after the incident, and he said yes. I 
questioned Ward if Daugherty told him the reason the training was provided was to prevent this from 
happening again, and he again answered yes.  
 
I asked Ward if he heard the VCSO mention the long gun, and he answered yes. Ward commented there 
was not a long gun found in the suspect’s vehicle once the pursuit was finished. I asked if he heard the 
VCSO mention there were shots fired, and he stated, “I heard it and saw it.” I asked Ward if Lewis got 
directly behind the suspect on gravel or chip and seal roads, and he answered yes. Ward estimated he was 
probably “a few” cars behind the suspect at this time, but he could not recall exactly. I asked him if he 
thought Lewis was following too close behind the suspect, and he said he never saw how close Lewis got 
behind the suspect due to the dust being stirred up from the gravel roadway.  
 
I questioned Ward if supervisors sometimes need to take a step back in order to evaluate dynamic 
situations such as this, and he replied yes. I asked Ward if he believed he became too directly involved in 
the pursuit, and he answered yes. I asked him if Sergeant Jonathan S. Davis from the Academy provided 
him individualized training as a result of the pursuit, and he again said yes. Ward said the individualized 
training with Davis occurred on a different day than the informal training he received from Daugherty. I 
asked if Davis told him there would be aspects of the driving during the pursuit which would be used for 
further training for all Division employees, and he said Davis told him there were aspects of the pursuit, 
particularly the communication, which he liked.             
 
I asked Ward if there was anything else he wished to add to his statement, and he said there were some 
things he would do different. I asked him to explain what he meant, and Ward said he now believed he 
should have terminated the pursuit. I asked if there was anything else, and he answered no. Ward said 
everything in his statement was true and factual. The interview concluded at 1313 hours.   
 

– Subject: 
  
During an interview on February 4, 2021  answered questions regarding this 
administrative investigation. The DPS 0036 form was read to  and he acknowledged he understood 
the content of the form and the allegations against him. He declined to receive a signed copy of this form 
at the conclusion of the interview.  participated in the interview with Larry Phillips as his labor 
representative.  currently works in the  section at the Jackson District Headquarters, 
and he has served in this capacity for approximately  years. He has been employed with the Division 
since  
 
Prior to the interview, I showed  the RTR Committee Review Guide (Attachment A), the HP-26 
Initial Incident Report (Attachment B), the informal training document for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward 
(Attachment C), his informal training document (Attachment D), the informal training document for 
Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis (Attachment E), the pursuit video for Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis 
(Attachment F), his pursuit video (Attachment G), the pursuit video for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward 
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(Attachment H), and the IOC dated December 8, 2020 (Attachment I).  acknowledged he reviewed 
these items prior to the start of the interview. 
 
I asked if he was working on December 3rd, and he answered yes.  recalled the JCSO asking for 
units to respond to a pursuit, but he was not sure exactly the type of assistance they needed. I asked if he 
heard the JCSO request assistance in setting up road spikes, and he said he did not recall.  thought the 
JCSO was in pursuit of a burglary suspect at the time of the incident, but he later learned the suspect was 
wanted for breaking and entering. He added the suspect also had several Adult Parole Authority (APA) 
entries for his arrest.  
 
I asked  if he was aware the JCSO knew the identity of the suspect, and he said he did not know this 
at the time, but he found it out later. I asked him if the suspect was a fleeing felon, and he said both 
burglary, and breaking and entering, are felony offenses, which would be further supported by the fact 
that APA wanted the suspect arrested since that particular agency dealt with felony offenses; otherwise, 
the Probation Department would have been involved if the suspect had committed misdemeanor 
violations. 
 
I asked  if pursuits are permitted to continue once the suspect has been identified, and he replied it 
depended upon the severity of the crime which was committed. I questioned  if a burglary offense is 
a higher tier felony than a breaking and entering offense, and he said a burglary is a second degree felony, 
and a breaking and entering is a fifth degree felony, which carries a lower penalty. 
 
I asked  if he remembered where he was when the call for assistance first came in, and he said he was 
approximately 10 miles west of Jackson on State Route 32. I asked him if he knew how many OSHP units 
were involved in the pursuit, and he said he recalled hearing Ward, and he also thought he heard Ray being 
involved. I asked him if he caught up to the pursuit, and he responded yes.  said Lewis was in front of 
him. He further explained when he first caught up to the pursuit he was the last car in the pursuit, and 
there were JCSO units and other OSHP units ahead of him.  
 
I asked  if he was the fifth unit in line, and he believed that to be correct. I asked him if one of the 
OSHP units pulled over to let him get closer to the suspect vehicle in the event his  was needed for 
apprehension, and he answered yes. I asked  if the pursuit had been ongoing for approximately 21 
minutes when he first caught up to the suspect, and he replied yes. I questioned him if he drove past any 
JCSO units in an effort to get closer to the suspect in order to deploy his canine unit, and he answered yes. 

 acknowledged the JCSO units stayed behind his cruiser after he passed them.  
 
I asked  if the suspect drove left of center when he first caught up to the pursuit, and he replied, “He 
went left of center several times.” I asked him if these violations occurred on twisty and curvy roads, and 
he responded yes. I asked  if there were any JCSO units involved in the pursuit once Lewis took over 
as the lead unit, and he said the JCSO units “disappeared.”  recalled looking in his rear view mirror at 
some point and he did not see any other units behind him, and he did not know where the JCSO units had 
went. He said there were several requests for the JCSO units to take over the lead, but they never got close 
enough to assume control of the pursuit.  remembered seeing some red and blue overhead lights at 
some point, but the JCSO units never got into a position to take over the lead of the pursuit.  
 
I asked  if he knew the speeds of the pursuit, and he said he did not know how fast they were going. I 
asked if he heard Ward tell Lewis to relinquish the lead position, and he said he remembered his 
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conversation with Lewis regarding relinquishing the lead position, and Lewis told the dispatcher to have 
the JCSO units get closer to the suspect vehicle so the OSHP units could get out of the way and let JCSO 
assume the lead position.  explained the JCSO units never got close enough to assume control of the 
pursuit. He insisted he would have let them assume command if they would have gotten closer to the 
suspect vehicle.  
 
I questioned  if Ward told Lewis a second time to let the JCSO assume the lead position after the 
suspect drove out of the field, and he said he could not remember exactly when it occurred, but he 
remembered the conversation regarding getting the JCSO units closer to the suspect happening several 
times.  said when the suspect drove out of the field he saw VCSO and JCSO units in the vicinity. I 
asked if he later became the lead vehicle behind the suspect, and he answered yes. I asked him if Ward 
advised him to relinquish the lead position, and he said he did not remember hearing this. I asked if he 
heard Allwine deny permission for Ward to use the P.I.T. maneuver, and he replied yes. 
 
I asked  if Ward later authorized the P.I.T. maneuver, and he answered yes.  thought this occurred 
on State Route 327, which is a three lane road with a center turn lane, but he was not exactly familiar with 
the roadways in Jackson. I asked if Ward told the units to take out the suspect, and he said he did not 
remember the exact words used by Ward. I asked  if Ward was still actively involved in the pursuit at 
this time, and he said he thought the pursuit drove by Ward once they drove onto State Route 327, as he 
remembered seeing Ward’s Ford Explorer pulled off the roadway because the suspect drove toward Ward. 

 believed Ward turned around and caught back up to the pursuit after this occurred.   
 
I asked  if Ward told him to back off the suspect due to the dangerous situation, and he said he did not 
remember hearing any of this. I told  that I remembered hearing a conversation when Ward told the 
units to back off the suspect because he kept driving left of center.  said he thought this occurred on 
State Route 160. I asked  if he backed off the suspect on State Route 160, and he answered no.  
 

 remarked there was a description of events during the pursuit which had been “worded wrong,” and 
he explained this happened when he advised the suspect was trying to “ram us,” which he relayed to Ward 
over the radio.  thought this incorrect verbiage might have made Ward think the suspect was actively 
trying to ram his vehicle into their cruisers.  said a more accurate description of events would have 
been for him to say that the suspect was preventing them from passing him. He stated, “What he was really 
doing was blocking us.” I asked  if the pursuit was a stressful situation, and he answered yes  
remembered having “cotton mouth” as the pursuit continued. I told  his video showed him breathing 
hard at the conclusion of the pursuit, and he agreed with my description.   
 
I questioned  if the pursuit caught up to a semi-truck on State Route 327, and he said he did not know 
on which road this happened, but he would assume Ward knew the roadways much better than he does. I 
asked if Ward authorized a rolling road block on the curvy road, and he replied yes. I asked him if he 
participated in the rolling road block, and he said they were never able to attempt the road block because 
the semi-truck was in the middle of the roadway, and the suspect kept going left of center, which prevented 
them from getting ahead of his vehicle. I asked  if anyone told the truck driver about the pursuit, and 
he said he got on the CB and advised the truck driver there was a pursuit coming up behind him, but he 
insisted he was only letting the truck driver know what was happening.  said the truck driver never 
responded to his CB traffic. He insisted he did not ask the truck driver to block the suspect.  
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I asked  if he became the second vehicle behind Lewis after the suspect drove around the semi-truck, 
and he answered yes. He explained the suspect turned left onto State Route 160 after driving past the semi-
truck. I asked him if the suspect drove left of center almost continually on State Route 160, and he said 
yes. I asked  if the suspect drove around a set of road spikes, and he recalled this happening a couple 
of times. 
 
I questioned  if the suspect later drove into a field, and he answered yes. I asked if the P.I.T. maneuver 
was authorized at this time, and he responded no. I asked if he attempted the P.I.T. maneuver at this time, 
and he replied yes.  added he was trying to spin the suspect out in the field, and he wanted to keep the 
suspect from driving back onto the roadway. He said the speeds were only one to two miles per hour at 
this time.  remarked his Chevrolet Tahoe is four-wheel drive, and he assumed the Toyota the suspect 
was driving was also a four-wheel drive vehicle. I asked if he knew which type of drivetrain Lewis had in 
his Dodge Charger, and he said that cruiser was also equipped with all-wheel drive.    
 
I asked  if his cruiser made contact with the suspect while they were in the field, and he answered yes. 
I asked him if this occurred at slow speeds, and he responded yes. I questioned  if he was unsuccessful 
in his attempt to stop the suspect, and he again said yes. I asked if he heard about shots being fired by the 
VCSO units at the edge of the field, and he said he was not sure which units shot at the suspect, as he did 
not observe any of the other units in the roadway.  remembered the smell of burnt gunpowder, which 
he thought strange at the time.  
 

 explained he did not intend to become the lead vehicle behind the suspect after they exited the field. 
I asked him if Lewis was behind him at this time, and he replied yes. I asked if the suspect repeatedly kept 
driving left of center on the roadway after exiting the field, and he answered yes. I questioned him if the 
suspect later turned left onto a gravel roadway, and he replied yes. I asked  if the gravel road was 
narrow and filled with potholes, and he said yes. He stated, “It was bad.”  
 
I asked  if he recalled seeing the group of deer hunters wearing blaze orange jackets standing along 
the edge of the gravel road, and he answered yes. I questioned  if he thought he might have been 
driving too close to the suspect while they were on the gravel road, and he said the video would make it 
appear that he was “right on his bumper,” but he could not recall exactly how close he was to the suspect. 
He added, “If you feel I was too close, then maybe I was. I don’t, I don’t really know.”  
 
I asked  if he and Lewis attempted to box in the suspect to initiate the P.I.T. maneuver while they were 
driving on the three-lane portion of State Route 327, and he responded yes. I asked him if the speeds were 
above 40 miles per hour, and he said, “Not initially.” He further explained the speeds were originally 
around 30 miles per hour when Lewis first tried to get ahead of the suspect. He heard the suspect had a 
gun, and he admitted if he could have made intentional contact at this time, he would have. I asked  if 
the speeds of the pursuit increased to above 40 miles per hour while they were attempting to box in the 
suspect, and he replied yes.  
 
I questioned  if Lewis drove into the opposite lanes of travel while attempting to get in front of the 
suspect, and he said he could not remember, but he knew Lewis somehow got around the suspect. I asked 
if Lewis drove into the opposite lanes of travel at some point while they were on State Route 327, and he 
responded yes. I asked if he drove into the opposite lanes of travel on State Route 327, and he said, “I 
don’t know, uh, probably.” I asked him if he saw Lewis get struck by the suspect vehicle, and he said he 
did not see this, but he heard Lewis say the suspect made contact with his cruiser.  
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I asked  if the suspect was driving dangerously during the pursuit, and he responded yes. I asked him 
if Ward ever told them to terminate the pursuit, and he answered no. I asked  if he ever told Ward they 
might need to terminate the pursuit, and he again answered no. I asked him if he ever thought about 
stopping the pursuit, and he said he did not feel he was in a position to terminate the pursuit because there 
were supervisors monitoring the pursuit as it was happening.  said he felt an obligation to continue in 
his capacity because he had a canine unit, which could be used for tracking purposes if the suspect decided 
to bail out and flee on foot. I asked him if he ever made any mention of the pursuit becoming dangerous, 
and he answered no.  
 
I asked  if he deployed his canine unit at the conclusion of the pursuit, and he said yes. I asked him if 
the Criminal Patrol supervisors reviewed his canine deployment after the incident, and he replied yes. I 
asked him if the Inter-Office Communication (Attachment I) showed he deployed the  correctly, 
and he said yes. I asked if he received informal training regarding the pursuit after the incident, and he 
responded yes. I asked  if the reason given for the informal training was to prevent these issues from 
reoccurring, and he again said yes. 
 
I questioned  if he observed Lewis “mirror” the suspect while the suspect drove left of center, and he 
replied yes. I aske  if there were things he could have done differently, and he said yes. He explained 
if he was told he could have terminated the pursuit, he would have felt comfortable with this. He also said 
if he would have known the other units were not attempting to block the suspect from leaving the field, 
he would not have made intentional contact at that time.  
 

 further remarked he felt as if he was “kind of limited” with his options to end the pursuit because 
Allwine had a “minute by minute” review of the pursuit, and Ward had a “second by second” analysis of 
events  said the units were waiting on Allwine to give permission for intentional contact, and he felt 
Ward should have been the one to make that call. He said he tapped the suspect “gently” in the field 
because he thought the pursuit was coming to an end at this time.  remarked while he and the suspect 
were in the field would have been the prime opportunity for the JCSO units to stop the suspect.  
 
I referred  to the RTR Review Guide (Attachment A), and I asked him if the RTR Committee ruled 
that the force used was not reasonable to affect the mission, and he replied yes. I asked him if this opinion 
conflicted with the rulings made by the Post and District, and he said yes. I questioned  if the RTR 
Committee, the District, and the Post all agreed that additional training was warranted due to safety or 
performance deficiencies observed, and he again replied yes.   
 
I asked  if there were other instances where different types of intentional contact could be made during 
pursuits other than the P.I.T. maneuver, and he said it would be possible to strike the suspect vehicle to 
end the pursuit. I asked him if other types of intentional contact would be authorized by the Division, and 
he said, “I believe it is.”  explained the other types of intentional contact would be used to stop the 
suspect in situations where the P.I.T. maneuver would not be practical.        
 
I asked  if there was anything else he wished to add to his statement, and he said no.  said 
everything in his statement was true and factual. The interview concluded at 1204 hours.   
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Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis – Subject: 
 
During an interview on February 4, 2021, Trooper Nicholas L. Lewis answered questions regarding this 
administrative investigation. The DPS 0036 form was read to Lewis, and he acknowledged he understood 
the content of the form and the allegations against him. He declined to receive a signed copy of this form 
at the conclusion of the interview. Lewis participated in the interview with Larry Phillips as his labor 
representative. Lewis currently works in the Criminal Patrol section at the Jackson District Headquarters, 
and he has served in this capacity for approximately 12 years. He has been employed with the Division 
since September 2005. 
 
Prior to the interview, I showed Lewis the RTR Committee Review Guide (Attachment A), the HP-26 
Initial Incident Report (Attachment B), the informal training document for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward 
(Attachment C), the informal training document for  (Attachment D), his 
informal training document (Attachment E), his pursuit video (Attachment F), the pursuit video for 

 (Attachment G), the pursuit video for Sergeant Glendon H. Ward (Attachment 
H), and the IOC dated December 8, 2020 (Attachment I). Lewis acknowledged he reviewed these items 
prior to the start of the interview. 
 
I asked Lewis if he was working on December 3rd, and he answered yes. I asked him if he heard the JCSO 
request assistance for a pursuit, and he said he eventually he heard this once he saw  activate his lights 
and siren. Lewis said once he turned his radios over to the Jackson frequency, he heard the details of the 
pursuit. I asked if he knew the nature of the pursuit, and he replied it was because the JCSO was pursuing 
the suspect due to a burglary in progress.  
 
I asked Lewis if the JCSO knew the identity of the suspect, and he said he learned this at 1031 hours when 
he heard Ward asking if the suspect had any APA warrants. Up until this time, Lewis said he had no idea 
of the identity of the suspect. I asked him if he knew the suspect, and he responded no. I questioned him 
if the suspect was wanted for burglary or breaking and entering, and he said he just knew the suspect was 
involved in a burglary in progress and had fled the scene when the JCSO arrived. 
 
I asked Lewis if burglary and breaking and entering are felony offenses, and he replied yes. I asked him 
if pursuits are supposed to continue once the identity of the suspect has been established, and he said, “If 
the reward outweighs the risk, I guess.” I questioned Lewis if he caught up to the suspect, and he said he 
went north on State Route 93 because the suspect was heading toward Colton. He explained the suspect 
drove around stop sticks near a Y intersection, and he became the lead unit at that time.    
 
I asked Lewis if he caught up to the pursuit after 12 minutes of driving with his overhead lights activated, 
and he responded yes. He said he knew he got involved in the pursuit before  got involved. I asked if 
he knew how many OSHP units were involved in the pursuit, and he said he knew there were three units 
based upon radio traffic. Lewis explained he thought he recognized Ray setting up stop sticks. He thought 
Cox and Ward were involved in the pursuit when he first caught up to it. Lewis added he did not know 
who was behind his cruiser.  
 
I asked Lewis if the JCSO was involved in the pursuit when he got involved, and he said he did not see 
any JCSO units for a while. He remembered seeing some JCSO units approximately halfway through the 
pursuit. I asked if the suspect drove left of center for the majority of the pursuit, and he acknowledged the 
suspect was left of center “often.” I questioned Lewis if Ward told him to relinquish the lead spot, and he 
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replied yes. I asked him if he relinquished the lead, and he said he drove on the left side of the road to stop 
any oncoming traffic, but he did not see any JCSO units. He commented he kept following the suspect, 
but he never saw any JCSO units get into a position to assume the lead.  
 
I questioned Lewis if Ward told him a second time to relinquish the lead, and he said at approximately 
1015 hours, he told Ward the JCSO was not coming up to take the lead, and Ward told him to stay in the 
primary position. I asked if he was deliberately trying to disobey Ward, and he replied no. Lewis added 
he is currently enrolled in the Early Intervention Program (EIP), and when he first got involved, he told 
the dispatchers to have Silvey monitor the radios. Lewis insisted he never disobeyed any orders during 
the pursuit.  
 
I asked Lewis if Ward told him to back off the suspect, and he remarked Ward told him to back off in the 
event the suspect kept driving the wrong way on the roadway. Lewis explained “back off” did not mean 
for him to terminate. I asked him if he backed off the suspect, and he responded no. Lewis noted the 
suspect did not continue to drive left of center after the directive had been given. He acknowledged the 
suspect could have went left of center at a later point, but he emphasized this was a lengthy pursuit. Lewis 
explained whenever Ward told him to back off if the suspect kept driving in the opposing lanes, or “signal 
100,” the suspect actually stopped driving in the opposing lanes of traffic. He stated, “Back off, to me, 
does not mean terminate.” Lewis insisted nobody ever told him to terminate the pursuit. He recalled 
Allwine telling him to relinquish the lead, but he said he never saw the JCSO units get into the position. 
Lewis thought the JCSO units dropped out of the pursuit. 
 
I questioned Lewis if he recalled the speeds of the pursuit, and he said it was “nothing crazy,” but he 
estimated speeds reached 60 or 70 miles per hour. I asked him if the speeds reached 100 miles per hour, 
and he said this could have happened on one of the “straight stretches,” but the suspect was driving a 
heavily damaged Toyota Rav4, which could not handle the curves very well. I asked Lewis if he heard 
Ward ask Allwine for permission to initiate a P.I.T. maneuver, and he answered yes. Lewis acknowledged 
Allwine denied this request. I asked him if Ward permitted him or  to initiate the P.I.T., and he said 
Ward told them to take out the suspect. I asked if this occurred on the three-lane section of State Route 
327, and he replied yes. Lewis remarked this occurred “closer to the end” of the pursuit.  
 
I asked Lewis if the pursuit caught up to a semi-truck on a curvy road, and he said yes. I asked him if 
Ward authorized the rolling road block on the curvy road, and he replied Ward told him to try and box in 
the suspect. He stated he never had an opportunity to box in the suspect. Lewis said the semi-truck got 
involved, but he did not know why the truck driver got involved. He said  attempted to make contact 
with the truck driver, but he did not hear the commercial driver acknowledge  over the CB radio. 
Lewis assumed the truck driver was only trying to help because he saw what was going on in his mirrors. 
Lewis repeated he was never in a position to box in the suspect because the suspect kept swerving over at 
him. He heard Ward mention a straight stretch on this particular roadway, but he did not recall seeing 
anything which would resemble a straight section of road. 
 
I asked Lewis if the curvy roadway would be a divided highway, and he answered no. I asked if he was 
aware rolling road blocks are not to be used on curvy roads, and he replied yes. He again stated he never 
had an opportunity to get around the suspect due to the curves. I asked Lewis if he ever told the truck 
driver to block the suspect, and he said no, he only mentioned someone might need to alert the truck driver 
as to what was occurring behind him.  
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I questioned Lewis if the suspect drove far left of center at approximately 28 minutes into his video 
(Attachment F), and he answered yes. I asked him if he followed the suspect left of center at this time, 
and Lewis recalled going left of center in an attempt to pass the suspect on a straight stretch after they got 
around the semi-truck, and this might be the instance I was referring to.  
 
I asked Lewis if the suspect drove into a field, and he responded yes. He stated he did not attempt to 
initiate a P.I.T. maneuver at this time, and he also did not make contact with the suspect’s vehicle in the 
field. I asked if he made contact with the suspect later while the pursuit was on State Route 327, and he 
answered yes. Lewis said the suspect made contact with his cruiser, and he denied making the contact 
with the suspect. He said the suspect drove off the left side of the roadway into the grass while attempting 
to pass his cruiser. Lewis explained his cruiser had damage to the driver’s side door and left rear door. I 
asked if this damage disabled his cruiser, and he replied no.  
 
I asked Lewis if he saw  make contact with the suspect while they were in the field, and he answered 
yes. I asked if he saw or heard the VCSO deputy fire shots at the suspect, and he said he did not see this, 
but when he saw the deputy standing on the right side of the field, it looked as if the man had fired his 
gun. Lewis explained the deputy was standing in a field behind a garage holding a gun. He noted the 
VCSO reported they saw a long gun in the suspect’s vehicle. I asked if he ever saw a long gun, and he 
replied no.  
 
I questioned Lewis if Ward told him to have the JCSO units take over the lead position after they drove 
back onto the road, and he replied yes. Lewis said there were JCSO units stopped on the roadway, and he 
even let off the accelerator before leaving the field in an attempt to give the JCSO units time to get out in 
front. He stated the JCSO cruisers never moved from their positions. Lewis repeated he never saw any 
JCSO cruisers become involved in the pursuit.  
 
I asked Lewis if  took over the lead position after they drove out of the field, and he answered yes. 
Lewis said he was the second cruiser, and he thought Ward was behind his cruiser. I asked if the suspect 
turned left onto a narrow gravel road, and he replied yes. Lewis acknowledged this road was in rough 
condition, and even if the JCSO units would have been involved in the pursuit they would not have had 
room to get around the other cruisers while attempting to take over the lead position. I asked Lewis if he 
remembered seeing the deer hunters standing along the side of the gravel road, and he answered yes. He 
advised he was in the second position behind  while they were on the gravel road.  
 
I asked Lewis if he saw Ward pull off the right side of State Route 327 because the suspect was coming 
toward him, and he said yes. Lewis recalled Ward pulling over into the grass before the pursuit drove by 
his location. I asked him if he drove into the opposing lanes of travel on State Route 327, and he answered 
yes. He said he did not have to drive into the grass to get around the suspect, as Cox and Ray had already 
blocked off that lane from vehicular travel. He said there was no traffic in the opposing lanes. I inquired 
if this was the instance where the suspect made contact with his cruiser, and he acknowledged it was.  
 
Lewis said  made an attempt to initiate the P.I.T. maneuver because Ward told them to take out the 
suspect. He said the suspect started “building up speed,” and he got around the suspect in an attempt to 
slow him down in order to safely initiate the P.I.T. maneuver. Lewis said the suspect drove into the grass 
and made contact with his cruiser. I asked Lewis if he thought the suspect was driving in an exceedingly 
dangerous manner, and Lewis replied, “I wouldn’t say exceedingly dangerous because speed wasn’t really 
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a concern. Um, just left of center, but uh, there was really hardly any traffic. So, I wouldn’t say it was 
anything dangerous. I mean, we don’t think we ran anybody off the road or anything like that.”       
 
I told Lewis the suspect drove off the roadway at one point after passing another semi-truck stopped in 
the middle of the roadway, and he agreed. Lewis remarked he had nothing to do with the semi-truck taking 
up the position in the middle of the roadway. I asked if he became the lead unit after the three-lane section 
of State Route 327, and he replied yes. I asked him if he ever told Ward the suspect kept driving left of 
center, and he answered no. He explained he was not supposed to be handling the radio traffic as the lead 
cruiser. I questioned Lewis if he mentioned the suspect was left of center while he was the secondary unit 
behind  and he said yes. He estimated this occurred several times at the beginning portion of the 
pursuit. As the pursuit continued, Lewis said Ward took over the radio traffic.  
 
I asked Lewis if he ever thought about terminating the pursuit, and he replied no. He said there was light 
traffic, and the speeds were not exceedingly fast. I asked him if he could estimate the speeds, and he said 
he did not think they ever got above 50 to 55 miles per hour. Lewis explained the camera seemed to add 
speed to the video, but he did not feel as if the speeds were too high. I asked him if he heard Ward direct 
other units to take alternate routes, and he responded yes. He estimated the other units were “pretty far” 
behind the pursuit.   
 
I questioned Lewis if he ever thought he might have been pushing the suspect, and he answered no. Lewis 
thought the suspect was “giving the Toyota Rav4 everything it had.” He said it appeared the suspect was 
slowing down because the vehicle could not handle the curves very well, or possibly due to the damage 
the vehicle had sustained during the pursuit. Lewis added, “At no point did I ever feel like I was pushing 
him down the road. I think he was probably giving it all it had anyways.”   
 
I asked Lewis if he received informal training after the pursuit, and he answered yes. I asked him if he 
was told the reason for the informal training was to prevent this from occurring again in the future, and he 
again replied yes. I asked Lewis to describe how he would handle the situation differently, and he stated, 
“Realistically, probably nothing.” Lewis said he did not take any unnecessary risks, and he only tried to 
pass the suspect on straight sections of the various roads. 
 
I asked Lewis if he ever attempted to disobey any directives Ward gave him regarding backing off or 
relinquishing the lead position, and he said no. Lewis emphasized he was enrolled in the EIP program as 
a result of his involvement in multiple pursuits, and he felt he was “over the top” in asking for guidance 
on how to proceed during this pursuit. He explained whenever he mentioned it, he was told to continue, 
and he was never ordered to terminate the pursuit.    
 
I asked Lewis if he ever observed a long gun in the suspect’s vehicle, and he said he did not know, as he 
did not search the car, and he left the scene after the pursuit ended. I referred Lewis to the RTR Review 
Guide (Attachment A), and I asked him if the RTR Committee ruled the force used was not reasonable 
to affect the arrest, and he answered yes. I asked him if the Post, District, and RTR Committee were all in 
agreeance regarding additional training needed to be conducted, and he replied yes. I asked him if the 
RTR Committee ruled an administrative investigation was to be conducted, and he again said yes.  
 
I asked Lewis if there was anything else he wished to add to his statement, and he answered no. Lewis 
said everything in his statement was true and factual. The interview concluded at 1309 hours.  
 



Administrative Investigation  

 

16 | P a g e  
 

Attachments: 
 

(A) RTR Review Guide and Committee Findings … (1 page) 
(B) HP-26 Initial Incident Report 0 … (13 pages) 
(C) Informal Training Document for Sergeant G. H. Ward … (1 page) 
(D) Informal Training Document for  … (1 page) 
(E) Informal Training Document for Trooper N. L. Lewis … (1 page) 
(F) In-Car Pursuit Video for Trooper N. L. Lewis … (Video) 
(G) In-Car Pursuit Video for … (Video) 
(H) In-Car Pursuit Video for Sergeant G. H. Ward … (Video) 
(I) Inter-Office Communication dated December 8, 2020 … (3 pages) 

 
 


















































































































































































