
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN 

MILWAUKEE DIVISION 

              

 

MEGAN TAUTGES, 

 

  Plaintiff, 

 

 v.        Case No.: 2:22-cv-772 

         

GREENDALE FIRE DEPARTMENT; 

TIMOTHY EDWARD SAIDLER; 

KENTEN KAIS, 

 

Defendants. 

             

 

COMPLAINT 

             

 

NOW COMES the Plaintiff, Megan Tautges, through her attorneys, Alan C. Olson & 

Associates, s.c., by Alan C. Olson and Nicolas O. Yurk, and, as and for a Complaint against the 

Defendants, Greendale Fire Department, Timothy Edward Saidler and Kenten Kais, alleges as 

follows: 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

1. Plaintiff, Megan Tautges, alleges that Defendants, Greendale Fire Department, 

(“GFD”) Saidler and Kais gave Tautges no notice or opportunity to be heard regarding her 

complaints of unfair discipline, sexual harassment, and retaliation. Furthermore, GFD, Saidler, 

and Kais retaliated against Tautges because of her protected speech regarding GFD’s culture of 

harassment and discrimination. Rather than acknowledge GFD’s issues, GFD, Saidler, and Kais 

infringed on Tautges’ occupational liberty by making public stigmatizing comments about 

Tautges’ performance as a firefighter. The conduct of GFD, Saidler, and Kais violated Tautges’ 
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rights to free speech and due process protected by the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the 

United States Constitution, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and Wis. Const. Art. 1, §§ 3, 8, cl. 1. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

2. Jurisdiction over Tautges’ claims under the First and Fourteenth Amendments of 

the United States Constitution is conferred on this Court by 28 U.S.C. §1331.  

3. The Eastern District of Wisconsin is the proper federal venue for this action 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1391 because Defendants reside in the Eastern District and Defendants’ 

unlawful actions occurred in the Eastern District  

CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

4. All conditions precedent to this action have been performed or have otherwise 

occurred. 

JURY DEMAND 

5. Tautges demands that her case be tried to a jury of her peers. 

PARTIES 

6. Plaintiff, Tautges, is an adult residing at 2720 North 89th Street, Milwaukee, WI  

53222. 

7. Defendant GFD is a local governmental entity as defined by Wisconsin law, with 

its principal offices located at 5911 West Grange Avenue, Greendale, WI 53129.  

8. Defendant Saidler, the GFD Fire Chief until January 2020, is a local government 

official who resides at 7207 Northway, Greendale, WI 53129. 

9. Defendant Kais, the current GFD Fire Chief, is a local government official who 

resides at 2325 West Manchester Avenue, Milwaukee, WI 53221. 
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OPERATIVE FACTS 

10. Tautges was hired by GFD as a firefighter in September 2017. 

11. Tautges is female.  

12. Tautges was the only female firefighter employed by GFD.  

13. During the September 8, 2017 swearing-in ceremony for Tautges, Saidler 

repeatedly stated that, although Tautges had no experience or training, GFD was just excited to 

have hired a woman.  

14. Tautges had the same training and experience as a male firefighter, Josh Hauser, 

who was sworn in at the same time as Tautges.  

15. Saidler’s statements at the ceremony were Tautges’ first indication that she was 

viewed as a diversity hire and token female, instead of a competent and qualified firefighter.  

16. On December 19, 2017, Tautges received an excellent annual performance 

evaluation.  

17. At the beginning of 2018 Tautges was moved from “B-Shift” to “C-Shift” where 

she developed a good working relationship with most shift members. However, one individual 

on C-Shift, Jarod Kimber, had a long history of sexually harassing behaviors.  

18. Kimber would draw sexual images on department property and other members’ 

personal property and kept sex toys at the fire station. Kimber openly watched pornography at 

the fire station, and loudly expressed his opinions about women’s bodies.  

19. Tautges reported her concerns about Kimber to other firefighters, but they 

dismissed Kimber’s conduct—telling Tautges that he used to be much worse. 

20. Tautges also learned that Saidler had a history of inappropriate behavior including 

sending sexually explicit texts and emails to coworkers. 
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21. On one occasion, Saidler told a pregnant employee to hop up on the counter so he 

could check for crowning. 

22. Tautges was reluctant to report Kimber’s sexual harassment based on the 

dismissive attitude of her fellow officers and Saidler’s history of sexual harassment.   

23. On May 2, 2018, Mike Schmitt, one of Tautges’ supervisors, falsely documented 

the air temperature in order to send Tautges home for a medical exam. Schmitt told Tautges that 

he could send Tautges home if he felt that she was not able to do her job even though Tautges 

was able to do her job.  

24. More than a week after Tautges returned to duty after being sent home on May 2, 

2018, Saidler told Tautges she would be required to obtain, at her own expense, a medical 

clearance stating that she did not have any underlying cardiac issues despite her pre-employment 

physical screening showing she did not have any cardiac issues.  

25. No other firefighters were required to obtain medical re-clearance in similar 

circumstances. Typically, firefighters would be given IV fluids to avoid making them leave for 

the day. This was never offered to Tautges.  

26. Tautges obtained the medical re-clearance showing that she had no cardiac issues.  

27. Tautges’ coworkers were told that she had collapsed during the training and had 

to be carried back to the truck by another firefighter, and that Tautges was not fit for duty. None 

of these statements were true.  

28. Tautges later learned that it was Kimber who made the false statements about her 

health. Kimber made his false statements maliciously for the purpose of getting Tautges fired in 

retaliation for the reports she made earlier in 2018. 
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29. Tautges was told by Kyle Kierzek, one of her supervisors on C-Shift, that she 

better not get pregnant during her probationary period if she wanted to keep her job.  

30. Tautges made a complaint about Kierzek’s statement to Saidler, and told him she 

was afraid that she would be retaliated against for her complaint.  

31. Saidler took no actions to process or address Tautges’ complaint. 

32. On September 2, 2018—a few days after making her complaint—Kierzek told 

Tautges that she could only wear workout attire made of 100% cotton, while male officers were 

allowed to wear non-cotton workout attire. When Tautges asked Kierzek why she was singled 

out, he told her not to worry about what other people were wearing.  

33. On September 4, 2018, Tautges made another complaint about Kierzek’s 

discriminatory and retaliatory behavior, this time to Dean Kozelek. Kozelek notified Kierzek of 

Tautges’ complaint but did not investigate or resolve the issue.  

34. After Tautges’ discrimination complaint, Kierzek treated her poorly, causing her 

to fear for her safety and job security. 

35. On October 9, 2018, despite exclusively positive reviews and training records up 

to this point, Tautges received two “Counseling and Instruction Reports” claiming that Tautges 

was deficient in skills she had in fact mastered.   

36. After Tautges was given the Counseling and Instruction Reports, she asked for an 

opportunity to demonstrate that she was proficient in the skills identified in the reports.  

37. After successfully demonstrating the skills at issue, Tautges asked that the reports 

be removed from her file or at least amended to reflect the skills that she had just demonstrated.  

38. GFD refused to remove or amend the reports.  



 6 

39. GFD treated Hauser significantly more favorably than Tautges. Hauser was not 

required to complete remedial training despite receiving Counseling and Instruction Reports for 

genuine performance issues. 

40. On October 10, 2018, Tautges met with the union president, James Hintz, to 

discuss the discipline against her. Hintz agreed to meet with Saidler to discuss Tautges’ 

concerns. 

41. On October 11, 2018, Tautges and Hintz met with Saidler. Tautges told Saidler 

about the discriminatory treatment she received and that her complaints were disregarded. 

42. Saidler refused to acknowledge there was an issue.  

43. Hintz told Saidler that the discipline Tautges received was wrongful.  

44. To resolve the situation, Saidler agreed to lead a meeting with Hintz, Tautges, and 

the firefighters she accused of discrimination. This meeting never happened.  

45. Instead, Saidler had a private meeting with the individuals Tautges accused of 

discrimination on October 16, 2018, without Tautges or Hintz. At the meeting, Saidler asked the 

individuals accused of discrimination to create and back-date documentation for issues which 

allegedly occurred in 2017 to allow Saidler to fire Tautges.  

46. Tautges had no performance issues in 2017 and there is no documentation of any 

concerns until she was moved to C-Shift.  

47. On October 27, 2018, Tautges asked Saidler when he would be leading the 

meeting as agreed on October 11. Saidler told Tautges that he was working on correcting the 

reports against her and clarifying the training requirements instead of holding a meeting as 

agreed upon.   
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48. In November 2018, Saidler advised Tautges that the training requirements would 

not be clarified and that her disciplinary reports would remain as written.  

49. In response, Tautges advised Saidler that she would be filing a formal 

discrimination complaint. 

50. On November 29, 2018, Saidler told Tautges that she should not be studying at 

the station and should instead watch television with the other firefighters. Tautges was confused 

because Kierzek and Schmitt did not allow Tautges to watch television with the other firefighters 

on her shift. 

51. Tautges learned that Kierzek and Schmitt allowed Hauser to watch television on 

his shift.  

52. Tautges told Saidler that the disparate treatment was discriminatory, and she 

wanted to file a formal complaint. Saidler later emailed Tautges, “Not knowing exactly what ur 

rebuttal all entails and expectations from it I hope it doesn’t backfire. Sometimes it’s best to be 

handled by my office.”  

53. Tautges felt threatened by this statement and concluded that her job and 

reputation were at risk if she escalated the complaint.  

54. In December 2018, Tautges’ probationary period was extended. She was told 

numerous times by Saidler, Hintz, Kierzek, and Schmitt that if she could not fit in then she did 

not belong.  

55. Later in December, GFD instituted formal performance requirements for 

probationary firefighters. These performance requirements reflected a significantly lower 

performance standard than Tautges had demonstrated on October 9, 2018. 
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56. Tautges requested that her complaints be mediated by a third party in accordance 

with GFD’s work rules.  

57. In December 2018, Tautges had several pre-mediation meetings with the mediator 

selected by the Village of Greendale. The mediator repeatedly told Tautges that women are just 

not cut out for the fire service. The mediator told Tautges that, when he worked as a firefighter, 

women who could not handle the “culture” were forced to quit. The mediator disregarded 

Tautges’ complaints and would only discuss the Counseling and Instruction Reports. 

58. Tautges later found a note from Saidler in her personnel file, presumably to the 

mediator, which stated that the only purpose of the mediation was to discuss complaints about 

Tautges.  

59. Saidler repeatedly ignored GFD and Village of Greendale policies that required 

him to investigate Tautges’ claims.  

60. On March 11, 2019, Tautges submitted her complaint to the EEOC.  

61. On March 12, 2019, Tautges received a negative performance evaluation from 

Kozelek. Kozelek wrote that Tautges was penalized because “she does not feel comfortable with 

members of other shifts”—after Tautges informed Kozelek about her discrimination, harassment, 

and retaliation complaints. 

62. Tautges’ probationary period ended in April 2019.  

63. On April 30, 2019, Village Manager Todd Michaels asked to meet with Tautges 

one-on-one to discuss her experiences as a woman working for GFD.  

64. This meeting was not part of Tautges’ regular job duties. Tautges spoke as an 

ordinary citizen when expressing her concerns about GFD’s treatment of women.  

65. Diversity in a government workforce is a matter of public concern.  
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66. Michaels told Tautges that the Village of Greendale greatly values diversity and 

had just sworn in a “black cop” the day before.  

67. Michaels said he would follow-up with Tautges about the issues she was facing 

but never did so. 

68. On July 10, 2019, Tautges’ EEOC Charge of Discrimination was submitted to the 

GFD and Saidler. 

69. On July 18, 2019, Tautges met with Saidler regarding her complaint of 

discrimination and retaliation. Following the meeting, Saidler confirmed that the GFD would be 

working to rectify the matters set forth in her EEOC Charge of Discrimination. 

70. On August 15, 2019, Saidler summarily dismissed the complaint, stating that he 

had determined there was no retaliation or discrimination against Tautges.  

71. On September 24, 2019, Tautges participated in a mediation with the GFD and 

Saidler, but no resolution was reached.  

72. Tautges made multiple complaints to Saidler regarding discrimination and 

retaliation which occurred after September 24, 2019. Saidler ignored all of Tautges’ complaints.  

73. On October 22, 2019, Tautges received a write-up that was caused by another 

firefighter’s refusal to communicate with Tautges. Tautges contested the write-up. GFD and 

Saidler failed to investigate or remedy Tautges’ complaint in violation of GFD policies.  

74. In January 2020, Saidler retired and Kais was hired as the new Fire Chief.   

75. On January 10, 2020, Tautges made an oral complaint that she was being 

discriminated against because of her sex because of GFD’s disparate application of job 

performance standards.  



 10 

76. On February 6, 2020, Tautges made an oral complaint that sexually harassing 

statements were being made in the workplace. 

77. On June 17, 2020, when GFD failed to investigate or provide a remedy in 

response to Tautges’ January 10 and February 6, 2020 complaints, she reduced her complaints to 

writing. 

78. On September 10, 2020, after GFD failed to investigate or provide a remedy in 

response to Tautges’ January 10, February 6 and June 17, 2020 complaints, she renewed her 

complaints in writing. 

79. In a September 10, 2020 email to City Administrator Michaels, Kais 

acknowledged “[t]here may be some issues” in response to Tautges’ complaints.  

80. In that same email, Kais publicly accused Tautges of insubordination.  

81. Despite acknowledging the veracity of Tautges’ complaints, no actions were 

taken to resolve Tautges’ complaints.  

82. Tautges was subjected to pervasive harassment and an inhospitable work 

environment while GFD refused to act on her complaints.   

83. Since her original complaint against Kimber in 2018, Tautges was subjected to 

numerous wrongful disciplinary actions, none of which were resolved in accordance with GFD 

policy, Village of Greendale policy, or Wis. Stat. § 62.13(5).  

84. On June 2, 2021, Tautges met with Kais and requested that she be allowed to 

exercise her rights under the First Amendments of the U.S. Constitution, outside the scope of her 

ordinary duties regarding important matters of public concern, relating to the inefficient and 

ineffective manner of GFD’s operations, breaches of public trust, the lack of integrity and 

incompetence of GFD’s officials, poor management culture, the lack of an independent HR 
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department, the failure to follow policy to investigate discrimination complaints, the failure to 

remedy discrimination complaints, the conflicts with the officers, officers’ mistrust of 

administrators, retaliatory restrictions, dishonesty of administrators, and the suppression of First 

Amendment rights through phony and retaliatory discipline. 

85. On June 2, 2021, Kais and an HR representative informed Tautges that GFD 

would be the sole decisionmaker as to whether Tautges’ complaints would be investigated or 

remedied.  

86. Tautges again renewed her requests for investigation into her prior complaints. 

GFD refused.  

87. Tautges also requested that she not be assigned to work alone with individuals 

against whom she had a pending complaint until after the investigation was complete. GFD again 

refused. 

88. GFD policy calls for a full investigation into such complaints.  

89. Several of Tautges’ complaints were made by her to the individual who was the 

subject of her complaint. 

90. On June 2, 2021, Tautges was forced to terminate her employment with GFD due 

to the intolerable work conditions created by GFD, its refusal to investigate or remedy her 

complaints, ongoing harassment and retaliation, and deprivation of her Constitutional rights for a 

four year period. 

91. GFD’s, Saidler’s, and Kais’ deprivation of Tautges’ Constitutional rights was 

caused by their implementation or execution of a policy statement, ordinance, regulation, or 

decision officially adopted and promulgated by GFD, specifically their failure to allow Tautges 

to contest wrongful and retaliatory disciplinary measures.  
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92. GFD, Saidler, and Kais denied Tautges’ disciplinary appeals without notice and 

opportunity to be heard. 

93. The substantive property interest of Tautges in her employment was one 

conferred by the law of the state and, as such, is protected by the due-process provisions of both 

the state and federal Constitutions. 

94. The substantive property interest of Tautges is established by, inter alia, Wis. 

Stat. § 62.13. 

95. Tautges had a statutory right to be disciplined only for just cause pursuant to Wis. 

Stat. § 62.13(5). 

96. Tautges had a statutory right to continued employment absent just cause pursuant 

to Wis. Stat. § 62.13(5m).  

97. GFD and Village of Greendale policies provided Tautges a due process right to 

fair treatment, adequate investigation, and neutral mediation of disputes.  

98. The intentional actions of GFD, Saidler, and Kais resulted in wrongful discipline 

against Tautges and the termination of Tautges’ employment with GFD, without notice and an 

opportunity to be heard. 

99. GFD, Saidler, and Kais denied Tautges’ Constitutional right to due process before 

being condemned to suffer grievous losses. 

100. GFD, Saidler, and Kais foreclosed Tautges’ freedom to take advantage of other 

employment opportunities. 

101. The unconscionable conduct of GFD, Saidler and Kais, acting arbitrarily, without 

basis in fact, and without a fair procedure and hearing, denied Tautges due process of law. 
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102. It would have been apparent to a reasonable public official that not providing 

Tautges with a hearing in response to her complaints of discrimination and retaliatory discipline 

was unlawful. 

103. GFD’s,  Saidler’s, and Kais’ refusal to investigate or remedy Tautges’ complaints 

were violations of Tautges’ due process rights pursuant to GFD’s policies or customs. 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 – DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS 

 

104. As and for a first claim for relief, Tautges re-asserts the allegations recited above 

and fully incorporates those paragraphs herein by reference. 

105. GFD, Saidler, and Kais violated Tautges’ right to due process protected by the 

Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cl. 1 and 42 

U.S.C. § 1983. 

106. Tautges’ federally protected rights of due process were violated with malice or 

with reckless indifference to Tautges’ rights.  

107. GFD, Saidler, and Kais were aware of Tautges’ due process rights, were aware 

those rights were being violated because of their intentional conduct, and still failed to act.  

108. GFD’s, Saidler’s, and Kais’ violation of Tautges’ right to due process protected 

by the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cl. 1 

and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, deprived Tautges of her liberty, property, trade, business and/or 

profession, and significantly undermined opportunities for future employment, all to her damage. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 –DENIAL OF OCCUPATIONAL LIBERTY 

 

109. As and for a second claim for relief, Tautges re-asserts the allegations recited 

above and fully incorporates those paragraphs herein by reference. 
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110. GFD, Saidler, and Kais violated Tautges’ right to occupational liberty protected 

by the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cl. 1 

and 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 

111. GFD, Saidler, and Kais made public statements of fact about Tautges’ fitness as a 

firefighter which were false.  

112. These statements were both spread by members of the GFD to the public and 

made to public officials which ensured their availability as public records.  

113. GFD, Saidler, and Kais knew the statements were false when they made the 

statements.  

114. GFD’s, Saidler’s, and Kais’ violation of Tautges’ right to occupational liberty 

protected by the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 

8, cl. 1 and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, caused Tautges to suffer a tangible loss of other employment 

opportunities. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 –FIRST AMENDMENT RETALIATION 

 

115. As and for a third claim for relief, Tautges re-asserts the allegations recited above 

and fully incorporates those paragraphs herein by reference. 

116. GFD, Saidler, and Kais violated Tautges’ right to free speech protected by the 

First Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 3 and 42 U.S.C. § 

1983. 

117. GFD, Saidler, and Kais retaliated against Tautges for reporting discrimination to 

the Village of Greendale City Administrator and the EEOC.  

118. Tautges reported the discrimination and retaliation to which she was subjected for 

the purpose of exposing GFD’s discriminatory culture rather than for personal gain.  
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119. Tautges’ federally protected First Amendment rights were violated with malice or 

with reckless indifference to Tautges’ rights.  

120. GFD, Saidler, and Kais were aware of Tautges’ First Amendment rights, were 

aware those rights were being violated because of their intentional conduct, and still failed to act.  

121. GFD’s,  Saidler’s, and Kais’ violation of Tautges’ right to free speech protected 

by the First Amendment of the United States Constitution, Wis. Const. Art. 1, § 3 and 42 U.S.C. 

§ 1983, significantly undermined Tautges’ opportunities for future employment and deprived 

Tautges of her right to speak regarding important matters of public concern, the inefficient and 

ineffective manner of GFD’s operations, the misuse of public funds, breaches of public trust, 

lack of integrity and incompetence of GFD’s officials. 

 Wherefore, Plaintiff, Megan Tautges, demands that judgment be entered and Defendants 

ordered to provide the following remedies: 

a. Reinstatement of Tautges to the same employment status she would have had with 

GFD but for the adverse employment actions; 

 

b. Compensation for the monetary losses suffered by Tautges; 

c. Compensation for the damage caused to Tautges’ reputation, trade, business and/or 

profession; 

d. Compensation for Tautges’ humiliation, mental anguish, emotional distress, harm 

to her personal relationships with her family, stress and injury to her physical and 

mental well-being; 

e. Payment of the attorney’s fees incurred by Tautges in prosecuting her claims; 

f. Payment of punitive damages in an amount sufficient to punish Defendants and deter 

them from such unlawful conduct, now and in the future; 

g. Payment of the  costs and expenses incurred by Tautges in litigating her claims; 
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h. Payment of the interest incurred by Tautges as a result of Defendants’ refusal to pay 

her claims; 

i. Such other relief as the Court deems just and equitable. 

     Dated this 6th day of July, 2022. 

 

s/ Alan C. Olson   

      Alan C. Olson, SBN: 1008953 

Nicholas O. Yurk, SBN: 1095278  

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Alan C. Olson & Associates, S.C. 

2880 S. Moorland Rd. 

New Berlin, WI  53151 

Telephone: (262) 785-9606 

Fax: (262) 785-1324 

Email: AOlson@Employee-Advocates.com 
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