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August 24, 2022 
 
Via Fax: (423) 563-0703 
Via Email: sfoust@lafollettetn.net 
City of LaFollette 
LaFollette City Council 
c/o Stan Foust, City Administrator 
207 S. Tennessee Avenue 
LaFollette, TN 3776 
 

RE:   Termination of LaFollette Police Sergeant Marvin L. Miller 
 STBM No. 66022.0007 

 
All: 
 

As counsel for LaFollette Police Sergeant Marvin Miller, I respectfully urge the City to 
reconsider and reverse its reported intention to terminate Sgt. Miller’s employment. Sgt. Miller 
has faithfully served his department, City, and community for 27 years.  He is the second longest 
serving member of the police department and has served successfully under multiple police chiefs 
and leadership regimes. His work has earned the respect of citizens, and his vast law enforcement 
experience is an invaluable asset for the City. Sgt. Miller’s termination would be a great loss for 
those reasons alone. More significantly, however, terminating Sgt. Miller’s employment would 
likely violate his rights under applicable policies and laws. If a remedy is not provided to Sgt. 
Miller, he will seek any and all potential remedies available to him under the law1.   
 

The City indicates having just cause to terminate Sgt. Miller based on an investigation by 
outside counsel reporting an alleged toxic work environment. From our understanding, however, 
the termination decision by City officials was based on their review of one cursory investigatory 
summary, which spans less than three pages and is far too limited to make a reasonably informed 
determination.  In the 3-1 decision, council members made their decision without hearing all the 
evidence in the case. Not only did they not consider any statements from Sgt. Miller himself, they 

 
1 Sgt. Miller will be filing, separate from this letter, an appeal to our request for public records wherein we did not 
receive requested documents related to the adverse employment action taken against Sgt. Miller.  This appeal should 
not be mistaken for a remedy Sgt. Miller would seek for the City’s policy, statutory, and constitutional due process 
violations.  
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also were not provided a list of names of those who were or were not interviewed.  Select witnesses 
were interviewed, but no rhyme or reason was provided as to who was interviewed or why they 
were interviewed nor the substance of those interviews.  Compounding the error, the City has 
failed to afford any hearing or due process to Sgt. Miller to contest the termination decision or 
challenge the underlying allegations made against him. If proper due process was provided, Sgt. 
Miller fully believes the allegations would be proven false or seriously exaggerated.  

 
It is the City’s failure to provide a hearing and due process to Sgt. Miller that is further 

violates his rights under applicable policies and laws. Section 4-401 of the Municipal Code adopts 
the City’s Personnel Policies by reference. Personnel Policy Section VII(K) applies to employee 
dismissals. If a regular, full-time employee is dismissed for just cause, that policy section entitles 
the employee to an “appeals procedure,” which provides that the “employee shall be furnished an 
advance written notice containing the nature of the proposed action, the reasons therefore, and the 
right to appeal the charges orally or in writing before the City Administrator.” No notice, no 
reasons, and no right to appeal was provided to Sgt. Miller.  

 
Even more importantly, when an employee requests a hearing, the policy further provides 

that “the City Administrator shall promptly set a date and time for the hearing and shall carefully 
consider all evidence presented before making a decision.” Unfortunately, the decision to 
terminate Sergeant Miller is being made with no hearing whatsoever. As a result, “all evidence” 
has neither been “presented” nor “carefully consider[ed]” as contemplated by policy. Instead, the 
alleged “just cause” to terminate Sergeant Miller is purely one-sided and has been unfairly shielded 
from any serious scrutiny.  The Municipal Code and Personnel Policies have been implemented to 
ensure fair treatment of the City’s employees in which they rely upon to maintain their livelihood.  
The City employees are expected to follow that policy and the community certainly expects the 
City Council and its leadership to also follow the policies that have been implemented.   
 

Allegations of a toxic work environment would also seem to require more than one isolated 
incident. If there were multiple workplace issues involving Sgt. Miller, his supervisors should have 
previously made him aware of it and provided him the opportunity to improve. Under Personnel 
Policy Section VII(G), “supervisors shall inform employees promptly and specifically” of any 
performance issues and then “shall give them counsel and assistance.” Police Department 
administrative regulation Section 1.2.18 follows the very same disciplinary procedure. 
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Furthermore, Municipal Code Section 6-101 provides that law enforcement personnel “shall obey 
and comply with” police department orders and regulations.  

 
Not only has the City failed to provide a hearing to Sgt. Miller prior to his impending 

termination, but he has never been informed or counseled with respect to any past workplace issues 
related to this investigation as required by City Personnel Policy Section VII(G) and Police 
Department administrative regulation Section 1.2.18. Furthermore, the absence of any previous 
corrective action for alleged workplace issues strongly undercuts the credibility of the current toxic 
work environment allegations being reported. Toxic work environments usually entail pervasive 
and widespread misbehavior, which seems to be wholly missing here. 
 

The previously cited due process protections under the City and department policies are 
designed to avoid the very sort of unjustified and unfair employee dismissal that Sgt. Miller now 
faces. Through these City policies and corresponding state statutory police disciplinary standards, 
Sgt. Miller’s interest in employment receives due protection under law and should not be taken 
from him arbitrarily or capriciously.  By terminating Sgt. Miller without following policy, the City 
has committed a serious error that potentially violates his due process rights under state and federal 
law.  
 

In addition, the City’s reported just cause basis to terminate Sgt. Miller is untruthful and 
defamatory as previously explained. Termination based on unfounded toxic work environment 
allegations further threatens irreparable harm and damage to the separate liberty interest that Sgt. 
Miller has in his reputation and name. Even if the City refuses to follow its own policies with 
respect to the termination decision, Sgt. Miller is entitled to and demands a hearing to clear his 
name, which has also been denied to him in violation of federal and state law. 
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Sgt. Miller has already been harmed and prejudiced by the City’s due process violations 
and should be immediately reinstated.  However, Sgt. Miller is willing to resolve any further 
dispute and avoid litigation if the City is willing to negotiate either terms of reinstatement or other 
equitable remedies that may be available to Sgt. Miller.  If a resolution cannot be reached, Sgt. 
Miller is prepared to seek and all relief available to him under the law.    
 
 A prompt response to this letter is greatly appreciated.  
 
 

Sincerely, 
 

STURGILL, TURNER, BARKER & MOLONEY, PLLC 
 
 
L. Scott Miller (TN Bar# 034102)  
 

 
cc: Reid Troutman, City Attorney – Via Email: rtroutman@troutmanlaw.net 
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