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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 
EASTERN DIVISION 

 
MICHAEL L. SHAKMAN, et al.,   ) 
       ) 
   Plaintiffs,   ) 
       ) Case Number: 69 C 2145 
  v.     )  
       ) Judge Edmond E. Chang 
CLERK OF COOK COUNTY, et al.,   ) Mag. Judge Gabriel Fuentes   
       ) 
   Defendants.   ) 
       ) 
 

SECOND INTERIM REPORT OF THE COMPLIANCE ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR THE CLERK OF COOK COUNTY 

 
Cardelle B. Spangler, County Clerk Compliance Administrator (“CCCA”)1, by and 

through her attorney, Matthew D. Pryor, pursuant to the Memorandum Opinion and Order filed on 

April 17, 2020 (the “Appointment Order”), submits this Second Interim Report as follows: 

I. Introduction 

The CCCA files this report to discuss her findings regarding the accuracy and truthfulness 

of certain representations made by the Clerk’s current Director of Human Resources (hereinafter, 

the “Director”) during certain application processes for Clerk jobs and during this investigation. 

The Clerk’s current Director began her employment with the Clerk’s Office on April 29, 2019, 

when she was hired as the Executive Assistant to the Chief of Staff (“COS”) and the then-Chief 

Legal Counsel. On March 28, 2021, she received her current Director position in Human Resources 

(HR) (a Shakman Non-Exempt position), at the conclusion of a posted Actively Recruited hiring 

process. Four days following the Clerk’s October 2021 termination of the Deputy Clerk of HR, 

 
1 “CCCA” hereinafter shall refer to the County Clerk Compliance Administrator and/or her staff. 
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the Clerk put forth the Director as the proposed new (Shakman Exempt) Deputy Clerk of HR. 

Upon comparing her newly submitted resume to those she submitted for her Executive Assistant 

and Director applications, the CCCA identified several material discrepancies. The CCCA notified 

the Clerk of the discrepancies and that she would be investigating the same.2 See Ex. A. Below is 

a summary of the investigation as well as our findings and recommendations. 

II. Relevant Policies and Issues Investigated  

At the time of the Director’s application for the Deputy Clerk of HR position (as well as 

her February 2021 application for the Director position she currently holds), the Policy Manual 

adopted in January 2020 (the “2020 Manual”) was in effect. The 2020 Manual prohibited the 

“making of a false statement or representation, either verbally or in writing”3 and the “falsification 

of employment records . . . through misstatement or omission of pertinent facts or information” 

and deemed both actions as Major Cause Infractions. See 2020 Manual, §§ 2.2(a)(12) and (16). 

Likewise, in the Amended Policy Manual, employees are prohibited from falsifying or concealing 

material information related to employment records or any other County records through deliberate 

misstatement or omission of pertinent facts or information. Amended Manual, § 5.D.2.m.  

Based on the above, the CCCA initiated an investigation to answer the following questions:  

(1) Did the Director make “a false statement or representation” or falsify her resumes or 

 
2 The authority for the CCCA to conduct investigations is clear in the Appointment Order. The CCCA is 
assigned the duty to “monitor the County Clerk’s application” of its Policy Manual “to determine whether 
the policy is in fact applied in the observance rather than the breach (which we deem important in light of 
the evidence that there has been frequent disregard of the prior policies concerning applications for 
employment), identify any discrepancies in the application of the policy, and propose any appropriate 
revisions.” Appointment Order at 41. The Court confirmed this authority not only to monitor the Clerk’s 
Exempt and Non-Exempt hiring but to investigate compliance concerns regarding the same. See Dkt. 7829. 
 
3 The Clerk’s Amended Manual (in effect since December 13, 2021) prohibits Clerk employees from 
“knowingly or willingly interfering in or not cooperating in an investigation by the Chief Ethics Officer, 
Deputy Chief of Staff/Labor Counsel, CCCA, the OIIG, or other authorized County official or agency, or 
knowingly or willfully providing false information during such an investigation.” Id., § 5.D.2.s.   
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applications “through misstatement or omission of pertinent facts of information” for 
the Deputy Clerk of HR and/or Director of HR hiring sequences?  
 

(2) If so, were any other Clerk employees aware of – or complicit in – any such false 
statements, misrepresentations, or omissions? 

 
III. Investigatory Steps 

During this investigation, the CCCA conducted two interviews and one deposition, and 

reviewed significant documentation related to the Deputy Clerk of HR and Director hiring 

sequences. The CCCA conducted the following interviews: the Director (November 15, 2021) and 

the Deputy Chief of Staff and Labor Counsel (hereinafter, “Deputy COS”) (November 17, 2021). 

The CCCA first requested the opportunity to interview the COS on November 19, 2021. However, 

he objected to being interviewed. This required the CCCA to file a motion to compel with the 

Court and turned a simple interview into a deposition, which took place on March 11, 2022. See 

Dkt. 7829. Relevant details from the above interviews and document review are below.  

IV. The Director’s Application History at the Clerk’s Office 

 The crux of this investigation concerned representations from the Director about her 

work experience history on her resume for the Deputy Clerk of HR position (Oct. 2021) when 

compared to her resumes for the Executive Assistant (2019) and Director (Feb. 2021) positions. 

Accordingly, we provide first a summary of the resumes she submitted for the three Clerk positions 

to which she has applied and provide our analysis of inconsistencies between the same. 

A. Executive Assistant to Chief of Staff and Chief Legal Counsel (Resume 1) 

 On or around April 29, 2019, the Clerk’s Office hired the Director as the Executive 

Assistant to the COS and the then Chief Legal Counsel. The resume she submitted in support of 

her application (Resume 1) listed the following work experience (job titles listed last): 

• April 2015 – Present – Will County Circuit Court – Circuit Clerk  
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• August 2011 – September 2013 – Codilis & Associates, P.C. – Document Control 

• April 2010 – June 2011 – Diamond Detective Agency (“DDA”) – HR Coordinator 

• April 2009 – June 2011 - Diatri, LLC – HR Generalist/Payroll Coordinator  

See Ex. B. She did not include any supervisory or managerial duties on her resume. See id.  

B. Director of Human Resources (Resume 2) 

 In February 2021, the Clerk posted its Shakman Non-Exempt Director of HR position on 

an external job posting website. The posting included the work experience-related Minimum 

Qualification (“MQ”) of three or more years of full-time paid experience in HR. The Director 

timely submitted her application and included a resume (Resume 2) that listed the following 

professional work experience:  

• April 2019 – Present – Cook County Clerk’s Office – Executive Assistant to the Chief of 
Staff/Chief Legal Counsel 
 

• April 2015 – April 2019 – Will County Circuit Court – Civil Court Clerk 

• April 2010 – June 2013 – Diamond Detective Agency – HR Generalist 

• September 2008 – September 2009 – Diatri, LLC - HR Generalist/Payroll Administrator 

• September 2006 – August 2008 – Harmony Wellcare – HR Generalist/Payroll Coordinator 

See Ex. C. She did not include any supervisory or managerial duties on her resume. See id. After 

an Actively Recruited hiring process, she was selected for hire on March 24, 2021.  

C. Shakman Exempt Deputy Clerk of HR Hiring Process (Resume 4) 

 On October 22, 2021, the Clerk terminated her Deputy Clerk of HR. On October 26, the 

Deputy COS informed the CCCA the Clerk wanted to hire the Director as the next Deputy Clerk 

of HR. The relevant experience-related MQ was: “Five (5) years full-time work experience in 

Human Resources, at least three (3) years of which was in a supervisory/managerial capacity…” 

(emphasis added) See Ex. D. The resume provided by the Deputy COS (Resume 4) to the CCCA 
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in support of the Director’s candidacy included the following professional work experience: 

• February 2021 – Present – Cook County Clerk’s Office - Director of HR 

• April 2019 – February 2021 – County Clerk’s Office – Exec Assistant to Chief of 
Staff/Chief Legal Counsel 
 

• April 2015 – April 2019 – Will County Circuit Clerk – Civil Court Clerk 

• April 2010 – June 2013 – Diamond Detective Agency – HR Generalist 

• September 2008 – September 2009 – Diatri, LLC – HR Generalist/Payroll Administrator 

• September 2006 – August 2008 – Harmony Wellcare – HR Generalist/Payroll Coordinator 

See Ex. E. In Resume 4, for the first time the Director included supervisory experience. Under her 

April 2010 – June 2013 employment at DDA, the Director included: “Supervised and assisted the 

HR Coordinator with PERC license verifications, Security Training, facilitation and verifications, 

background investigations, random drug screenings, onboarding, and terminations.” Id. Also, she 

included supervisory experience while as the Clerk’s Director of HR. In his email attaching the 

Director’s credentials, the Deputy COS explained that the above supervisory experience at DDA 

(3 years and 2 months) and the Clerk’s Office (8 months) satisfied the MQ of 3 years of full-time 

supervisory/managerial work experience in HR.  

D. Discovery of an Additional Resume (Resume 3)4 

 In response to a CCCA document request, the Clerk’s Office provided a series of emails 

between the Director, COS, Deputy COS, and Clerk’s Chief Legal Counsel that took place on 

October 24-25, 2021. See Ex. F. The emails show that on Sunday, October 24, the Director 

provided the above employees with a resume (Resume 3) in support of her candidacy for the 

Deputy Clerk of HR. Resume 3 was substantially similar to Resume 4 with one crucial difference: 

 
4 The CCCA labels this as Resume “3” because, as shown below, its creation predated Resume 4. 
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• Resume 3 did not include the supervisory experience at DDA that was subsequently 
included in Resume 4.  See Ex. G. 

On Monday, October 25, at 5:04pm, the Director provided the same group with another resume 

(Resume 4).5 Ex. F. The COS responded at 6:42pm simply with: “Perfect, thank you!” The emails 

contain no explanation for the two resume submissions. Id.  

E. Analysis of the Director’s Four Resumes 

1. Comparison of Resume 1 (EA) to Resume 2 (Director): The changes from Resume 

1 to Resume 2 are extensive and include the following: 

• She omitted from Resume 2 the two years of ministerial work experience at Codilis 
(August 2011 – September 2013) that were included in Resume 1.  

• She expanded her dates of employment at DDA from 15 months (April 2010 – June 
2011) in Resume 1 to 39 months (April 2010 – June 2013) in Resume 2.  

• She changed the title of her position at DDA – from “HR Coordinator” in Resume 
1 to “HR Generalist” in Resume 2.  

• She shifted and contracted her dates of employment at Diatri from April 2009 – 
June 2011 (spanning 27 months) in Resume 1 to September 2008 – September 2009 
(spanning 13 months) in Resume 2.  

• She added work experience to Resume 2 not included in Resume 1 – two years of 
HR Generalist/Payroll Coordinator experience at Harmony Wellcare.   

 Had the Director submitted Resume 1 for the Director position, she would not have been 

minimally qualified as Resume 1 did not reflect three years of full-time HR work experience. With 

the above changes, however, her HR experience went from 27 months on Resume 1 to 76 months 

on Resume 2. The Director achieved this result, in part, by removing her two years of experience 

at Codilis (where she did not work in an HR capacity) and extending her employment dates from 

DDA (where she purportedly worked in an HR capacity) by nearly two years.  

 
5 The Deputy COS submitted Resume 4 to the CCCA on October 26 in support of the Director’s candidacy 
for the Deputy Clerk of HR position. 
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 In addition, the changes resolved potential issues of whether her HR work experiences were 

“full-time” as the MQ required. Whereas her only listed HR work experiences in Resume 1 (at 

DDA and Diatri) overlapped with one another (thus calling into question whether either 

employment was full-time), all employment listed on Resume 2 flowed from one position to the 

next. Based on Resume 2, the then Deputy Clerk of HR concluded the Director satisfied the MQs.6 

2. Comparison of Resume 2 (Director) to Resumes 3 and 4 (Deputy Clerk). When 

comparing Resume 2 (Director) to Resumes 3 and 4 (Deputy Clerk of HR), there are two 

substantive edits: 

• On Resume 3 (Oct. 24), she did not include any supervisory experience under the 
DDA employment; however, on Resume 4 (Oct. 25) she included supervisory 
experience purportedly spanning the entire 37 months she was employed at DDA. 

• On both Resumes 3 and 4, she added her recent experience as the Clerk’s Director 
of HR. The duties listed for this employment are not challenged although we note 
(and the Director confirmed in her investigatory interview (see below at 8, n. 8)) 
that these resumes erroneously state that her tenure as Director began in February 
2021 when she did not receive the offer for the position until March 24, 2021.  

Without this new supervisory experience, the Director would have fallen far short of the minimally 

required three years of supervisory/managerial experience in HR and would not have been eligible 

for the position. With it, the Deputy COS deemed her eligible for the Deputy Clerk of HR position.  

V. Interview Summaries 

To attempt to understand the bases for the above resume discrepancies7, the CCCA 

interviewed both the Director as well as the Deputy COS (who conducted the Deputy Clerk of HR 

 
6 As the CCCA did not have a copy of Resume 1 at the time of validation, she also concluded the Director 
met the MQs for the position based on the information provided on Resume 2. The CCCA did not receive 
a copy of the 2019 Resume until October 26, 2021, when Plaintiffs’ Counsel provided it in connection with 
the CCCA’s review of the Director’s application/resume for the Deputy of HR position.  
7 The CCCA opted not to subpoena employment records from the Director’s prior employers, in part, 
because based on research, two of the main employers at issue (DDA and Diatri) no longer exist. 
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validation and served on the Director of HR interview panel). The scope of the interviews focused 

mostly on the Deputy Clerk of HR hiring process but also touched on the 2021 Non-Exempt 

Director of HR hiring process. Based on information provided in these interviews, the CCCA 

deposed the COS to address discrepancies between the Director’s and Deputy COS’ interviews 

and gain insight into the COS’ role in the Deputy Clerk of HR (and, to a lesser extent, the Director 

of HR) hiring sequences. Summaries of pertinent information provided in these interviews follow: 

A. Interview with the Director  

 On November 15, 2021, the CCCA interviewed the Director. In pertinent part, she said the 

following:  

i. Deputy Clerk of HR Position 

 The Director claimed she first submitted her resume on Monday, October 25 to the Deputy 

COS for consideration for the Deputy Clerk of HR position. The Director denied submitting her 

resume to, or discussing it with, anyone other than the Deputy COS. She confirmed the accuracy 

of each line of Resume 4, except she stated that (1) her work experience went back farther than 

2006 and (2) the start date of her Director position at the Clerk’s Office was incorrect.8 She 

confirmed all positions listed on Resume 4 were “full-time,” and that none overlapped with one 

another or any other work experience. She also noted that for two periods (September 2009 – April 

2010 and June 2013 – April 2015), she worked non-HR administrative temporary jobs.  

 The Director said she did not have any additional correspondence with the Deputy COS or 

anyone else concerning her Deputy Clerk of HR application and denied submitting more than one 

 
8 The one inaccuracy she acknowledged immediately after the CCCA raised it concerned her Director of 
HR start date at the Clerk’s Office. The CCCA noted that Resumes 3-4 stated she began that position in 
February 2021; however, the Director did not interview for that position until March 23, 2021. The Director 
agreed she did not begin in that position until late March – right after her interview and offer – and that the 
February 2021 date on Resumes 3-4 was incorrect. 
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resume in support of her candidacy. When presented with her October 24 email wherein she 

submitted Resume 3 to the Deputy COS, COS and Chief Legal Counsel, she denied knowing of 

any difference between Resume 3 and Resume 4. After the CCCA explained the DDA supervisory 

experience was only reflected on Resume 4, the Director said she had removed her supervisory 

experience from her previous resumes because she had been rejected from other County positions 

for being overqualified. The Director said the only discussion she had concerning Resumes 3 and 

4 was with the Deputy COS on October 25, when the Deputy COS asked her in person if she had 

any supervisory experience. When she said she did, he asked her to identify where it was listed on 

her resume. She then explained to the Deputy COS she had supervisory experience at DDA and 

that she had not included it on her resume originally because she had been rejected from other 

County positions for being overqualified. She said after this conversation she revised her resume 

and resubmitted it to the Deputy COS. The Director twice denied having any communication with 

the COS or Chief Legal Counsel about her candidacy or resumes from the date the Clerk terminated 

the former Deputy Clerk of HR (October 22) until after the Deputy COS submitted the Director’s 

resume to the CCCA for the Deputy Clerk of HR position (October 26).  

 The Director said her supervisory experience at DDA consisted of her position as HR 

Generalist supervising an HR Coordinator within a three-person HR department that also included 

a Vice President. After being presented with her 2019 resume (Resume 1) wherein she listed her 

title as “HR Coordinator,” not “HR Generalist,” the Director said she had “dumbed down” her 

resume in the past and explained that, when she started working at DDA she was the HR 

Coordinator but moved into the HR Generalist position within “about two months.”  

 The Director said the two-year discrepancy in the length of her employment at DDA 

between Resume 1 (April 2010 to June 2011) and Resumes 2-4 (April 2010 to June 2013) was 

Case: 1:69-cv-02145 Document #: 7945 Filed: 05/12/22 Page 9 of 22 PageID #:79895



 

 10 

because she had forgotten about her work at Codilis. She first started working at DDA, went to 

Codilis, and then returned to DDA but was unable to recall exactly when these transitions took 

place. Later, she recalled leaving DDA for Codilis in July 2011 and returning to DDA sometime 

“before 2013.” When asked again about the different titles at DDA, she said when she first started, 

she was HR Coordinator, then left for Codilis, and was HR Generalist when she returned.  

 Finally, the Director said the dates on Resume 1 showing she worked both at Diatri and 

DDA from April 2010 through June 2011, were the result of “an oversight, a typo” and she only 

worked at Diatri from September 2008 – September 2009 (as stated on Resumes 2-4).  

ii. Director of HR Hiring Process 

 The Director recalled the following details concerning the 2021 Director of HR hiring 

process: She first learned of the posting when the then-Deputy Clerk of HR informed the Executive 

staff that the position would be posted. The Director then spoke with her boss, the COS, and 

informed him of her intent to apply. He was supportive. She had no further conversations or 

communications with him about the position until she received the offer. The Director did not 

recall having any role or input into the creation of the Director Job Description.  

B. Interview with the Deputy COS  

 On November 17, 2021, the CCCA interviewed the Deputy COS in connection with this 

investigation. The CCCA only questioned the Deputy COS concerning the Deputy Clerk of HR 

hiring process. In relevant part, the Deputy COS stated the following:  

 While the Clerk selected the Director for the Deputy of HR position, it was the COS who 

asked the Director to submit her resume. The Director submitted two resumes for the Deputy Clerk 

of HR position, but the Deputy COS only reviewed the second one which had the supervisory 

experience. He was not aware of the 2019 resume (Resume 1) as it predated his employment with 
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the Clerk’s Office. On Monday, October 25, 2021, the COS called him and said: (1) the Director 

had approached the COS to discuss her supervisory experience overseeing an employee while 

employed at DDA which would meet the MQs for the Deputy Clerk of HR position and (2) the 

Director would be submitting a revised resume. He believed the COS and the Director had spoken 

about her qualifications for the Deputy Clerk of HR and that the Director changed her resume on 

her own initiative and not at the direction of the COS. Other than his conversation with the COS 

he was not aware of anyone else being involved in reviewing the Director’s qualifications.  

 The Deputy COS said he recalled only speaking to the Director in person on October 26, 

after she submitted her resume (Resume 4) on October 25. He found the Director’s explanation 

about her supervisory experience credible and that she was clear that it was a “small shop with 

only three people” and they did not perform certain supervisory functions like performance 

evaluations. He did not ask the Director why she had not included the DDA supervisory experience 

on her October 24 resume (Resume 3) and she did not offer an explanation on her own.  

C. Deposition of the COS 

 On March 11, 2022, the CCCA deposed the COS in connection with this investigation. 

In relevant part, the COS stated the following9: 

iii. Deputy Clerk of HR Hiring Process 

 The Clerk proposed the Director as a potential replacement for Deputy Clerk of HR. The 

COS informed the Director that “we have been having a difficult time finding someone to replace 

[the former Deputy Clerk of HR]” and asked the Director if she was interested in the Deputy Clerk 

 
9 The COS spoke briefly during his deposition about the 2019 Executive Assistant hiring process that 
resulted in the Director’s hire. He recalled being part of an interview panel who interviewed the Director 
(and other Candidates) but could not recall any details of what the panel asked the Director, whether they 
discussed any specific employment listed on her resume, or whether anyone at the Clerk’s Office conducted 
an employment verification or reference check of the Director. See Ex. G. at 7:14-19:13. 
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of HR position. See Ex. H at 44:13-16. He likely told the Director to submit her resume to the 

Deputy COS, per his practice. Id. at 45:8-10.  

 He did not recall receiving two different versions of the Director’s resume nor knowing 

she was going to send a second resume.10 He could not recall instructing, recommending or 

advising the Director to change her resume, but did recall that he “asked her to talk to [the Deputy 

COS] about her supervisory experience.” Id. at 57:4-6. He could not recall when this conversation 

took place or why he specifically raised supervisory experience with the Director rather than any 

of the other MQs on the Job Description. Id. at 62:2-24. 

 The COS did not recall ever speaking with the Deputy COS about the Director’s resume. 

His only encounter with the Deputy COS regarding this position was when the Deputy COS 

relayed that the CCCA’s Counsel had sent an email flagging concerns with the Director’s 

qualifications. Id. at 51:6-22. In response to learning of the CCCA’s concerns with the Director’s 

resume, the COS could not recall reviewing the Director’s resume or comparing the two resumes 

the Director had submitted. Id. at 51:20-23. Instead, he recalled informing the Clerk of the CCCA 

Counsel’s email; in response, the Clerk gave him a resume of a new Candidate. The Clerk and 

COS then agreed to direct the Deputy COS to “not respond to [the CCCA’s Counsel], to not explain 

why he felt like [the Director] met the minimum qualifications or whatever the case may have 

been,” id. at 61:3-13, as the Clerk wanted to move forward with the new Candidate. He recalled 

informing the Director that the Clerk had moved onto a new Candidate. Id. at 46:15-47:13. 

iv. Director of HR Hiring Process  

 The COS recalled that the Director of HR hiring process took place in February 2021 

 
10 These statements are inconsistent with those of the Deputy COS who said the COS called him to tell him 
that the Director would be submitting a second resume, see above at 11, and with the written record which 
shows the COS confirming receipt of the Director’s second resume submission (id. at 6). 
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and that it was an Actively Recruited position. He could not recall receiving Actively Recruited 

Hiring Process training or Interviewer Training at any point while employed at the Clerk’s Office. 

Id. at 21:9-22:6. He said he did not have any role in developing the Job Description and could not 

recall whether he was consulted on the same. Id. at 20:10-15. He could not recall whether any 

changes to the Job Description had been made prior to posting. Id. at 20:16-20.  

 The COS recalled having only one conversation with the Director about her candidacy. 

She informed him that she intended to apply for the position and he wished her well. Id. at 23:25-

24:23. He received resumes for all the qualified Candidates, believed he reviewed the Director’s 

resume but did not compare her resume to the one she submitted when applying for the Executive 

Assistant position nor notice any differences between the two. Id. at 27:15-29:10. He did not recall 

playing any role in developing the interview questions and had no reason to believe the Director 

had access to the interview questions or knew of them in advance of the interviews. Id. at 37:6-15. 

 He could not recall any of the other panelists being hesitant about advancing the Director 

to the interview phase or noting that she had been out of HR for at least eight years. Id. at 36:10-

16. He could not recall whether one of the reasons he thought she would be a good fit for the 

position was because “she was already familiar with the culture of the office.” Id. at 36:17-21.  

 Regarding the Selection Meeting, he did not recall proposing to the panelists that they 

submit a list of eligible applications to the Clerk for her selection. Id. at 36:16-19. He could not 

recall whether he ranked the Director as his top Candidate nor during the deposition was he able 

to compare or contrast her with any of the other interviewed Candidates. Id. at 38:6-11. He could 

not recall placing any emphasis on the need for the Candidate to begin employment immediately 

but said he “vaguely” remembered the Deputy COS commenting that the ability to start 

employment quickly would be “an asset.” Id. at 39:4-17.  
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VI. Analysis 

We first revisit the discrepancies in the Director’s resumes, the impact of those changes on 

her eligibility for the Director of HR and Deputy Clerk of HR positions and the Director’s 

attempted justifications for those discrepancies. Next, we briefly discuss the Director of HR and 

Deputy Clerk of HR hiring processes to address certain questionable elements of these sequences. 

A. The Director’s resume submissions for the Director and Deputy Clerk of HR positions 

Simply put, the Director altered her resumes significantly as she attempted to move up the 

organizational ladder at the Clerk’s Office. As most changes to her resume first appeared during 

the Director of HR hiring process, we first address those changes and the Director’s explanations 

of the same and then discuss the same regarding the Deputy Clerk of HR hiring process. 

i. Director of HR Resume (Resume 2) 

When the Director applied for her current position in February 2021, the Job Description 

required, in part, that Candidates have three or more years of full-time paid work experience in 

HR. At the time of her application for Director, the Director had been working as an Executive 

Assistant at the Clerk’s Office for two years during which she gained no qualifying HR work 

experience. Had she simply added her Executive Assistant work experience to the resume she 

submitted in 2019 (Resume 1), she would not have been minimally qualified for the position as 

Resume 1 showed only 27 months of overlapping (potentially full-time) HR experience at Diatri 

(April 2009 – June 2011) and DDA (April 2010 – June 2011).  

By making critical changes to the dates of her previous work experiences, the Director 

ensured her eligibility for the Director of HR position. Specifically, she: (1) expanded her dates of 

employment with DDA from 15 months (April 2010 – June 2011) in Resume 1 to 39 months (April 

2010 – June 2013) in Resume 2; and (2) omitted altogether her two years of work experience at 
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Codilis (from August 2011 – September 2013). With these changes, the Director’s resume 

demonstrated the minimally-required 3 years of full-time work experience in HR. During her 

investigatory interview, the Director was incapable of explaining the reasons for these changes.  

After confirming the accuracy of Resume 4, the Director unpersuasively attempted to 

explain the contradictions between Resumes 2 (Director of HR) and 4 (Deputy Clerk of HR). When 

the CCCA pointed out how the two years of work experience at Codilis (April 2011 – September 

2013) listed on Resume 1 were omitted from Resume 2 and the years of employment at DDA 

expanded by nearly two years, the Director admitted that the dates on Resume 2 were not accurate, 

said she had forgotten about her work at Codilis, and that she first started working at DDA, then 

went to Codilis and then went back to DDA. She was unable to recall when these transitions took 

place but thought she might have left for Codilis in July 2011 and returned to DDA sometime 

“before 2013.” While the actual dates of employment remain unclear, what is clear is that she did 

not work at DDA for anywhere near the 39 months represented on Resumes 2-4.  

Regarding the reduction of employment dates at Diatri – from April 2009 – June 2011 in 

Resume 1 (spanning 27 months) to September 2008 – September 2009 in Resume 2 (spanning 13 

months), the Director simply stated that the dates in Resume 1 were “an oversight, a typo” and that 

she only worked at Diatri from September 2008 – September 2009. While the Diatri start dates in 

both resumes are the same (September 2008), explaining that the original end date (June 2011) 

was “an oversight, a typo” and the true end date was September 2009 is simply not credible.  

Regarding the change in title at DDA from “HR Coordinator” in Resume 1 to “HR 

Generalist” in Resume 2, the Director admitted that she was not the “HR Generalist” the entire 

time she worked at DDA. Rather, she offered two different stories: (1) she was the HR Coordinator 

for a few months and then became the HR Generalist; and (2) she started as the HR Coordinator, 
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left for Codilis (in mid-2011), and then was the HR Generalist when she returned to DDA. It is 

clear that she was not the HR Generalist for the 39 months listed on Resumes 2-4.  

The only rational explanation provided concerned the two years of HR Generalist/Payroll 

Coordinator experience at Harmony Wellcare (which was not on Resume 1 but was added to 

Resume 2). The Director explained she had omitted the experience from Resume 1 as it was not 

necessary to meet the MQs for the Executive Assistant position.  

ii. Deputy Clerk of HR Resumes11(Resumes 3-4) 

Concerning the Deputy Clerk of HR hiring process, the Director’s recollection of the hiring 

process did not align with the written record nor with recollections of other witnesses interviewed. 

Accordingly, the CCCA believes the Director provided false information during this investigation. 

After the Deputy Clerk of HR’s October 22, 2021 termination, the Clerk moved quickly to 

install the Director as the replacement. The written record shows that on Sunday, October 24, 2021, 

the Director submitted her resume (Resume 3) to the COS, Deputy COS and Chief Legal Counsel. 

Then, without written explanation as to why, she sent the same group a second resume (Resume 

4) on October 25, 2021, that included one change: she added a bullet point to her three-plus years 

of experience at DDA that concerned supervisory responsibilities. The Deputy COS provided 

Resume 4 to the CCCA in support of the Director’s application for Deputy Clerk of HR.  

The CCCA concludes the Director lied repeatedly about the above events. First, she denied 

providing her resume to anyone other than the Deputy COS (she had also provided it to both the 

COS and Chief Legal Counsel). Second, she denied talking to anyone other than the Deputy COS 

about her resume (she had spoken also with the COS). Third, she denied providing more than one 

 
11 Given all the false statements and misrepresentations on her Director of HR resume (Resume 2) were 
repeated in her Deputy Clerk of HR resume (Resume 4), all the above analysis applies to her Deputy Clerk 
of HR submission as well.  
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resume in support of her candidacy (she had provided two). Fourth, when impeached with the two 

resumes, she denied knowing whether there were any differences in the resumes (she had added 

required supervisory experience after speaking with the COS about the supervisory MQ).  

In addition to the above falsehoods, the CCCA does not find credible the Director’s 

explanation for the sudden inclusion of supervisory experience in Resume 4. The Director stated 

that she did not include supervisory experience from her previous resume because she had been 

rejected from other County positions for being overqualified. This explanation holds no water. The 

Director had recently applied – and been awarded – the Director of HR position at the Clerk’s 

Office. While it is true that the Director Job Description did not require supervisory experience12, 

including HR supervisory experience on an application for a Director of HR position would only 

help her candidacy. Further, the supervisory experience listed on Resume 4 stated that she 

supervised the “HR Coordinator”; however, in Resume 1, the Director stated that her own title at 

DDA was “HR Coordinator.” As explained above, the Director was unable to provide a reasonable, 

clear or consistent explanation of the different titles in Resume 1 versus Resumes 2-4. 

Consequently, any actual supervisory experience as a HR Coordinator at DDA was for much less 

than the 3 years and 2 months listed on Resume 4. Given the multitude of misrepresentations and 

false statements made by the Director both in her resumes and during her investigatory interview, 

the CCCA believes it is more likely than not that she never served in a supervisory capacity at 

DDA and simply added that experience to Resume 4 to satisfy the Deputy Clerk of HR MQs.  

B. Director of HR and Deputy Clerk of HR Hiring Sequences 

 Next, we discuss briefly concerns surrounding both the Director of HR and Deputy Clerk 

of HR hiring processes. The Clerk’s Director of HR hiring process was riddled with policy 

 
12 The Clerk’s Office removed the supervisory experience MQ just prior to posting – and without discussing 
the same with the CCCA.  
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violations and questionable actions. As reflected in feedback the CCCA provided the Clerk on this 

hiring process, the violations and concerning steps were: (1) HR failing to finalize an Actively 

Recruited hiring policy prior to posting; (2) HR including the incorrect Job Description on the job 

posting; (3) HR finalizing a Job Description without completing a conferral process with the 

CCCA; (4) HR removing the required supervisory experience from the final Job Description 

without discussing the same with the CCCA; (5) HR validating applications using the incorrect 

MQs; (6) HR erroneously validating 11 Applicants as eligible who did not meet the MQs in the 

job posting; (7) HR proceeding with the Application Review Panel Meeting and interviews without 

training the panelists on the Actively Recruited Hiring Process; (8) the Deputy COS not 

memorializing his potential Conflict of Interest; (9) the Chief Ethics Officer not memorializing his 

Conflict of Interest determinations; (10) HR prematurely sharing the interview questions with the 

interview panelists; (11) the COS recommending (and the Deputy Clerk of HR initially agreeing) 

to allow the Clerk to make the final hiring decision while the draft policy required the panelists to 

do so; (12) the COS and Deputy COS introducing a new MQ at the Selection Meeting – that the 

Candidate would be able to start right away – that was not on the Job Description or job posting; 

and (13) HR has yet to provide the CCCA with a complete Posting File for the hiring sequence.  

 The Deputy Clerk of HR hiring process was more straightforward as the Exempt Hiring 

Policy only requires HR to verify the selected Candidate meets the MQs on the Exempt Job 

Description and provide the CCCA with the opportunity to review the same prior to hire. Amended 

Manual, § IV.E.4. Despite its simplicity, this Exempt hiring sequence still had two serious issues. 

The first issue was the Director’s submission of a false resume misrepresenting and/or fabricating 

various work experience in support of her candidacy. See above at 16-17. The second issue 

concerns whether anyone else was aware of – or complicit in – the Director’s fabricated resume. 
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The primary focus here was the inclusion of supervisory experience at DDA which was not present 

in her three previous resumes. The Director added this experience only after (1) submitting a 

resume (Resume 3) without the supervisory experience and (2) having a conversation with the 

COS about her supervisory experience (a conversation she denied to the CCCA ever having). What 

is unclear is whether the COS directed the Director to amend her resume with supervisory 

experience and, if so, whether he knew she did not actually possess that supervisory experience. 

The Director is unhelpful on this point as she (falsely) denied even providing the COS with Resume 

3 or speaking with him about it. The COS’ memory is limited as well. While he could recall 

speaking with the Director about her supervisory experience, he could not recall receiving two 

versions of the Director’s resume or at what point during the hiring process he spoke with the 

Director about supervisory experience. He further did not recall speaking with the Deputy COS 

about his conversation with the Director; however, the Deputy COS was firm in his conviction that 

such a conversation took place and did so after the Director submitted Resume 3 and before she 

submitted Resume 4. Without more, the CCCA does not conclude that the COS directed the 

inclusion of the supervisory experience in Resume 4 – or that he knew it was fictitious.  

 Finally, the CCCA notes a concern with the Clerk’s reaction to learning of the alleged 

misrepresentations in the Director’s Deputy Clerk of HR resume. While it is clear the Deputy COS 

conducted a review of the Director’s resume and conferred with her to ensure she was stating she 

had the required supervisory experience, we note that after the CCCA raised concerns with the 

Director’s resume, the Clerk’s Office did not respond to those concerns. The Clerk instead 

identified another Candidate and – through the COS – directed the Deputy COS not to respond to 

the CCCA’s concerns with the Director’s resume/application. Given the Clerk terminated her 

previous Deputy Clerk of HR for work performance issues despite her being the subject of an 
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ongoing joint Clerk-CCCA investigation at that time (see Dkt. 7941), we note that the Clerk neither 

responded to the CCCA’s significant concerns with the veracity of the Director of HR’s resume 

nor did she initiate discipline against the Director for those misrepresentations.  

VII. Findings and Recommendations 

 Based on the above, the CCCA finds the following: 

1. The Director violated Section 2.2(a)(16) of the 2020 Manual (“falsification of employment 

records or any other County records through misstatement or omission of pertinent facts or 

information”) by falsifying her resumes for both the Director and Deputy Clerk of HR positions. 

In so doing, she committed Major Cause Infractions for both hiring sequences. Much of this 

conclusion is based on the Director’s own admissions. At a minimum, she admitted to the 

following fabrications and omissions: the dates of employment at DDA, her position titles at DDA 

and when she held those titles, and the omission of her work experience at Codilis (which was on 

Resume 1 but was removed from Resumes 2-4). Further, we find it is more likely than not that the 

Director also fabricated her dates of employment at Diatri (originally listed as April 2009 – June 

2011 on Resume 1 and later revised to September 2008 – September 2009 on Resumes 2-4). Given 

the above work experiences were crucial to her establishing her eligibility for both the Director of 

HR and Deputy Clerk of HR positions, these misstatements and omissions were clearly pertinent 

to her applications and thus violated Section 2.2(a)(16) of the 2020 Manual. We note that at least 

twice since the CCCA’s appointment, the Clerk terminated Employees who the Clerk had 

determined provided false information in their application materials. See, e.g, Third Report at 28.   

2. The Director violated Section 2.2(a)(12) of the 2020 Manual (“making a false statement or 

representation, either verbally or in writing”) by providing the CCCA with false information 

throughout her investigatory interview. At a minimum, the Director’s false statements included: 
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to whom she submitted her Deputy Clerk of HR resumes, that she submitted two resumes, with 

whom she spoke about her resume(s), and whether she was aware of the differences between the 

two submitted resumes. See above at 14-16. Further, the CCCA did not find the Director’s 

attempted explanations of her resume discrepancies to be credible. Such falsehoods stated to a 

Court-appointed monitor during an investigation are shocking coming from any Clerk employee; 

but coming from the Director of HR (who the Clerk wanted to elevate to the Deputy Clerk of HR, 

no less) who is one of the employees most responsible for implementing the “proactive and 

transparent employment-related policies, practices and procedures” described in the Clerk’s 2020 

Manual (at 4.3(b)) and Amended Manual (at III.B) is egregious and inexcusable. 

As the CCCA has the authority under the Appointment Order to make recommendations 

to the Clerk’s policies based on her monitoring observations, see Appointment Order at 41, the 

CCCA recommends that the Clerk’s Office institute controls to ensure HR conducts employment 

verification for selected Candidates for high-ranking positions (Non-Exempt Directors and above 

as well as all Exempt Positions). The CCCA notes the Clerk’s Amended Manual (at Section 

IV.D.20.a) contains a provision related to employment verification for Non-Exempt Positions; 

however, it only states that HR “shall attempt to confirm the employment history. . . and 

qualifications by contacting professional references provided by the Candidate until such reference 

list is exhausted (including if a professional reference does not respond).” (emphasis added) There 

is no such requirement for Exempt Positions. The CCCA recommends the Clerk’s Office amend 

its Manual to require employment verification for all Non-Exempt Directors as well as all Exempt 

Positions such that all MQs are verified prior to extending an offer to any selected Candidate. 

 The CCCA hopes the Clerk reviews this report and acts consistent with its findings and the 

manner in which it has treated other employees who have committed similar infractions. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Cardelle B. Spangler 
County Clerk Compliance Administrator  
 
By: /s/ Matthew D. Pryor 
Matthew D. Pryor 
Her Attorney  
 
Matthew D. Pryor 
(mpryor@shakmancompliance.com) 
Counsel to the CCCA 
69 West Washington, Suite 830 
Chicago, IL 60602 
Telephone: (312) 603-8911 
Fax: (312) 603-9505 
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