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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.   ) 
       ) 
 

COUNTY CLERK COMPLIANCE ADMINISTRATOR’S RESPONSE TO 
PARTIES’ SUPPLEMENTAL POSITION STATEMENTS  

 
On August 5, 2022, this Court entered a Minute Entry permitting the parties and 

Compliance Administrator to file a Supplemental Position Statement addressing the 

Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision from the same day concerning Shakman v. 

Governor of Illinois, USCA No. 21-1739. R. 8061. The Minute Entry also permitted the 

parties and Compliance Administrator to file a Response to any such Supplemental 

Position Statements by August 19, 2022. Id.   

On August 12, 2022, the Clerk filed both a “Report to the Court Regarding 

Completion of All Tasks Related to the Policy Manual” (the “Clerk’s Policy Manual 

Report”), R. 8073, and a Supplemental Position Statement. R. 8075. Plaintiffs filed a 

Supplemental Position Statement. R. 8074.  The CCCA files this single Response to the 

parties’ three filings to correct certain factual inaccuracies made in those filings and to 

provide context regarding same.  

I. CCCA Responses to Certain Statements in the Clerk’s Policy Manual Report 
 
The CCCA corrects the following factual inaccuracies in, and provides additional 
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context missing from, the Clerk’s Policy Manual Report: 

A. The Clerk did not address all tasks related to the Policy Manual ordered by 
the Court during the June 14, 2022 status hearing  
 

On page 1 of the Policy Manual Report, the Clerk writes that “all tasks related to 

the Policy Manual as identified by the Court at the last status date have been completed, as 

follows…” R. 8073 at 1 (emphasis added). There were 12 “tasks” discussed during the 

June 14, 2022 status hearing referenced by the Clerk and/or in the Court’s Minute Entry 

regarding that hearing (Dkt. 8023). The Clerk omits entirely from her Policy Manual 

Report three of those Manual-related “tasks.”  

The first two omissions concern the Court’s ordering that the Clerk, by June 24, 

2022, “file a written response to the January 19, 2022 Deputy Chief of Staff’s investigative 

report on hiring process for Director of Training and on the Compliance Administrator’s 

second interim report alleging that HR provided false information.” R. 8023 at Item 8. 

The Clerk never filed either of these required responses. Instead, the Clerk filed a 

Response to the CCCA’s First Interim Report which addressed the January 19 report. In 

her Response to the First Interim Report, “[t]he Clerk’s Office disagree[d] with the 

entirety of the CCCA’s report,” R. 8032 at 3, and rejected the CCCA’s recommendations 

for corrective action. Id. at 21-22. As of this filing, the Clerk still has not issued a response 

to the Deputy Chief of Staff’s investigative report as this Court ordered, R. 8023, and as 

its Policy Manual requires.  

The Clerk also has not filed any response to the CCCA’s Second Interim Report in 

which the CCCA concluded the Clerk’s current Director of HR “falsified her employment 

applications for two Clerk positions (including the one she currently holds) and then 

provided false statements to the CCCA in an attempt to cover up those false applications.” 
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R. 8054 at 2; R. 7945 at 14-21. The CCCA is not aware of the Clerk having taken any 

corrective action with respect to the Director of HR.  

The third omission concerns an update on the long-lingering issue of a 2020 

Assumption of Duties hire who had not yet provided documentary proof she possessed the 

bachelor’s degree she said she had in her application. R. 8023 at Item 4.C. For context, the 

Clerk hired the individual in December 2020 and was required to verify the academic 

credentials prior to her commencing employment. The CCCA first identified the lack of 

credential issue for her (and others) in March of 2021, and after over three months of the 

individual’s employment, the Clerk still had not rectified the issue, resulting in the Court’s 

involvement. It should be noted that the individual was selected over multiple former 

Recorder of Deeds employees who were in line to receive employment had the individual 

been disqualified.  

On June 16, 2022, outside Counsel for the Clerk received verification from the 

academic institution that the employee did not possess a bachelor’s degree from that 

institution. Therefore, the employee falsified her application. The Clerk did not, however, 

follow up with any action it intended to take regarding the information it had obtained, 

necessitating follow-up from the CCCA on June 24 raising the issue. See Ex. A at 3-4. On 

June 30, 2022, the Clerk’s Deputy Chief of Staff responded by confirming that the 

employee in question had resigned from the Clerk’s Office and began employment at her 

new position on June 23, 2022. Id at 1-2. After further CCCA follow-up, the Deputy Chief 

of Staff confirmed the now former employee was working at a different County agency. 

Id. He also confirmed the individual’s falsification amounted to a violation of the AOD 
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Hiring Plan and constituted Major Cause Infractions under both the 2020 and Amended 

Manuals for falsifying an employment record. Id.  

The CCCA finds it curious that this former employee happened to resign her 

employment after approximately 18 months of continuous employment with the Clerk – 

and find employment immediately at another County agency– days after the Clerk’s Office 

confirmed she should not have received her position in the first place. Further, all this took 

place without the Clerk’s Office notifying the (former) employee of their findings with 

respect to her educational credentials (as far as the CCCA is aware). Overall, this employee 

was permitted to enjoy about 18 months of employment despite having falsified her 

employment application and escaped any negative consequences by the Clerk.   

B. Five of the tasks discussed in the Clerk’s Policy Manual Report require 
correction and/or additional context  
 

The Clerk’s Policy Manual Report discussed nine of the twelve tasks identified by 

the Court during the June 14, 2022 status: (1) Human Resources Policy Manual Training; 

(2) Seasonal Election Hiring; (3) status of in-process Non-Exempt hiring processes; (4) 

Exempt Job Descriptions; (5) Organizational Charts; (6) Supervisory Policy Manual 

Training; (7) status of hiring a Director of Training; (8) status of responding to Plaintiffs’ 

questions about the Director of Real Estate and Tax Services; and (9) a report regarding 

the Multimedia Producer/Videographer’s Shakman Exempt-qualifying duties. The CCCA 

provides below corrections and additional context regarding the Clerk’s updates to the first 

five of the above nine tasks. 

1. HR Policy Manual Training  

In paragraph 2(a) of the Clerk’s Policy Manual Report, the Clerk stated that, in 

relation to HR Personnel Training, it had complied with the Court’s deadlines of: (1) July 
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8 for the initial draft of the training deck, (2) July 22 for the CCCA to provide edits, and 

(3) July 29 for the finalization of the deck. R. 8073 at 1.  

The CCCA confirms the Clerk provided its initial HR training deck on July 8, and 

the CCCA provided feedback on July 22. However, as the Clerk did not provide a finalized 

HR training deck until after the training was conducted, the CCCA cannot confirm that the 

Clerk met the July 29 deadline. The CCCA suspects the Clerk may not have, as it did 

provide a finalized Supervisor Training Deck on July 29, rendering the absence of a 

finalized HR Training deck conspicuous.1 Additionally, if the Clerk’s Office sent the 

required notice to attendees of HR Training, it did not copy the CCCA as mandated by the 

Manual. See Manual § III.M.   

The CCCA notes the final training deck provided by the Clerk incorporated almost 

none of the CCCA’s detailed feedback designed to help HR employees understand how to 

implement the Amended Manual.2 The CCCA can only hope the training was effective 

given it was a near verbatim recitation of the words written in the Amended Manual with 

little to no explanation as to what the words meant or how to ensure compliance. Finally, 

the CCCA notes that the Clerk’s final training deck contained inaccuracies that did not 

exist in the original version, such as stating that for Exempt Positions, HR must create a 

Validated Eligibility List and that “the Cook County Clerk’s Office adheres to the same 

procedures for Exempt positions as previously stated for Non-Exempt positions…” Given 

 
1 The final HR Training made available for the CA on August 11 is in the form of a file titled 
“CCCO HR Training_Voiceover_08.09.22”, further indicating that the Clerk may not have met the 
July 29 deadline for the finalized deck.  
 
2 In contrast, the Clerk accepted many of the CCCA’s proposed edits and recommendations and 
added illustrative examples for the Supervisor Policy Manual training.  
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the Clerk’s documented violations of its straightforward Exempt process (see, R. 7947 at 

6-13), these inaccuracies are particularly noteworthy.  

2. Seasonal Election Hiring 

In paragraph 2(c) of the Clerk’s Policy Manual Report, the Clerk stated that on July 

26, 2022, it responded to the edits from the CCCA to the Seasonal Elections Policy. R. 

8073 at 2. This is accurate. It must be noted, however, that those edits were non-substantive, 

and the Clerk said to this Court at the June 14 status hearing that it was abiding by the 

policy as is. See June 14, 2022 Hr’g Tr. (Dkt. 7994) at 10:16-11:1. Accordingly, it is 

important to state that the Clerk has not abided by the policy “as is” and has yet to respond 

to the CCCA’s June 27 feedback that identified significant policy violations. For example, 

the Clerk’s Seasonal Elections Policy requires the Clerk to offer employment on a rolling 

basis in the order of when Candidates applied. The CCCA’s June 27 feedback identified 

two individuals who received offers of employment but should not have, and four 

individuals who did not receive an offer but should have based on their date of application. 

The feedback also noted that the Clerk is also not incorporating the policy mandated 

preference for those that have previously been a seasonal election worker for Cook County.  

3. Status of Open Non-Exempt Positions  

In paragraph 2(g), the Clerk notes that it provided the CCCA with a report of open 

Non-Exempt Positions on July 7, 2022. The CCCA confirms the Clerk provided a report; 

however, the report was filled with inaccuracies regarding the correct stage for two of the 

four positions. The CCCA provided guidance to HR to ensure Manual compliance and 

ensure only eligible Applicants were considered for the open positions. The CCCA has 

reported previously on HR’s reliance on the CCCA to navigate the Clerk’s Amended 
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Manual and comply with the same – particularly regarding hiring processes. That concern 

remains as HR is still unable to accurately identify the stage at which a current hiring 

process exists and the next steps mandated by the Manual to occur.  

4. Exempt Job Descriptions  

In paragraph 2(h), the Clerk notes that it posted all Exempt Job Descriptions to its 

website on August 10, 2022. The CCCA confirms this fact but provides the following 

context for the Court’s consideration. As this Court knows, the issue of finalizing pending 

edits to the Clerk’s Exempt Job Descriptions was pending since April 23, 2021. R. 7526 at 

4. Apparently in an effort to get this item completed before the Court’s August 12, 2022 

deadline for filing Supplemental Position Statements, the Clerk finalized the Exempt Job 

Descriptions and posted them on the Clerk’s website on August 10, 2022 – one day after 

providing them to the CCCA for review. CCCA Counsel has spoken with the Deputy Chief 

of Staff about concerns with this rushed posting; the Deputy Chief of Staff assured CCCA 

Counsel the Clerk would amend any of the posted Job Descriptions as necessary after 

receiving the CCCA’s feedback. The CCCA anticipates providing that feedback the week 

of August 22, 2022.  

5. Organizational Charts  

In paragraph 2(i), the Clerk notes that she responded to the CCCA’s feedback on 

Organizational Charts and finalized the same on June 30, 2022. The CCCA reports that she 

did receive an updated Organizational Chart on the above date. However, after reviewing 

the Chart in conjunction with the cover email, the CCCA concluded the attached Chart was 

not the correct one as it did not reflect the Clerk’s responses to the CCCA’s questions. 

Accordingly, on August 16, 2022, she requested the Clerk provide a corrected version. 
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That request remains pending.  

II. CCCA Responses to Certain Statements in Clerk’s Supplemental Position 
Statement 
 
The CCCA corrects the following factual inaccuracies in, and provides additional 

context missing from, the Clerk’s Supplemental Position Statement:  

A. CCCA’s findings regarding the Director of HR 

On page 5 of the Clerk’s Supplemental Position Statement, with respect to the 

CCCA’s Second Interim Report concerning the Director of HR, the Clerk writes: “First, 

nowhere in the CA’s Interim Report is the phrase ‘politically connected’ even used. And 

nowhere was there any evidence the employee was given ‘preferential treatment.’” R. 8075 

at 5.  

The Clerk is correct that nowhere in the CCCA’s Second Interim Report did the 

CCCA use the phrase “politically connected.” The Clerk is also correct that the CCCA did 

not find any of the investigated Employment Actions concerning the Director of HR were 

impacted by Unlawful Political Discrimination (as UPD is outside the scope of the CCCA’s 

jurisdiction). See below at 14-15. However, the CCCA notes that in her Second Interim 

Report she found the Director of HR falsified her employment applications, that at least 

two other Clerk employees were terminated for doing the same, and the CCCA encouraged 

the Clerk to act consistently with how she treated other similarly situated employees. R. 

7945 at 19-21. Given the Clerk has not responded to the CCCA’s Second Interim Report 

and that, now three months later, the Director of HR continues in her role without 

repercussion clearly shows that the Clerk is giving the Director of HR preferential 

treatment. Whether this preferential treatment is based on Political Reasons or Factors was 

never the focus of the CCCA’s investigation and report. 

Case: 1:69-cv-02145 Document #: 8086 Filed: 08/19/22 Page 8 of 15 PageID #:82683



 9 

B. The Clerk has not implemented a durable remedy 

On page 7, in a section titled “The Clerk, like the Governor, has implemented a 

durable remedy,” the Clerk writes that the Seventh Circuit concluded the Governor was 

entitled to relief, in part, because “‘the Governor has instituted or otherwise supported 

several remedial measures in recent years.’” R. 8075 at 7. Later, the Clerk states: “The 

Clerk, as part of the monitoring, has implemented an Amended Policy Manual with input 

from Plaintiffs and the CA and has an approved Rutan exempt list. In addition, the Clerk 

has completed all of the compliance issues discussed at the last status hearing that were 

referenced in the Court’s Minute Order from July 12, 2022. Dkt. 8023.” 

The CCCA seeks to correct the above statements in several ways. First, as 

explained in detail above (at 1-7) the Clerk has not completed all compliance issues 

discussed in the last (June 14, 2022) status hearing and referenced in the Clerk’s July 12, 

2022 Minute Order.  

Second, the Clerk has not “implemented” an Amended Policy Manual. Rather, 

the Clerk finalized an Amended Manual in December 2021 and completed training on the 

same in the past few weeks. The CCCA has reported at length on the Clerk’s widespread 

and material violations of its Amended Policy Manual. See R. 7947 at 25-47. Any 

conclusion that she has actually implemented the Amended Manual is not supported by the 

clear factual record. 

Finally, while the Clerk accurately references a portion of the Seventh Circuit’s 

analysis of what constitutes a “durable remedy,” she omits that the Seventh Circuit 

described as contributory to a durable remedy commentary from the Plaintiffs and Special 

Master regarding the Governor’s efforts. The Seventh Circuit stated that, “Shakman and 
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Lurie, to their credit, candidly acknowledge the Governor’s progress in recent years. And 

for her part, the special master has on more than one occasion commended the Governor’s 

efforts to comply with the decree, including by describing his accomplishments as 

‘extraordinary,’ ‘notable,’ and ‘significant.’” Shakman v. Governor of Illinois, USCA No. 

21-1739 (7th Cir. Aug. 5, 2022) at 10.   

The Seventh Circuit also applauded the Governor’s approach to working with the 

Special Master by citing how former Governor Rauner “supported and instituted new 

remedial measures to account for past abusive practices and to help prevent their 

recurrence,” id. at 5, and noting how Governor Pritzker “has instituted or otherwise 

supported several remedial measures in recent years (under the special master’s and district 

court’s supervision, to be sure) to minimize the risk of political patronage in employment 

practices.” Id. at 10.  

In contrast with the Governor, the Clerk has not approached her obligations under 

the Consent Decrees and Appointment Order by supporting “remedial measures to 

minimize the risk of political patronage in employment practices.” Nor has she worked 

cooperatively with the CCCA or Plaintiffs since the CCCA’s April 2020 appointment. 

• April 17, 2020: District Court ruled that the Clerk: (a) violated “the 1991 Consent 
Judgment with respect to the use of non-Court approved exempt list and the 
disregard for public posting of job openings,” R. 6829 at 39; and (b) violated the 
Consent Orders and committed Unlawful Political Discrimination in her 
supervisory rotation policy by exempting those supervisors with political pedigrees 
and not those without, id. at 33-34. Based on these findings, the Court appointed 
the CCCA. 
 

• May 11, 2020 – Clerk’s outside Counsel informed the CCCA that his client (the 
Clerk) had instructed him not to provide the CCCA with any requested documents 
and not to approve her request to set rates for her staff until the District Court and 
Seventh Circuit ruled upon a yet-to-be-filed Motion to Stay the April 17 
Appointment Order. R. 7085 at 7. 
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• June 29, 2020 – Clerk’s outside Counsel objected to CCCA’s request to monitor 

the Clerk’s employment actions and reiterated an earlier objection to any costs 
associated with CCCA’s work while Clerk appealed the Appointment Order. Id. at 
8. 
 

• August 3, 2020 –Clerk violated the Appointment Order (and Consent Order) when, 
without notice to the CCCA, she used the Exempt hiring process to hire a Non-
Exempt Director of Training. R. 7298 at 8-9. The CCCA discovered the hire in 
January 2021 and raised it with the Court in her February 2021 Report. Id.  
 

• August 17, 2020 – Seventh Circuit denied Clerk’s Motion to Stay the Appointment 
Order.  
 

• August 28, 2020 – Clerk filed a motion to recuse the CCCA and her Counsel. After 
this Court described the arguments in the motion as appearing to be “weak, with 
some bordering on frivolous,” R. 7054, the Clerk withdrew her motion. R. 7085 at 
12-13. 
 

• September 3, 2020 - Clerk attempted to utilize the Exempt hiring process to hire a 
Non-Exempt Director of Communications. R. 7085 at 15-16. The Clerk 
discontinued this hire only after the CCCA and Plaintiffs’ Counsel intervened. Id. 
 

• December 1, 2020 –Clerk hired an employee into a Non-Exempt position who had 
not provided proof she had the bachelor’s degree she purported to have on her 
application. Despite repeated follow-ups from the CCCA for proof of this 
employee’s degree, it took until July 2022 for the Clerk to confirm the employee 
did not, in fact, possess a bachelor’s degree. The employee resigned from the 
Clerk’s Office prior to the Clerk initiating any disciplinary action. See above at 3-
4. 

• January 27, 2021 – OIIG report concluding the Clerk hired an employee into an 
Exempt Position who did not meet the Minimum Qualifications of the position and 
the Deputy of the hiring department “essentially disregarded the importance of 
having the minimum qualification in the job description.” R. 7298 at 7-8. The OIIG 
made four recommendations for corrective action including: enhancing the review 
process for Exempt applications, discipline of two Exempt Deputies involved in 
this hiring process, modifying the Exempt Hiring Policy to require the Deputy of 
HR to certify that the selected Candidates meets the Minimum Qualifications; and 
vacate the unqualified Exempt hire and restart the hiring process. The Clerk rejected 
the OIIG’s findings and declined to adopt any of their recommendations for 
corrective action.   
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• June 8, 2021 – After six months of inaction, the Clerk finally engaged with the 
CCCA and Plaintiffs’ Counsel on drafting an Amended Manual (after previously 
admitting they had not implemented or trained employees on their 2020 Policy 
Manual). R. 7526 at 5-7. It would take another six months (December 2021) for the 
Clerk to finalize the Amended Manual and another eight months (August 2022) to 
fully train all employees on the Manual.  
 

• August 12, 2021 – CCCA noted in a status hearing that the Clerk had rejected her 
recommendation to create a Director of Compliance Position to oversee the Clerk’s 
compliance with its employment policies and procedures. See Aug. 12, 2021 Hr’g 
Tr. at 34:9-17.  
 

• October 28, 2021 – Clerk materially violated its Manual by hiring a Candidate for 
the Exempt Special Assistant to the Clerk for Government Affairs Position who did 
not meet the Minimum Qualifications on the Job Description. The Clerk sent the 
CCCA the employment application and credentials of this Candidate the same day 
she hired him and without informing the CCCA that the hire had been completed. 
The CCCA did not learn the unqualified Candidate had been hired until two months 
later. R. 7709 at 12-15. The Clerk lowered the Minimum Qualifications on the Job 
Description; the individual remains employed at the Clerk’s Office in the same 
position. 
 

• January 19, 2022 - Deputy COS issued an Investigation Report to the COS finding 
the following Manual violations: (1) the former Deputy Clerk of HR made false 
statements to the Chief Ethics Officer during the Conflict of Interest (“COI”) 
inquiry; (2) the former Deputy Clerk of HR failed to self-identify her COI with the 
Applicant and recuse herself immediately from the hiring process; (3) “the Office” 
operated outside of the Non-Exempt General Hiring Process when it interviewed 
the Applicant months before the posting in an attempt to fill the Non-Exempt 
Position as Exempt; and (4) the Applicant provided “patently false” information 
about her prior contacts with the former Deputy Clerk of HR during her 
investigatory interview. R. 7941, Ex. A at 17-21. The Deputy COS recommended 
the Clerk: (1) discipline the former Deputy Clerk of HR with a major cause 
infraction for “making a false statement or representation” (rendered moot by the 
former Deputy Clerk of HR’s termination during the investigation); (2) amend the 
Manual to prohibit the Clerk from having “meetings or other communications with 
candidates for Exempt positions at the CCCO unless the position is actually 
included on the approved Exempt List” or with the approval of Plaintiffs’ Counsel; 
and (3) disqualify the Applicant from further consideration for the Director of 
Training position. Id. at 22. Even after this Court’s instruction to do so, the COS 
has still not responded to the Clerk Report as required by the Manual. The only 
corrective action taken by the Clerk’s Office was to remove the Applicant from 

Case: 1:69-cv-02145 Document #: 8086 Filed: 08/19/22 Page 12 of 15 PageID #:82687



 13 

consideration, determined not by the COS but by the current Deputy Clerk of 
Human Resources.  
 

• March 25, 2022 – The Clerk rejected the CCCA’s recommendations for corrective 
action concerning an employee who, in November 2020, the Clerk temporarily 
assigned from one Non-Exempt Position to another accompanied with a pay 
increase. The employee has remained in that Position - over 600 days later and 
counting - despite: (a) the Policy not permitting Temporary Assignments to last 
longer than 240 days; and (b) the Policy not contemplating increases in pay to 
accompany Temporary Assignments. As this not-so-temporary assignment 
amounted to an unposted promotion, the CCCA recommended the Clerk post the 
position publicly (as the Appointment Order and Amended Manual require) and to 
return the employee to his original position and select a different employee for the 
Temporary Assignment in the interim. The Clerk rejected both recommendations 
and the employee remains in the position today.  

• May 10, 2022 – CCCA report concluding the Clerk violated the Appointment Order 
and Policy Manual when she attempted to hire an individual as an Exempt Director 
of Training while the Position’s Exempt status was pending before this Court. 
Additionally, the Clerk’s internal checks were decidedly insufficient, shielding 
senior management from accountability for the violations, and keeping important 
information off the record that likely would have, absent CCCA intervention, 
compromised the integrity of the Non-Exempt hiring sequence that occurred after 
this Court denied Exempt status for Director of Training. R. 7941. The Clerk 
rejected the CCCA’s findings and declined to adopt any of their recommendations 
for corrective action. 
 

• May 12, 2022 – CCCA report concluding the Clerk’s current Director of HR 
falsified her employment applications twice in 2021. First, for her current position. 
Second, for the Shakman Exempt Deputy Clerk of HR position. The CCCA also 
concluded the Director of HR lied to the CCCA repeatedly throughout the 
investigatory interview. The CCCA recommended the Clerk: (1) act consistently 
with other employees who were terminated for falsifying their employment 
applications; and (2) amend the Policy Manual to require employment verification 
of all Non-Exempt Directors and Exempt Positions prior to extending offers of 
employment. R. 7945. The Clerk did not respond to the CCCA’s Second Interim 
Report and has not implemented either recommendation for corrective action.  
 

• August 12, 2022 – Clerk conducted training for HR employees on the Amended 
Manual and Supervisors that the Clerk had committed to the Court it would 
complete in March 2022. R. 7947 at 44. 
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The CCCA provides the above list to refute the Clerk’s contention that “[t]he Clerk, 

like the Governor, has implemented a durable remedy.” R. 8075 at 7. As is evident, the 

Clerk spent much of the first six months of Court oversight not cooperating with the CCCA 

and trying to get her removed from this position. The Clerk also took 20 months to finalize 

amendments to her Policy Manual, and only completed training on the Manual in the past 

few weeks (after months of delays). Further, the Clerk repeatedly and materially violated 

its hiring policies by using the Exempt hiring policy to hire employees into Non-Exempt 

positions and by hiring employees into Exempt and Non-Exempt positions who did not 

meet the Minimum Qualifications on the Job Descriptions. The Clerk’s Human Resources 

Department also has not demonstrated the ability to conduct Non-Exempt hiring process 

without multiple (and material) violations of its hiring policies. R. 7947 at 16-31. Finally, 

the Clerk has repeatedly rejected the recommendations for corrective action of both the 

OIIG (who the Clerk relies on as part of its argument it has a durable remedy, R. 7979 at 

10) and the CCCA. These are hardly the actions of an office instituting and supporting 

remedial measures aimed at preventing unlawful political discrimination. These serious, 

repeated violations show that the Clerk’s Office has not yet created a durable remedy to 

prevent constitutional violations from recurring.  

III. CCCA Response to Certain Statements in Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Position 
Statement 
 
The CCCA disputes the following statement in the Plaintiffs’ Supplemental 

Position Statement:  

On page 3 of their Supplemental Position Statement, Plaintiffs write that: “The 

Clerk continues to give preferential treatment to a politically connected employee in a non-

exempt position. That employee falsified her resume to meet the minimum qualifications 
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to move from an Exempt position to the non-Exempt Director of Human Resources. The 

employee was allowed to interview and the Clerk gave the employee the job at the expense 

of qualified, but not politically-connected, applicants. Dkt. 7945 at 14-16.” R. 8074 at 3. 

In making the above statement, Plaintiffs cite the CCCA’s Second Interim Report. The 

CCCA notes here that she did not include in her Second Interim Report (or anywhere else) 

a conclusion that the Director of Human Resources was “politically-connected.” The scope 

of the CCCA’s investigation was limited to representations the Director of HR made in her 

three applications for hire at the Clerk’s Office. The CCCA did not examine whether the 

Director of HR was politically active or whether she had been treated favorably on the 

basis of political reasons or factors. Per agreement of the parties and consistent with the 

Clerk’s Amended Manual, inquiries regarding Unlawful Political Discrimination are for 

the OIIG, not the CCCA, to investigate.  

 
 
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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