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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 AMENDED 
RESPONSE TO CLERK’S MOTION TO VACATE  

 
On May 16, 2022, Cardelle B. Spangler, County Clerk Compliance Administrator 

(“CCCA)1, submitted her Fifth Report to the Court (Dkt. 7947) wherein, inter alia, she 

concluded the Clerk had not demonstrated compliance with the terms of the Appointment 

Order and recommended this Court extend the length of her appointment. On June 10, 

2022, the Cook County Clerk (the “Clerk”) filed her Motion to Vacate (the “Motion to 

Vacate”) wherein she argued she had satisfied the requirements of the Appointment Order 

and should be released from further Court oversight in this matter. Dkt. 7979. In her 

Motion, the Clerk, inter alia, argued that: (1) the CCCA’s monitoring interferes with the 

Clerk’s daily operations and causes delays in hiring sequences; and (2) the CCCA’s 

operational expenses are significant and cause a conflict of interest. The CCCA files this 

Amended Response2 to address certain factual mischaracterizations and inaccuracies in the 

 
1 “CCCA” hereinafter shall refer to the County Clerk Compliance Administrator and/or her staff. 
2 The CCCA files this Amended Response which is identical to her July 29, 2022 Response (Dkt. 
8049) with the following exceptions: (a) the title of the Response and (b) minor corrections in the 
final two bulleted paragraphs on page 9. 
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Clerk’s Motion and the Clerk’s allegations concerning the CCCA’s monitoring oversight.  

I. CCCA Responses to Certain Statements in Clerk’s Motion to Vacate 

The CCCA disputes the following statements and mischaracterizations in the 

Clerk’s Motion to Vacate:  

• On pages 7-8, the Clerk wrote: “In her Second Interim Report, filed May 

12, 2022, the CA focuses entirely (for 22 pages) on the purported conduct of one non-

Exempt employee of the Clerk’s Office. Dkt. #7945. There are no allegations of UPD or 

violations of the Consent Decrees discussed in the Second Interim Report, and it remains 

unclear what the exact purpose of the report was.” As a reminder, in her Second Interim 

Report, the CCCA described the several ways in which 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. The Director of HR is the second-highest ranking employee in the 

Human Resources Department which, per the Clerk’s Manual, is tasked with being 

“primarily responsible for implementing the hiring policies and procedures of the Clerk’s 

Office.” Manual at 24. One of those hiring policies requires verification of past 

employment and holds that “[a]ny Candidate whom HR determines has provided 

misleading, incomplete, or incorrect information, excluding minor discrepancies, on his or 

her employment application or resume will not be considered eligible and may not be 

extended an offer of employment.” Id. at 40. The purpose of the Second Interim Report is 

therefore clear. Given the Director of HR falsified her own employment applications (and 

lied to the CCCA about it afterward) it is difficult to see how she can be entrusted to ensure 

the Clerk’s Office is successfully implementing its own hiring policies. In not having 
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addressed (as of this filing) the Director’s actions and feigning a lack of understanding of 

the CCCA’s report and recommendations, the Clerk’s Office demonstrates it does not have 

a durable remedy in place.  

• On page 13, the Clerk argues that the Appointment Order only assigned the 

CCCA the authority to monitor implementation of the 2020 Policy Manual and, because 

the Clerk revised its Manual in December 2021, the CCCA no longer has the authority to 

monitor its implementation. The CCCA notes that almost immediately after her 

appointment, the Clerk’s Office acknowledged its Policy Manual required significant edits 

to address “gaping holes.” See Initial Report at 16-17; Aug. 31, 2020 Hr’g Tr. (Dkt. 7056) 

at 23:5-12. The Clerk recognized that its hiring policy was insufficient and missed crucial 

steps describing how applications were validated and Candidates were selected for 

interviews. See Third Report at 13. The Clerk’s Office also acknowledged that employees 

had not been trained on the Manual. Dkt. 7019 at 21:6-12. The Clerk subsequently took 

over a year-and-a-half to update its Manual – never once raising that the amendment of the 

Manual would somehow remove the CCCA’s authority under the Appointment Order to 

monitor the Clerk’s policies. Rather, the Clerk further codified in the Amended Manual 

what is plainly stated in the Appointment Order – that the CCCA has the authority to 

monitor her policies. See Amended Manual, §I (“while acting, has the right to monitor any 

and all aspects of the Policy Manual to assess the Clerk’s compliance with the Manual.”) 

Based on the above, it is clear the CCCA has the authority (and duty under the Appointment 

Order) to monitor the Clerk’s Amended (2021) Manual to determine whether the Clerk is 

implementing its policies “in the observance, rather than the breach.” 
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II. Contrary to the Clerk’s Contention, the CCCA’s Monitoring and Feedback 
Have Created Minimal Operational Disruptions  

 
The Clerk argues that the Appointment Order should be terminated because the 

CCCA’s performance of her Appointment Order-mandated monitoring duties has 

disrupted the Clerk’s operations and delayed hiring sequences. See Dkt. 7979 at 14-20. 

First, the Clerk alleges the CCCA’s document and information requests are: (1) 

“excruciatingly detailed”; (2) cover “random sections of the Policy Manual”3; (3) come 

with “little to no advance warning”; (4) “demand responses within two weeks or less”; and 

(5) often include “several follow-up demands with regard to each request, all of which are 

burdensome and time-consuming.” Id. at 16-17. Ultimately, the Clerk states that: “Every 

action by the CA creates disruption to the Clerk’s Office.” Id. at 18. The Clerk also argues 

that the CCCA has caused significant delays in the Clerk’s hiring of vacant positions and 

provides details concerning one hiring sequence (Clerk V – Vital Records) in support. Id. 

at 18-20. As shown below, the CCCA’s document requests and feedback are consistent 

with the duties assigned under the Appointment Order and often require follow-up from 

the CCCA due to incompleteness and/or silence. Further, the delays in hiring sequences 

are almost exclusively attributable to the Clerk’s own staff rather than the CCCA. 

 

 
3 The Clerk’s mischaracterizations of the CCCA’s requests are evidenced by the assertion that the 
CCCA “was going so far as to inquire why an employee swiped out a few minutes later than their 
listed schedule.” Dkt. 7979 at 17. In fact, the CCCA did not inquire why an employee swiped out 
late. Rather, as the correspondence the Clerk cites within its exhibit establishes, the CCCA noted 
that six Employees earned Compensatory Time via swiping out late, and that the Clerk did not 
provide an Overtime Authorization Form as required by the Manual. If the overtime was not 
authorized, the Manual requires the Clerk to initiate discipline. As the CCCA had not been notified 
of any discipline, the CCCA inquired about the Overtime. Why the Employee swiped out late was 
immaterial; why the Clerk had not complied with its Manual in relation to the late swipe out was 
the nature of the CCCA’s inquiry.  
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i. CCCA Feedback does not disrupt operations and is necessary because 
of Clerk’s delayed or lacking responses and Clerk’s failure to adhere 
meaningfully to its own written policies  
 

Contrary to the Clerk’s assertions, the CCCA’s requests for documents and 

feedback on Manual compliance are neither disruptive nor overly burdensome. They were 

originally necessary given the Clerk’s months-long refusal to provide the CCCA with 

nearly any documentation at all and remain necessary given the Clerk’s widespread lack 

of compliance with its own Policy Manual. Further, they are not “random” but rather focus 

on specific Employment Actions and/or specific sections of the Clerk’s Policy Manual to 

determine the Clerk’s compliance with the same. Finally, while the Clerk’s responses often 

result in additional communication from the CCCA, that is on account of the 

incompleteness of the Clerk’s initial response.  

As previously explained, the CCCA’s issuance of formal written information and 

document requests to the Clerk’s Office began only after the Clerk ignored informal 

requests over a period of several months. Dkt. 7085 at 6-9. The CCCA determined it 

necessary to issue comprehensive formal written requests going forward. The CCCA’s 

feedback concerns the Clerk’s compliance with her Policy Manual. As the Clerk has 

demonstrably not complied with her Manual, see Fifth Report at 25-47, the CCCA’s 

feedback has been extensive. Improved compliance would undoubtedly result in 

diminished feedback and questions; however, that is within the Clerk’s power to achieve. 

Concerning the CCCA’s requested turnaround times for documents and 

information requests, they are consistently at least two-weeks in length except when the 

CCCA is reiterating prior requests to which the Clerk had not responded. Further, this 

Court early on stressed the importance of the Clerk timely responding to CCCA requests. 
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See July 30, 2020 Hr’g Tr. at 16:5-7 (“…but I think the general mindset should be to be 

pushing out documents in response to a special master request as timely as possible.”) The 

CCCA requesting responses within two weeks is reasonable and aimed at ensuring Court 

oversight continues efficiently and is not delayed on account of months of silence.  

As is evident from the CCCA’s written feedback and questions that the Clerk 

attached to its Motion to Vacate, the CCCA’s correspondence is neither demanding in tone 

nor rigid in terms.4 The CCCA raises questions concerning Employment Actions in order 

to determine whether the Clerk and her staff are complying with their written policies. Most 

requests within the CCCA’s feedback concern missing Employment Action documentation 

that the Clerk is required to create and provide the CCCA, per the Appointment Order. Had 

the Clerk provided such documentation, such requests would not be necessary. Finally, 

many responses from the Clerk’s Office come weeks (or sometimes months) after the 

CCCA’s requested response date and often lack thoroughness and/or include promises for 

supplemental materials at a later date. Such responses often require additional follow-up 

and feedback from the CCCA. If the Clerk believes CCCA feedback is overly burdensome 

to receive and respond to, an alternative is for the CCCA to withhold feedback, thus 

delaying identification of any policy non-compliance to the CCCA’s regular quarterly 

reports to the Court. As we do not see how that serves the interests of the parties, the Court 

or the public, we advise against it.  

 

 
4 We note that the copies of CCCA feedback that the Clerk attached as Exhibit A to its Motion to 
Vacate include extensive typed, undated, and unsigned comments in the left margins and at the 
bottom of documents. These comments are presumably from the Clerk’s Office; however, the Clerk 
did not identify them in her Motion. See Dkt. 7979, Ex. A at 61, 63-67, 72-77, 80-84, 89-90. The 
CCCA does not comment on the accuracy of the comments but simply notes this issue here so the 
Court is aware they were not authored by the CCCA.  
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ii. The delays in the Clerk’s hiring sequences are attributable to the Clerk’s 
actions, not those of the CCCA 
 

The Clerk also argues that the CCCA’s monitoring has caused delays in its filling 

of vacant positions and that because such “inability to hire new employees in a timely 

manner, the office is often forced to operate in crisis mode – a manner of operation that has 

a negative impact on other Clerk employees as well as the taxpayers they serve.” Dkt. 7979 

at 20. In support of this contention, the Clerk discusses the recent Clerk V – Vital Records 

hiring sequence that the Clerk alleges took “over 9 months” largely on account of CCCA-

induced delays. Id. at 18-20. Additionally, in a Court status following the filing of the 

Motion to Vacate, the Deputy Clerk of Elections alleged the CCCA was responsible for 

delays in the Elections Department. As explained below, the Clerk’s allegations are 

patently false. In reality, nearly all delays in the Clerk’s hiring sequences are of its own 

doing. Rather than more meaningfully work to comply with its own hiring processes, the 

Clerk instead would rather put forth baseless allegations that the CCCA is somehow 

responsible for its slow hiring. As explained below, the Clerk often allowed its hiring 

sequences to languish for weeks (or months) at various stages. Accordingly, the Clerk’s 

written allegations and recent oral allegations that the CCCA is causing delayed hiring are 

without merit.  

a. Clerk V – Vital Records 

The Clerk’s attempt to fill eight Clerk V – Vital Records vacancies began on March 

20, 2021 and continues to this day. Below is a table detailing some, but not all, of the 

various hiring steps required by the Manual and days it took the Clerk to complete each 

step. After the table are brief explanations for each step where the Clerk incurred significant 

(and self-imposed) delays.  
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ACTION DATE 
STARTED  

DATE 
COMPLETED 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

ACTION 

DAYS UNTIL 
CLERK 

BEGAN NEXT 
ACTION 

  
First Posting 

 
3/20/21 Discontinued N/A 113 days 

Second Posting 
  

7/12/21 Discontinued N/A 50 days 

Third Posting 
 

8/31/21 9/14/21 14 days 7 days 

Preliminary 
Eligibility List  

“PEL” 

9/22/21 10/13/21 21 days 8 days 

Randomization 
 

10/22/21 10/22/21 1 day 6 days 

Randomized 
Sorted PEL 

10/29/21 10/29/21 1 day 39 days 

Validation 12/8/21 1/20/22 42 days 20 days 

Creation of 
Interview List 

2/10/22 3/30/22 48 days 1 day 

Interviews 
 

4/1/22 5/24/22 54 days 6 days 

Ranking 
Meeting 

5/31/22 5/31/22 1 day *59 days 

Offer  
 

PENDING  --- --- 

TOTAL 
 

   *309 days 

*As of the date of this filing, and remains ongoing.  

The hiring sequences for Clerk V – Vital Records has so far taken 309 days, largely 

on account of the following: 

• The first Deputy Clerk of HR originally posted the Clerk V – Vital Records 
position on March 20, 2021 but discontinued the posting after the CCCA 
informed that the posting included incorrect Minimum Qualifications 
compared to the Job Description.  
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• The Clerk took three months to repost the position and subsequently 
abandoned that posting because the “position was posted incorrectly again” 
and, according to the Clerk’s second Deputy Clerk of HR, the previous 
Deputy of HR had been “making changes to the postings without the 
departments [sic] knowledge and contradict [sic] the JD.” See Ex. A. 

• The Clerk was then poised to repost the position on July 12, 2021; however, 
the CCCA asked the Clerk to confirm the final job title given the draft 
posting contained three different titles. The Clerk took six weeks to finalize 
the job title and post.  

• After the posting closed, the Clerk’s Office took two days to create an 
Applicant List, to which the CCCA raised questions concerning: (a) 166 
Applicants who applied through Facebook but purportedly did not answer 
Disqualifying Questions; and (b) the Clerk’s Applicant List included (i) 
names of Applicants who applied after the posting closing date and (ii) 
duplicate names. The Clerk took three weeks to resolve the issues.5  

• The Clerk took nearly seven weeks to complete its initial validation of 
applications and another three weeks to set a date with the CCCA to discuss 
the same.  

• On December 30, 2021, the CCCA and Clerk’s Office met to discuss the 
discrepancies in their validation. During that meeting, the Clerk and CCCA 
agreed on 10 Candidates’ eligibility; however, the Clerk believed 10 
additional Candidates were eligible (the CCCA disagreed) and the CCCA 
believed 15 additional Candidates were eligible (the Clerk disagreed). As a 
result of this meeting, the Clerk’s Office confirmed on January 10, 2022 
that it had changed its determinations to match the CCCA’s original 
validation of 25 eligible Candidates.  

• Subsequently, the posting laid dormant for three weeks until, on February 
10, 2022, HR provided the CCCA with a proposed Interview List. As the 
Clerk describes in its Motion, the CCCA responded on February 14, 2022, 
noting that the Policy Manual stated that this Interview List should contain 
24 Candidates – not 25 – given there were eight vacancies and the Manual 
requires three interviewees per vacancy. Id. at 19. In her Motion, the Clerk 
argues that “the CA’s focus on this extra name on the Interview List caused 
further delay in proceeding to interviews.” Id. at 19. The CCCA rejects this 
allegation. The matter could easily have been resolved in a matter of 

 
5 The Clerk’s resolution included a decision to disqualify from consideration all 166 Applicants 
who had applied via Facebook. According to the Clerk’s Office, the issue with these Applicants 
was that all Applicants from Facebook were inadvertently not asked the disqualifying questions 
(concerning whether they met the Minimum Qualifications). Rather than accept the CCCA’s 
recommendation to contact and allow these Applicants to reapply through JazzHR, the Clerk 
decided to disqualify all from consideration and move forward with the posting.  
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minutes by HR providing an updated Interview List removing the errant 
(policy non-compliant) name. Instead, the Clerk did not provide an updated 
Interview List (despite her contention she did) and waited six weeks before 
re-engaging on the hiring process by notifying the CCCA that HR had 
scheduled interviews two days later. See Ex. B.  

• In her Motion, the Clerk states that “when time came to schedule the 
Interviews for the Clerk V position in Vital Records, a significant amount 
of time had elapsed between the date the position was posted and the time 
the interviews were scheduled. As a result, out of the 24 individuals on the 
interview list, only 12 candidates accepted interviews.” It is unsurprising 
that half of the Candidates declined interview requests as, by this point, 197 
days had passed since the posting had closed. As explained clearly above, 
these delays were of the Clerk’s doing. 

• Finally, the CCCA notes that despite the Clerk conducting the Ranking 
Meeting on May 31, 2022, HR has not extended any offers of employment 
for this position despite one month elapsing since.  

To assign blame to the CCCA for delays caused in this hiring sequence ignores the 

clear factual record. Further, the Clerk ignores the fact that the CCCA’s involvement 

prevented HR from further violating its hiring policy, ensured all Candidates interviewed 

for this position met the Minimum Qualifications for the position and no Candidates were 

mistakenly/erroneously disqualified by HR pursuant to incorrect validations.  

b. Elections Department Hiring  

After the CCCA filed her Fifth Report to the Court, during the June 14, 2022 status 

hearing, the Deputy Clerk of Elections alleged (without support) that the CCCA was 

responsible for slowed hiring in the Elections Department. Dkt. 7994 at 11:22 – 12:16 

(“…we’re operating at a 17 percent efficiency on full-time positions. There were a number 

of the positions that the CCCA made it very difficult for us to post including data scientist 

positions and very, very important positions to running this election fair… “) As this 

allegation parrots the above allegations in the Clerk’s Motion regarding CCCA caused 

hiring delays, the CCCA takes this opportunity to discuss briefly recent Elections 
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Department hiring sequences and inform the Court of the facts regarding any hiring delays.  

In July 2021, the Clerk submitted to the CCCA several draft Job Descriptions (JDs) 

for Positions the Elections Division desired to post: (1) Data Scientist, (2) Supervisor of 

Mail Ballot Applications, (3) Mail Ballot Processing Clerk, (4) Election Judge Unit - 

Township Coordinator, and (5) Clerk V – Elections Data Unit. The CCCA provided 

extensive feedback within two weeks of receipt and recommended a meeting with someone 

from the Elections Division to finalize the JDs. On August 17, 2021, during the CCCA’s 

subsequent first meeting with the Deputy Clerk of Elections (and HR) on these JDs, the 

Deputy Clerk of Elections informed the CCCA that he had not reviewed the draft JDs prior 

to HR providing them to the CCCA. Consequently, the CCCA, Deputy of Elections and 

HR met two additional times and the Clerk’s Office made extensive edits to titles, grades, 

and Minimum and Preferred Qualifications for each JD. In September and October 2021, 

HR posted several of these positions.   

To accommodate the Clerk’s hiring needs, on October 29, 2021, the CCCA emailed 

the Deputy Chief of Staff regarding the prioritization of the 15 (elections and non-elections) 

positions that were in various phases of hiring. See Ex. C. The point of the email was to 

understand the Clerk’s priorities so the CCCA could ensure staff was working on the 

postings of highest import so the Clerk could fill them as efficiently as possible. The CCCA 

did not receive a response until December 10, 2021, when the Chief Ethics Officer 

provided the prioritization of 14 of the 15 Positions, with the six Elections related Positions 

listed 8 through 13. See Ex. D. As of May 31, 2022, the Clerk’s Office has filled two 

elections positions: (1) Supervisor of Mail Ballot Applications and Coordinator of Special 

Projects; and (2) Technology Manager – Elections Equipment.  Data Scientist and Clerk V 
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– Elections Data Unit were posted and remain stuck at the validation phase. Mail Ballot 

Processing Clerk and Election Judge Unit - Township Coordinator have not been posted. 

Further details on these six Elections hiring processes are below.6  

a. Technology Manager – Election Equipment 

ACTION DATE 
STARTED  

DATE 
COMPLETED 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

ACTION 

DAYS UNTIL 
CLERK 

BEGAN NEXT 
STEP 

  
Posting 

 
9/3/21 9/17/21 14 days 3 days 

Creation of 
PEL 

9/20/21 2/4/22 137 days 10 days 

Randomization 
 

2/14/22 2/14/22 1 day 0 days 

Randomized 
PEL 

2/14/22 2/24/22 10 days 14 days 

Randomized 
Sorted PEL 

3/10/22 3/14/22 4 days 8 days 

Validation 3/22/22 5/5/22 44 days 14 days 
Interview 5/19/22 5/19/22 1 day 4 days 
Ranking 
Meeting 

5/23/22 5/23/22 1 day 11 days 

Offer 
 

6/3/22  --- --- 

TOTAL 
 

  212 days 64 days 

 
6 Below are the last hiring process steps taken for those positions on the Clerk’s 12/10/21 priority 
list that are not otherwise addressed in this Response or the CCCA’s Fifth Report (Clerk’s assigned 
priority order number in parens): (2) Director of Training – Clerk reposted on 7/23/22 – three 
months after 4/7/22 Ranking Meeting where only interviewed Candidate was not ranked; (3) Legal 
Support Coordinator – After not responding to CCCA’s 2/14/22 comments on VEL, Clerk informed 
intent to schedule interviews on 7/5/22. The CA referred Clerk back to 2/14/22 correspondence, 
and discussed the outstanding VEL with the Clerk on 7/8/22. The VEL remains outstanding; (5) 
Accountant IV – Clerk has not responded since CCCA’s 9/8/21 feedback on draft Job Description; 
(7) HR Generalist – Clerk has not initiated this hiring sequence; (10) Clerk V – Election Data Unit 
– Clerk has not responded to CCCA’s 3/24/22 feedback to VEL; (11) Elections Judge Township 
Coordinator – Clerk finalized Notice of Job Opportunity on 10/25/21 but did not post position; (12) 
Field Coordinator – Clerk has not responded to CCCA’s 3/24/22 feedback on VEL; (15) 
Administrative Assistant III (COB) – On 7/5/22, Clerk indicated intent to discuss validation. CA 
clarified on 7/8/22 that validation was not ripe as the Sorted PEL remained outstanding. Clerk 
provided Sorted PEL on 7/11/22. The Clerk has not advanced the sequence further.  
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The hiring sequence for Technology Manager – Election Equipment took exactly 

nine months from posting to offer largely on account of two significant delays: (1) HR took 

over four-and-a-half months after the posting closed to create the PEL and (2) HR took six 

weeks to finalize validation. But for these two lengthy delays, the Clerk could have 

completed this hiring sequence in less than four months.  

b. Supervisor of Mail Ballot Application and Coordinator of Special Projects 

ACTION DATE 
STARTED  

DATE 
COMPLETED 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

ACTION  

DAYS UNTIL 
CLERK 

BEGAN NEXT 
STEP 

  
Posting 

 
10/14/21 10/27/21 14 days 100 days 

Creation of 
PEL 

2/4/22 2/14/22 10 days 3 days 

Randomization 
 

2/17/22 2/17/22 1 day 0 days 

Randomized 
PEL 

2/17/22 2/23/22 5 days 2 days 

Randomized 
Sorted PEL 

2/25/22 3/14/22 17 days 8 days 

Validation 3/22/22 3/23/22 1 day 20 days 

Interview 4/13/22 4/13/22 1 day 5 days 

Ranking 
Meeting 

4/18/22 4/18/22 1 day 37 days 

Offer 
 

5/25/22 5/25/22 --- --- 

TOTAL 
 

  50 days 175 days 

 

Similar to Technology Manager – Election Equipment, the Supervisor of Mail 

Ballot hiring process took over seven months to complete largely due to two significant 
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delays: (1) a 100 day delay by HR between the posting close and creation of a PEL, and 

(2) an over five-week delay between the Ranking Meeting and extending an offer of 

employment. Further, prior to creating a PEL, HR indicated its intent to repost the position 

as it had concluded no Applicants met the Minimum Qualifications for the position. See 

Ex. E. Only after CCCA intervention did HR reconsider its position and agree that there 

were, in fact, eight Applicants who had purported to meet the Minimum Qualifications. Id. 

Again, not only was the CCCA not the source of the significant delays in this hiring 

process, rather the CCCA’s monitoring prevented the Clerk from needlessly reposting the 

position and causing additional delays.  

c. Data Scientist 

ACTION DATE 
STARTED  

DATE 
COMPLETED 

DAYS TO 
COMPLETE 

ACTION 

DAYS UNTIL 
CLERK 

BEGAN NEXT 
STEP 

  
Posting 

 
10/21/21 11/4/21 14 days 91 days 

Creation of 
PEL 

2/4/22 2/8/22 5 days 5 days 

Randomization 
 

2/14/22 2/14/22 1 day 9 days 

Randomized 
PEL 

2/24/22 2/24/22 1 day 0 days 

Randomized 
Sorted PEL 

2/25/22 3/14/22 18 days 7 days 

Validation 3/22/22 PENDING 130 days  

Interviews PENDING PENDING   

Ranking 
Meeting 

PENDING PENDING \  

Offer 
 

PENDING PENDING --- --- 

TOTAL 
 

  170 days 112 days 
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 The still unfinished Data Scientist hiring sequence has suffered from two extended 

delays – one of which remains ongoing: (1) a three month delay from the end of the posting 

to the creation of the PEL and (2) an ongoing three-and-a-half month delay in validating 

applications. On March 22, 2022, HR provided the CCCA with its draft VEL. The CCCA 

provided feedback on March 28, 2022 noting, inter alia, questions about HR’s validation 

of two applications. The Clerk has not responded in 130 days and the posting remains 

unfilled. Certainly, the delays with the above hiring processes are not due to CCCA. 

III. The CCCA’s Compensation Structure Does Not Implicate Procedural Due 
Process 

 
In her Motion to Vacate, the Clerk argues that the very fact that the CCCA’s staff 

receives compensation for their work billed on this matter somehow raises due process 

concerns. Dkt. 7979 at 20-22. The Clerk argues that because the CCCA is a stand-alone 

entity (and not operating through a law firm) somehow complicates (or prevents outright) 

the CCCA’s objectivity in performing her duties. Id. at 21. The Clerk’s arguments are 

misguided and without merit.  

The CCCA’s billing rates and structure have been addressed both in the 

Appointment Order and subsequent Court Orders. See Dkt. 6829 at 43-44; see also Dkts. 

6938 and 7974. Contrary to the Clerk’s suggestion, this Court has not required the CCCA 

operate through an existing law firm or structure itself in a manner different than it 

currently exists. Rather, the CCCA is structured exactly how all other Compliance 

Administrators have been structured in the over 15 years of Court-appointed monitor 

oversight of County agencies in this case. The CCCA is not aware of any other agencies 

raising complaints with this Court concerning those Compliance Administrators’ 
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organizational structure nor their ability to objectively perform the duties assigned to them 

despite getting paid for their work. Finally, the Clerk ignores the CCCA’s extensive 

explanations of the Clerk’s non-compliance with broad arguments that the CCCA’s 

operations are burdensome, costly, and create a conflict. If the Clerk was truly concerned 

with costs of the CCCA’s operations, she would follow the Seventh Circuit’s urging to, 

with Plaintiffs’ and the CCCA, “work together to ensure swift compliance” (Dkt. 7979 at 

2) with the Appointment Order, rather than make these baseless (and offensive) allegations 

against the CCCA. 

 

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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