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CONCLUSION

The complaint that was provided by the union (Exhibit 1) and then the subsequent complaint
from Ms, Manri (Exhibit 2) provided the basis for the investigation. Not all issues outlined in .
the pomplaint were investigated and are noted as such. s

The complaint (Exhibit 1) provided on or dbout September 18, 2017, did not have page nmnl;ers,
so page numbers have been added for qurgnce. ) ' :

The first complaint that the union is under the heading, "Working out of class". In item #1 in
the complaint the union raises multiple issues. One issue is that Ms, Spaziani put Ms. Fraczek's
safety at issue by having her climb to the top of a dome at UCONN to interview workers. The -
union alleges that Ms, Spaziani already knew that the workers were overpaid, that they could
have come down 1o be interviewed and that she was only locking for "some excifement” in
climbing the dome. The second issue that the union raises is that Ms. Spaziani brought several
wotkers to UCONN thus wasting state fonds. The third issue that the union raises was that
Wage & Hour Investigators shotild not be doing jobs that involve prevailing rate, that this is only
to be done by Wage Enforcement Agents. The fourth issue is that if Wage and Hour division

_employees are going to be subject to tisks on the job (e.g. climbing the dome) then they should

be treated as hazardous duty employees. - The third and forth issues wers not part of the
investigationt as they should be addressed in a different forum. However, it should be.noted
regarding the third issue, that Ms. Spaziani stated that Wage and Hour Investigators may go out
on prevailing wage rate investigations for learning purposes. Ms. Spaziani stated that they may
be doing this only about 5% of their time. (Exhibit 14 - Lines1-10) (The third issue in item
#1 is also referenced in items #2 and #3 under this same heading.) '

The first issue was whether Ms, Spaziani put Ms. Fraczek's safety at issue by having her climb
up the dome. M. Fraczek stated that it was she who requested of Ms. Spaziani that she be able

. 1o climb up the dome to interview the employees. (Exhibit 8 -Lines 1-5) Ms. Fraczek stated

that she had the safety training (OSHA 10) and that she was comfortable with going up the dome
as her father had been an iron workér. {Exhibit 8 - Lines 7 -13). Although Ms. Fraczek may
have not had an issue with going up to the top of the dome to interview the werkers, and had

_ been properly trained there still is the issue as to whether there was a necessity for the workers to

be interviewed cn the dome as opposed to on the ground. Ms. Spaziani stated, as did Ms,
Fraczek, that the foreman on crew did not want the workers to stop their work. Ms. Spazieni
atated that it was jmportant for them to see the type of work that the workers were performing in
order to make a determination as to whether or not they were comectly classified. Ms. Spaziani
stated that they- were in fact being underpaid. (Bxhibit 14 - Lines12- 51).

I have to accept Ms. Spaziani's statement that the work of the workers had to be viewed in order

" to make an acourate determination as to whether they were correctly classified. While it would .

séem to the uninitiated that there may be situations where it would not be possible to view a

.worker performing their tasks, due to an inherent safety issue, neither Ms, Spaziani nor Ms.

Fraczek raised it as an issue in this situation. And while Ms. Spaziani and Ms. Fraczek had the
necessary safety training and wete wearing safety harnesses it still begs the question as to the
necessity of climbing to the top of the dome to interview the workers, There is certainly no
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evidence that Ms, Fraczek was under any requirement to climb the dome. (Exhibit 14 - Line 26)
Having both Ms. Fraczek and Ms. Spaziani climb up the dome probably saved time as opposed
to having the workers come down to be interviewed. And it permitted Ms. Spaziani and Ms.
Fraczek to view the work rather than interview the workers in order to make a determination as
to their correct classification. The workers could have been interviewed on the ground, although
this would not have provided the opportunity: to view the wotk being performed. And this

‘would have been the situation if no one was willingly or available to climb up the dome.

However, that was not the case in this situation. While it may have been mare exciting to climb
the dome rather than ‘interview the workers on the ground, it would seem that it wes -
advantageous to do so. .

The complaint that My .Spaziam placed Ms. Fraczek's scg"ety at risk on July 26, 2017, is not
substantiated, i

The second issue raised is whether it was necessary for so many unit employees to be at
UCONN, - thereby unnecessarily wasting state funds. Ms. Spaziani stated during the
investigatory interview that there were 17 construction sites that were visited on July 26th and
that the workers were split up and assigned to different sites. (Exhibit 14 Lines 53 - 64)

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani wasted state ﬁmds by wmecessarily havmg 7 - 8 unit workers at
UCONN on July 26, 2017, is unsubstantiated. .

The second complaint the union makes is under the heading Dnector treats. employees
differently" The first issue raised is that Ms. Spaziani favors some "privileged" employees over -
"mon-privileged” .employees. . And that there has been “blatant” retaliation against thoss
employees she does not favor. This issue is mentioned in items #1, #4, #5, #7, #9, #10, #12,
#13. Tn item #2, the contention is that Ms, Spaziani has six employees that she wants to fire. In

jtem #3, the contention is that Ms. Spaziani stated that she planned to give Mr. Ebo the job of
Asgistant Director thus enabling her to fire him. In item #6, the contention is that Ms. Spaziani

has not permitted a "non-privileged” employee to go out on prevailing rate jobs, In item #8, the
contention is that Ms, Spaziani contacts employees when they are on vacation, personal leave or
out sick to discuss work. In item #11 the contention is that Ms, Spaziani screamed at Ms.
Jachimowski in front of her colleagues because Ms. Spaziani favored the union candidacy of Mr. -
Feri.

In item #1, the complaint alleges that the “Director openly favors' employeee over others; there
has been blatant retaliation to non-privﬂeged employees.”  Thisis not a specific complaint, but
an overall complaint which is covered in more specific items below. However, as the
investigation determined there is no validity that Ms. Spaziani openly favors any employees over
other employees or that there has been blatant retaliation agamst any employee.

The complaint that Ms. @azzani aopenly favors employees over others or that there has been
blatant retaliation against any empleyees is unsubstantiated.

In item #2, the complamt alleges, “Drrector has a group of 6 unjon employees that she wants
fied, Two of the six have been terminated (claiming retirement). The other four have been
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treated differently. Two have been harassed by the director, This is work intimidation which

. créates a toxic atmosphere for union employees. The Human Resources Director knows of this

plan to fire'union employees, but is very close with the Director. Two other union employees
have left employment because of the Director (four altogether). Older union employees feel
they are being pushed out. This makes the environment unfriendly, unstable, and toxic for
union employees.” : '

First let me state that I have no knowledge of Ms. Spaziani and any alleged plan to fire
employees.  The union did net identify the six employees that they mention in the complaint.
Since Ms. Spaziani was appointed director on 9/2/2016, three employees have retired, Tomy
knowledge none of these individuals mentioned Ms. Spaziani as the reason for their retirement.

Even if they had done so, that does not mean that there is any validity to their perception. The

" union states that two other’ employees have left employment because of the director. Our

. records indicate that only one other employee has left employment during Ms. Spaziani’s tenure.
1t is our understanding this employee left to accept employment in another state. There was no -

evidence presented to back up the union’s claim that Ms. Spaziani is targeting older workers.

The co»é:laint that Ms. Spaziani has a plan to terminéte employees, has caused employees to -
retire or that she Is targeting older employees is unsubstantiated,

In item #3, the complaint alleges, “The Director has stated (1o certain umion employeés) that sho
planned to give a non-union job (the Assistant Director position) to one of the “unprivileged”
supervisors (Jide Ebo), and then fire him when he is out of the union. = .

The union did not idéntify any employee to whom Ms. Spaziani madé the alleged statement.
Ms. Spaziani during her investigatory interview, stated that she would never have offered the
position to Mr. Ebo. (Exhibit 14 — Lines 83 — 87). The union would make it seem that should
Mr. Ebo have been offered the position (assuming he would be willing to acoept it) that this
would have made it easier for Ms. Spaziani to have terminated him if she wanted to do so, then -
would be possible it his current position. There is a jost cause standard that applies to all non- .
appointed employees that existsregardless of whether they are bargaining unit or non- -
bargaining. This would have been quite a gamble by Ms. Spaziani to appoint Mr, Ebo to the
Assistant Director position in the hope that she would in the future have just cause to recommend

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani planned to offer Jide Ebo the position of Assistant Director of |
Wage Regulation so that she could then terminate him is unsubstantiated, -

In item #4, the complaint alleges'ﬂxatthe“Directorhadapartyatherhomewiththe
“privileged”staff on July 22%, 2017. Others were not invited. Note: these privileged people are
always the same group.” : C ' .

Accofdingtd Ms. Spaziani sheha.;lépmtyeveryyearandall staff members are invited to this if
they chose to come. This was not different for the party held on July 22, 2017. (Exhibit 14 -

Lines 89 - 100) Dora Senkow stated that she knows Ms. Spaziani’s family so she goes every
year. (Exhibit 10~ Lines 15— 18). This was a private party held after hours and which used no

0
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_ agency funds. As such, Ms. Spaziani was free to invite anyone to the party. According to her

anyone from the unit could have attended the party, Ms. Senkow stated that she asked Ms.
Spaziani for the date of the party, so it may not have been posted, but, this is not to suggest that
anyone was necessarily precluded from attending the party. - People might have assumed that
they were not able to attend and as such may have felt excluded when they may not have been.

"The complaint that Ms. Spaziani- held a party at her home-to which only certain employees weré

allowed to attend has no merit. . s it was a private event, there can be no finding concerning
this matter. ' | ' '

In item #5, the complaint, alleges “These are individuals whom the director favors and gives
special privileges to, such as certain special cases, (prevailing rate), special equipment- either
purchased by her or the DOL such as sweatshirts, overcoats, t-shirts, ete. Most of the division .
does not receive those special favors.” o :

"Ms. Spaziani stated that when she was & supervisor a few years ago she purchased sweat shirts

for her-team.  Ms. Spaziani stated that any safety equipment was purchased years ago by the
agency. (Exhibit 14 — Lines 102 - 108) .

Thete is no evidence to suggest that Ms. Spaziani is currently purchasing any special equipment

" or special clothing for any employee except perhaps as wamanted, There is no evidence to

suggest that any similarly situated employee would not be granted the same benefit, if such 8

_ benefit actually exists.

Ms. Speziani stated that all Wage & Hour Investigator 2 are offered the opportunity to go out on
prevailing wage jobs with a Wage Enforcement Agent. However, they are not required to-go
out-on these types of assignments and may chose not to do so. (Bxhibit 14 - Lines 110 - 117)

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani while director has purchased special clothing or equipment for '
only selected employees is not substantiated, o :

The cainplaint that Ms. .Sbazia;li favors only certain employees when oﬁportmiﬂes arise fo;-
Wage & Hour Investigators to go on prevailing rafe Jobs is not substantiated.

In item #6, the union alleges, “There is one unprivileged Wage & Hour Investigator hired at the
same time as the others who has extensive knowledge and experience in Prevailing Wage, but
has not been provided the opportunity to go on any of the prevailing rate jobs like the others (sic)
Wage & Hour employees.” . ' _

According to Ms, Spaziani, employees are notified of opportunities to go out on prevailing rate
jobs, but they may not respond to the emal or chose to go out an the job. . (Exhibit 14 — Lines
110 -117) While there is no evidence to suggest that Ms. Spaziani is not making opportunities
available to this individual, who is not ideatified, to go on prevailing wage rates jobs, the union
states- that this person has extensive knowledge end experience in prevailing wage. . Ms.
Spaziani states that she makes these opportunities available to Wage and Hour Investigators for
learning purposes.. (Buhibit 14 - Lines 1 - 10) -And while there is no evidence to suggest that

‘

"
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Ms. Spaz:am is treating this employee dmﬁ‘erently from other similer situated employees, it weuld -

scem as if this employee would not requn'e the same level of exposute to prevanhng wage jobs as
do her colleagues. ‘

The complaint that Mv Spaziani is not making oppartmiﬁes available to all employees to go ot
on prevazling wage Jobs is unsubstantiated,

In jtem #7, the complaint alleges, “These privileged employees get to work togsther constantly .
(also in groups) but others are told dn'ectly they are not allowed to work together This is unfair
working condmons, and favoritism.”

Ms. Spazmmstatedtlmtifemployeesaregomgouttoaconstmcuonsrtetheymaygoouthth,
another employee or a group of employees.- If they are working on dn assigned wage and hour
or wage enforcement case they will work by themselves, If they ave visiting a private residence
ﬂ:eyaremstmotedtotakeanotheremployeemththem 'I‘hmmavallabletoallemployew '

Bxibit 14 ~ Lines 119~ 132)

The complaint that Ms. .Spazmm only allows certain employees to work in groups when required |
is unsubstantiated.

Initem #8, the complaint allegm, "The Dnrector contacts ynion employees daily via personal (ot
state equipment) cell phones .and texts on a regular basis, She does this- daily, and even on
scheduled days off (vacation, sick & personal days).”

Astheemployeesworkmtheﬁeld,ﬂxetemaybetlmesthatxtlsneeesmytoreachﬂxemonthar
personal cell phones.  Ms. Spaziani stated that there may have been an occasion when she was

" on vacation leave, personal leave or sick leave and had to contact employees concerning a case,

Ms. Spaziani stated that she has not contacted them while they were on vacation leave, personal
leave or sick leave, (Bxhibit 14— Lines 134 —148) The union is not clear here as to whether the -
complaint is that Ms. Spaziani has contacted employees whils they were on vacation leave, -
pesonal leave or sick leave or whether their complaint is that Ms, Spaziani has eontacted
employees while she Was on vacation leave, personal leave or sick leave. :

The complaim that Ms. Spaziani has contacted employees while they were on vacation leave,
personal leave or sick leave is not substantiated.

In item #9, the complaint alleges, “At least one privileged employee was given extra education in

order to gain a certificate for a title to be put after her name on her business card, The title is

CFE (Certified Frand Examiner). Other privileged employees in the unit are OSHA 10 certified.

Others should be given these options, and wquld like to have the opporh;nity to get this
: 0 _ ‘ L \

Ms. Spaziani stated that no one was gwen extra time for classes Ms. Spaziani stated that she
herself is an'OSHA 10 trainer and has offered the class to.all of the employees in the unit, Ms.
Spaziani' stated that some people chosé to not become trained. Ms, Spaziani stated that some

- employees were trained before they started working for the unit, (Exhibit 14 — Lines 150.— 157)

12
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-Ms.. Hartnett stated that she neither received work time nor agemcy fimds eoncerning her
Certified Fraud Examiner certification. -Ms, Hartnett stated that another employee, Ms.
Apruzzese is pursuing the CFE certification (Exhibit 12 - Lines 136 — 141)

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani has permitted an employee extra education that is not available

~to other employees und that she has given an employee work time and work funds for this

education is not substantiated.

The complaint that Ms. .Sbaziani does not give the opportunity for all employees in the unit fo be
OSHA 10 certified is not substantiated. . .

In itém #10, the complaint (referring to privileged employees) alléges, “Overall, they are treated -
better.  Others that are not favored are reprimanded and mistreated for no reason, with low
evaluations and in some cases those individuals had to seek help from the union for retaliation
purposes. - Non-privileged émployees are afraid to say anything for fear of retaliation.” .

Ms. Spaziani stated that no one in the wnit received a low evalvation at least not from her. Ms,
Spaziani stated that the only person she reprimanded was Ms. Jachimowski (see item #11) for
frying to conduct umion votes on work time. Ms, Spaziani stated that she does not mistreat
anyone. (Exhibit 14 ~ Lines 159 - 175) _ ' ' :

The union did not provide any specific information on the allegations. There is no evidence tha
Ms. Spaziani treats certain employees better than other employees, :

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani has reprimanded or mistreated any emplayee with no reason is
not substantiated. ' . - . .

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani has given an employee a low evaluation is not subsmﬁared

In item #11, the complaint alleges, “A umion steward candidate (Amy Jachimowski) was
screamed at in front of sl her colleagues by the Director because the Director did not favor her ~

union stewart (sic) position as it was well known that she favored the individual who won the
stewardship because he was one of the privileged. That newly elected steward was listening in
.the next office over and did not come to the aid of the bargaining unit employee. There are
many witnesses fo attest to this, including the 2 secretaries (Holly Carter & Kathleen Mann.)
This happened on July 20, 2017. Th Director has created a hostile and intimidating work

. environment (according to those near the area, this horrible scieaming was disturbing, shocking

and alarming.)"

Tnx ber investigatory interview, Ms. Carter stated that on July 20,2017, Ms, Jachimowski was in
Ms. Spaziani's office, with Ms. Spaziani with the door closed. Ms. Carter stated that Ms,
Spaziani yelled at Ms. Jachimowski stating to her that this stops today and she was sick and tired
of this. Ms. Carter stated that she could not hear what Ms. Jachimowski said because Ms,
Jachimowski was speaking quietly. Ms. Carter stated that she heard a Iot of yelling, but mostly
she heard Ms. Spaziani saying this stops today. Ms. Carter stated that it was so loud that she
hiad to remove herself from her dosk. Ms. Carter. stated that she walked away and Ms,

13
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Jachimowski exited Ms. Spaziani’s office with her head down and left the office. Ms, Carter
stated that she noticed M. Ferri enter the office {the former Assistant Director’s office) that is
adjacent t0 Ms. Spaziani during the time that Ms, Spaziani was meeting with Ms, Jachimowski.

'Shestatedthatshcchdnotknowwhyhewasmthe oﬂiceandhewas in the office for a few

minutes, (Exh1'bxt4 Lines 1 - 56)

The union also provided a print out of a text message from Ms. Spaziani to Ms, Carter. (Exhibit
3) Inthe relevant section Ms. Spazmm texts to Ms. Carter (teferring to Ms. Jachimowski and
M. Ebo) “Tomorrow first I'm gomna np her head off and then call him and tell him to get right
in and I'm gonna tear him a new piece™ On the top of the printout was typed “Holly Carter -

' Premedxtated thoughts before she met with Amy Jachmowskl .

In her investigatory mterv:ew, Ms, Mannstatedthat on July 20, 2017, Ms. Jachimowski wert
into Ms. -Spaziani’s office and within a fow minutes Ms. Spaziani began screaming at Ms.
Jachimowski. Ms, Mann stated that she heard Ms. Spaziani state this stops today, that she was .
so sick of this. Ms. Mann stated that Ms. Spazidnj was screaming for a minute and a half. Ms.
Mann stated that she did not hear Ms. Jachimowski say anything. Ms. Mann stated that Ms,
Carter was so disturbed by what was happening that she walked over to Ms, Mann’s desk. Ms.

" Mann stated that she looked at Ms. Jachimowski when she left Ms. Spaziani’s office and she-

looked as if she was in shock. Ms. MnnnstatedthatMs Jachimowsldwaswhlteasaghost
(Bxhibit 6 —Lines 1 -11).

In her investigatory interview, Ms. Jachlmowsh stated that she had requested to meet with Ms,
Spaziani shortly after the union elections. Ms, Jachimowsld stated that she wished to meet with
Ms. Spaziani to talk: about her union election experience. Ms, Jachimowski stated that there
were times when Ms. Spaz:mnwas screaming at her. Ms. Jachimowski stated that she told Ms.
Spaziani during the meeting that she wished to talk about her union election experience. Ms.

Jachimowski stated that Ms. Spaziani’s response to her was to say that she should file a repart

against Mr. Ferri. Ms, Jachimowski stated that she told Ms. Spaziani that she did not wish to
ﬁlsareportagainstMr Perri, Ms, Jachimowski stated that she had some other concerns about
which she wished to speak with Ms. Spaziani, but Ms. Spaziani ended the meeting before she
was able to do so.  Ms, Jachimowski stated that she noticed that Ms, Spaziani was writing as
Ms: Jachimowski was speaking to her. Ms. Jachimowski stated that Ms. Spaziani then flipped
thepaperoverandstamdyellmgatherfora]lthethmgsthatMs.Spazxmsmdoccurredwhen
Ms. Jachimowski was running for union steward. Ms. Jachimowski stated that Ms. Spaziani
said this-included lobbying people on their breaks, calling people on their cell phone at night -
with phone fiumbers that Ms. Jachimowski obtained from Mz, Ebo and that Ms, Spaziani had
timed Ms, Jachimowski with taking long breaks. . Ms. Jach:mowshstatedthntshewasnotgwen

an opportunity to respond. Ms; Jachimovieki stated that Ms, Spmamtoldhertbatshewasﬂw o

director and that she needed to respect her. Ms. Jachimowski stated that Ms. Spaziani told her
that she could-put a reprimand in her file or she could terminate her. Ms, Jachimowski stated
that Ms. Spaziani.then got up from her desk; walked out to Ms, Carter and told her to get Mr.
Ebo into her office. 'Ms. Jachimowski stated that at this point she walked out of the office and
locked eyes with Ms. Mann, Ms. Jachimowski stated that she left the office and continued her
wotk day.
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Ms, Spaziani in her initial investigatory interview stated that Ms. Jachimowski’s allegation that
Ms, Spazxam had screamed at her was absurd. - (Bxhibit 14 — Lines 177 — 185) In her second
investigatory interview Ms. Spaziani stafed that during her first investigatory interview when she
made the statement concerning the absurdity of what was being alleged concerning her meeting

-with Ms. Jachimowski she was referring not only to the allegation that she screamed at Ms.

Jachimowski during the meeting and thiat she favored Mr. Feni's candidacy for union steward
over her candidacy.. Ms. Spaziam in her second interview initially stated that she did not discuss.
the meeting with anyone prior to the actual meeting. However, when shown the text (exhibit 3)
that she had sent to Ms. Carter the night before she acknowledged that she had sent the text.
Ms. Spaziani stated when she texted to Ms. Carter, “Tomorrow first I'm gonna rip her head off

.andthencallhxmandte]lhzmtogetnghtmandl’mgmngtotearh:manewpiece In addition
'theumonprowdedamtemzntfromMs Carter. (Exhibit 16). In this statement Ms, Carter

wrgte that on the morning of the meeting, Ms. Spaziani told her what would occur in the
meeting, Ms. Carter wrote that Ms. Spaziani had the meeting on a Thursday, so that Mr. Ebo

“ wouldn’t be there to provide extra support to Ms. Jachimowski. Ms. Carter wrote that Ms.
- Spaziani told Ms. Carter, referencing Ms, Jachimowski, “I'm going to yell at her and this stops

today.” Ms, Carter wrote that Ms. Spaziani was sick and tired of this.

Whenaskedabouthettext, Ms. Spaziani said that this had all been building up. Ms. Spaziam
stated that everyone had been complaining to her ebout Ms. Jachimowskd trying to solicit votes.

.Ms, Spaziani steted that she had already spoken with Ms. Jachimowski three times conceming

the issue,

Ms. Spamm in her resignation (rehrement) lette wrote, “I doubt, in the history of the

Department of Labor, that any male Director has been questioned regarding who he ‘ate lunch,
who he socialized with after hours, or if he yelled at someone afier they were repeatedly advised
to stop an activity which is against every written pohcy Such questions have no relevance to
the position.” (Exhﬂm' 17

Tha'e is relevance to whether Ms Spazlam yelled at Ms. Ji achnnowskn on July 20, 2017 This
activity could not even be accused as a “heat of the moment” issue as it was clear from her text

. with Ms. Carter and her meeting with Ms. Carter just prior to the meeting, that Ms. Spaziani had

planned to yell at Ms. Jachimowski. If Ms. Spaziani was planning to courisel Ms, Jachimowski
she should have doneltmawaythatdldnot embartrass Ms. Jachimowski in front of her co- .
workers. It is fortunate that a-grievance was not filed concerning this incident. Ms. Spaziani
showed alackofjudgment and failure ofleadershp dbility in herhandling of this issue.

However, there is no evidence that Ms Spazmm favored the union sﬁeward candidacy of Mr
Ferri over that of Ms. Jachimowskl

The complaint that Ms. .Spaziani screamed at Ms. Jachimowski in ﬁam‘ of her calZeagues is
substantiated.

- The complaint that Ms. Spaziam Javored the union steward candidacy of Mr. Ferri over that of

Ms. Jachimowski is unsubstantiated
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- In item #12, the'complaint alleges “A Wage Enforcement Agent (Atiel Morales) tried to'stop the

Director from treating employees differently with favoritism, and he was investigated without
cause, and without the approval of Human Resources. Resa took it upon herself to commence
an jnvestigation, using Dora Senkow, a privileged supervisor, to follow and take pictures of this

- union employee because he was no longer on board with her actions.”

Ms. Senkow stated during her investigatory interview that Ms. Spaziani asked her to find out
where the state car that was assigned to Mr. Morales was located. Ms. Senkow stated that Ms.

Spaziani did not ask her to follow Mr. Morales and take p1ctures of h1m. (Exhibit 9 — Lines 1 -
13)

‘b September 18, 2017, investigatory interview Ms. Spaziani repliod, “Yes, Uh, Mr. Morales

directly answered to me. He was not performing work and I reviewed what he was doing.” In
her October 10, 2017 interview Ms, Spaziani stated that she tiad Ms. Senkow verify that Mr. -
Morales may have been parking his car at his home. Ms, Spaziani stated that it was determined .
that his car was parked at his home during the middle of the dayandshestatedﬂlatsheta]kedto

- the Facilities unit about retrieving the car because Mr, Morales was on vacation and the car

should not have been parked at his house. Ms. Spaziani stated that someone from the Facilities
unit had called Mr. Morales and left a message that his car cannot be parked at his home while he
was-on vacation. Ms. Spaziani stated that she was called by someone in the Facilities unit and
she was asked what she did concerning the car while Mr. Morales was on vacation. When Ms.
Spaziani told her that she did not do anything, she was told that she could go and take the car.
M:s, Spaziani stated that she talked to Mr. Ebo about it and he suggested that she not retrieve the
car. Ms. Spaziant stated that Mr. Ebo called Mr. Morales and told him to bring the car in.
(Exhibit 15 = Lines 126 - 146)

Ms. Spaziani also reviewed Mr. Morales mileage reports against his weekly reports because they
did not match up correctly. Ms. Spaziani stated that when Mr. Marales brought the state car in
that she warned him about the discrepancies between his mileage reports and his weekly reports.

Ms. Spaziani mentioned to me that she was going to have Ms. Senkow check on hér wey into the
office whether the state car assigned to Mr. Morales was parked in his driveway. I told Ms,
Spaziani if she determined that an investigation was necessary fo refer it to Human Reésources.
This was my similar advice -concerning Mr. Morales and the discrepancy in his vw:«elcl}r reports
versus his mileage report. (Exhibit 15 — Lines 148 — 185) (Note: The issue concerning Mr.
Moreles and the possible discrepancies batwaanhsacﬂmlnmsanﬂhlsreportnmemllbe
investigated by Human Resources.)

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani conducted an mvestigahon concerning Mr. Morales without
cause and without the knowledge of Human Resources is not sub.umtfared

The complaint tbat Ms. Spaziani Jmtrucred Ms. Senkow to follow Mr. Mara!es and take pictures
is not substantiated. - _

In item #13, the complaint alleges, “The privileged have constant meetings in the Director’s
office and some (Tony Soto) sets up work in the Director’s office. The Director has lunch with
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certain employees and not others. Most of the ‘privileged- are in on Tuesdays. Thursdays and'
Fridays, and there is more state time being wasted those days. A. The Director contacts the

.privileged employees from the field who bring in lunch for her. They go into her office and

have lunch for longer than the allotted time for union employees, while the others do not. B.
There was a Stop Work enforcement held on Friday 7/28/17. 'The unit closed down 8 bars
(working between nndmght and 4 am.). These privileged employses have flex-time, which the
rest of the unit is not privy to (all should have flex-time). C. A group of the privileged went out
on mumerous occasions, including May 21%'2017 and June 2, 2017. D. This past Friday,
8/18/17, the privileged were observed “hanging out” in the Director’s office by the secretaries
from 10:30-the end of the Director’s day. E. Monday 8/21/17, the privileged were observed by
secretaries in the Director’s office for a prolonged lunch, at least on¢ hour, and 40 minutes.”

and some employees, specifically Mr. Soto set up their work in het office. 'Ms. Spaziani until

- recently contiriuéd to have direct supervision over some of the employees. As such, it would be

nommal for these employees to be meeting more regularly with Ms, Spaziani in order to disciss

_ their cases. - While Mr. Soto may have on occasion brought work product into Ms. Spaziani's -

office according to Ms. Spaziani he did not set up work in her office. (Bxhibit 14 - ~Lines 197 -

207) ThecomplaintﬁntherstawsthatM&Spamanihaslmchvdthcertmnemployees and not

Mﬂloﬂxersandthatdmnglmchhmethattheremstateumebemgwasted. Ms. Spaziani stated

‘that anyone is welcomed to join her for lunch. Ms. Spaziani- statedthatshedoesnotbuylunoh i

for anyone, nor do they buy lunch for her. (Exhibit 14 Lines 209 —214).

The complaint that some employeea have constant meetings in Ms. Spaziani's office, suggesting :
these meetings are not warranted is not substantiated.

The complaim that some employees set up their work station in Ms. Spaziani’s oﬁ?ca is not
substantiated.

Thsseoondcomplmnt“A”lsthatMs Spazuamcontactsoermnemploymmtheﬁeldtobnngm
Tunch for her ard then they spend a longer time eating their lunch than do other union employees,
There is some similarity with the fifth complaint “E” that on August 21, 2017, the secretaries in
the office, Ms. Carter and Ms. Mann observed certain employess in the office fora prolonged
llmchpeﬁodofatleastonehomandfoﬁymm ‘Ms. Spaziani in her investigatory interview
stated that if someone is coming in from the field that they will pick up tunch.. Ms. Spaziani
stated that she does not think that she takes over a half-hour for lunch, nor does she foel that the
individuals who bring her lunch also take a longer period. (Exhibit 14— Lines 216 -221) Ms.
Spazxmstatedthatnobodyhaslunchformhourandfortymmtes (Exhibﬁl4~Lmesz48—
252)

Ms. MmmstatedmresponsemthzreponedAugustZI“mmdemﬂmtnmmtanumsualevm
Ms. Mann stated that lunch starts to get planned around 10:30 am. Ms, Mamn stated that people
will take the state car that is assigned to Ms. Senkow and leave around 11:30 am. to get gasoline
for the car and to pick up lunch. Ms. Mannstatedﬂmttheindmdual(s)wﬂlgetbackatmd
1230andlunchw1llgoonaﬁer100pm. MsMannstatedthatthslsbnwnusuallygoes
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around the week. Ms. Mann stated that it is usually Mr. SotoandlorMs Fraczekwhotakesthn
carto go get lunch and gasoline, (Exhibit 6 — Lines 38 - 51) :

Ms. Carter stated in response 0 the reported August 21* mmdentthatshewasnot sure of the
specific date, but often certain employees will sit in Ms, Spaziani’s office for an hour or more.

Ms. Carter- statedthazshedoesnotknowﬁmeywereduscusamgworkdmmg that time as the -
office door is sometimes closed. She said that when the office door is open she can sometimes
hear them discussing work, :but there is a lot of laughter going on so she doesn’t know if the
conversatmns are always work related. (Exhibit 4 ~ Lines 95 - 108)

Mr. Soto. and Ms. Fraczek deny spending more than. their allotted lunch period on any day,

mclumngda)mthsttheymaybem’avelmgmﬁomtheﬁeld orondaysthattheymaybe going to
get gasoline in the state carthatls assigned to Ms, Senkow.

There is no absolme evidence that any employee used more than their allotted time to have
lunch. Tt may have appeared so because they may have spent more time in Ms. Spaziani’s office
than.30 minutes, however, it is stated by Ms. Spaziani, Mr. Soto and Ms. Fraczek that they did
not spend more than their allotted lunch period eating lunch. The additional time they claim was °
used for business purposes. Even if they were eating they could have been discussing work,
This could have been the situation when it was claimed that they were observed for one hour
forty minutes in Ms. Spaziani’s office having lunch, While a portion of that time may have
inchuded a lunch period, there is no evidence to support that the remmmngpenodwasnotusedto

.dlscuss business.

The complaint that some employees have had extended lunch penad with My Spaziani in her
office is not substamiated S .

'. The complaint that some employees on August 21"‘ were wn‘h M. .Sivaziani in her affice for one

howr and forty minutes solely having lunch is not substantiated.

The second complaimt “B" is that only certain employees are able to flex their time when they -
have a ‘work activity that takes place after hours. 'I‘he complaint specifically mentions a Stop -

Work enforcement that was held on Friday, July 28" which was between midnight and 4 am.
Ms. Spazammhermvesngatorymterviewstatedfhatanyone can have flex time if they have a
job that involves hours after work and they have asked for it. Ms. Spmam stated that’s the
nature of the 10b (Bxhibit 14 — Lines 223 - 233)

The complaint that Ms. Spaziani only allows some employees to flex their time when they have
an assignment outside of normal work howrs is notsubstaMated

The- third complaint “C* is that a group of “privileged” loyees went out togerher on

_ numerous occasions including May 21, 2017 and June 2, 2017. : The complaint did not provide

any additional information as to whether the employees went out together during work hours or
after work hours. The complaint did not identify the employees. Ms. Spaziani during her
investigatory interview stated that she would have to check the dates.to see if she had any
information.
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The complaint that a group of unnamed employees and Ms. Spaziani went out together on -
numerous occasions, includmg May 21, 2017 and June 2, 2017 is not substantiated.

The fourth complaint “D” is that on August 18, 2017, that “the privileged” were observed
“hanging out™ in Ms. Spazieni’s office by the secretaries from 10:30 a.m. to the end of the

. Director’s day. (Please note: Ms. Spaziani’s end of day varies from 3:30 p.m. to 4:00 pm.

depending on the day of the week.) MSs. Spaziani stated that no one has “hung out” in her office
until the end of the day. Ms. Spaziani stated that if it was a day after an evening stop work raid,
then people would have been in her office going over the raid. Ms. Spaziani did not know if
August 18, 2017 was the day after an evening stop work raid. (Exhibit 14 — Lines 240 — 245)

: Ms.CutermhermvesﬁmrymwmewwhmaskedaboutAummtls’hmdthamomwy
- oftén. Ms. Carter stated that this usually involved Mr. Soto, Ms. Fraczek and depending on the

day, Ms. Senkow and Ms. Hartnett. Ms. Carter stated that she could not be certain if work wes
being performed beecause she heard a lot of giggling and laughing. However, she stated that the
door is closed a lot of timessoshecould ot hear if they were conductmg business. (Exhibit 4-
Lines 58 - 72) ' - '

Ms. Mann in her investigatory interview when asked about August 18® also stated that it is an
on-going daily occurrence. Ms. Mann stated that the individuals “face-time” their children
when they are in there. Ms, Mann stated that it is very disruptive-and hard on morale when a
person has a lot of work to do and they see a person going ini-there for so often and staying for so

"long. Ms. Mann stated that Mr. Soto does it the most often, then Ms, Fraczek and Ms, Senkow.

Ms, Mann stated that Yaya Pereito, Wage & Hour Investigator 2, Mr. Morales and Ms. Hartnett

' mxghtgomtotheoﬁiceattimesandstayawhﬂe,butnoiqmteaslongastheothers. Ms, Mann

stated that they might go in to Ms, Spaziani’s office initially to falk about the case, but Ms. Mann

" stated then the office door would close and she could hear that it was no longer about work.

MsMnnnsiatedthatalthoughshesitsahtﬂeﬁnrtherawayshecanshllheatwhenrtchangesw
non-work related conversation, (Exhibit 6 — Lines 13 —36) .

‘ Ms.Spazinniatthatﬁmesﬁllpmvideddirectmmetvisiontoéeveml employeé. As such, there

may have been reason for cértain people to be spending a long time in Ms. Spaziani’s office,

work related, they did not definitely saythattherewerelongpmods of time in which they knew
foroertamthatnon-workrelawd activity was taking place. -

The complaint that a group of unnamd employees were observed, “hanging out” 6nplying that

they were.not. engaged in work activity) in. Ms. .Sbazlardsoﬁce on August 18, 2017 is not
substalmated.

Thoonlychargeﬂmtcouldbesubslxnhateddnrmgthe investigation of thé complaint prowdedby
the union was that Ms. Spaziani screamed at Ms. Jachimowski and that this was a premeditited -
act. . ’lhereportdzdnotdeteuninethntﬂ:epm'poseofthlsmeeungwasﬂths Spaziani favored

the union steward candidacy of M. Ferri over that of Ms, Jachimowski. However, although

Ms, SpmammayhgvehadavnlidreasontocomselMs Jachimowski on what Ms. Spaziani felt
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wete inappropriate activities dunnghercampatgn,:tappemthatMs Spazmmtookthis
opportunity to also cause embarrassment to Ms, Jachimowski.

Most of the other clzims are based on perception with a few that Ms. Spazxam wanted to promote
Mr. Ebo only to then fire him or that there were six einployees that Ms. Spaziani wanted to be
fired (ewdently with my knowledge) are completely fanciful, .

The rest of the complamt list two incidents one of which was investigated separately and the
other which was not investigated.

“The first incident references a September 6% incident between Mr. Soto and Michelle Morris,

Wege Enforcement Agent, Th:smcxdentwasinveshgatedandltwasdeteminsdthatths
incident could not be substantiated. The only witness to the incident, Susmme Tufano, Wage

. Boforcement Agent did not support Mr. Soto’s allegatlon.

’I'hecomplamtstatesthatuponMs Spazmmﬁndmgoutaboutfhemcldentthat shemfomedms |

‘of the incident.. The complaint then states that I informed Ms. Spaziani to handle the incident,

Ms, Spaziani did inform me of the incident. I asked Ms. Spaziani if Mr. Soto desired to pursue
the incident, When Ms. Spaziani informed me that he did we conducted the investigation.

The second incident says that Ms. Spaziani at an off-site event, was “trashing” meinﬁ'ont of
several subordinates, I elected 1ot {0 mvesugate this complaint.

. The other complamt mvestxgatedwas that Ms, Spazidni on two occasions told Ms. Mann!hat she

would Kke to put her into a headlock and drop her to the floor (or words to that effect). The first
incident took place sometime about 5 — 6 months pnor to the complamt with the second & few_
weeks to a month later, (Exhibit 2)

Ms.Spaznammhermvesngatoxymerviewstatedthatlfshemdmakeanysuchsmtementsthatlt
was only done in jest. Ms. Spaziani could not recall what might have prompted her to make
such a statement. Ms, Spaziani does not recall if she made such a statement on two cccasions.
Ms. Spaziani cannotreca]hfshemadeasxmlartypestatementtoanyoneelseintheoﬁice :
(Bxhibit 15 - Lines 105 -124) -

Ms. Manninhermv&shgatorymwmewmdthatshehadnmdeawhym Spaz:ammadeﬂxe

statement to her. Ms. Mann stated that she was talking to Ms, Carter and Ms. Spaziani was in

her office lifting her barbells. Ms. Mann stated that in a voice she described as intimidating, Ms.
Spazxamcameuptoher,madeﬂlestatemmttoher“lwanttopmyoumaheadlockanddmp
you to the floor” and then walked away. Ms. Mamn stated that when Ms. Spaziani made the
statement to her on both occasions she was not smiling, she just looked at her. Ms. Mamn stated
that it made her feel afraid and she didn't know what to think, other than to wonder why she
would make such a statement to her.. Ms. Mann stated that at the time- she did not report either
mmdenttoanyone (Bxhibit 7 - Lines 1 -37)

Ms. Cartermhermv&;shgatorymtervxewstatedthatshewasathness to boﬂlmmdentsMs
Carter stated that for no apparent reason, Ms. Spaziani, on both occasions came out of her office
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and made the statement to Ms. Mann. Ms, CarterstactedthatMs Spammwasnotlaughing
Ms. Carter stated that Ms. Mannsaxdthatshefeltinﬁmidatedandaﬁaid

‘Ms, Spaziani does. not outright deny ever making such-a statement to Ms. Mann, only that if she

dxdxtwasm]estandthatltwasnotmemtobetakenhteraﬂy

According to Ms. Mann and Ms. Carter, they have 5o idea what proinpted Ms. Spaziani to make
such.a statement. They both stated that Ms. Spaziani was not smiling or laughing when she
made the statements. And although it happened on two separate occasions neither individual
reported either incident at the time that it happened. Neither individual reported any additional
incidents subsequenﬁy taking place.

. 'I‘here:snoaccepfablereasonforMs Spanamtohemahngthcstaimentstol\rfs Mann. And

while Ms. Spaziani claimed that if she made the statement it was not meant to be taken fiteral;
Ms. Mann would not know that, especially if Ms, Spaziani made the statement without smiling |

. or laughing, If Ms, Spaziani had said to Ms. Mannthatshewnntedtopimchhexmthefane

would it be reasonable to accept that Ms. Spaziani was only saying it in jest or that she was not
to be taken literally?

The complaint that on two separate occasions M. Wani told Ms.. Mann rhat she wanted to pt

- ber into a headlock and drop her to the floor is substantiated,
929

Ms. Spaziani had chellenges to overcome when she was appointed s the director. Her
predecessor, Gary Pechie was appointed director on October 1, 1989, Mr. Pechie had in some -
respects a more relaxed management style than did Ms, Spaziani. Mr. Pechie made allowances
(often without proper authority) for employees to have non-state Iocations as their duty stetion,
to keep their state car at home, to do some work at home, and other allowances, that could not be
pemnitted to be continued. As such, there were some employees, especially those that worked

for Mi. Pechie for many years, and in some cases were the beneficiaries of these allowances, to

have a perception that Ms, Spaziani was “targeting” thmortbats}:e.wmtedthzmto be fired.

Amtﬁzrchallengethath&s Spaziani faced was that she competed against Mr. Ebo, for the
director vacancy. There may have been certain employees who felt that Mr. Ebo was more
deserving of the appointment and as such were resistant to any changes that Ms. Spaziani wes
making, A

However, Ms. Spazlamdidnothelpto allevmeﬂlepercepﬁonthatshe would not be treating all
employees equitably by her continuing to directly supervise some employees rather than to haye
those employees supervised by Mr. Ebo or Ms. Senkow. When Ms. Spaziani was a supervisor,
she claimed (and may very well have reason to make the claxm)thatherheamofemployeeshad
the highest collection rate as compared to the other supervisors. While Ms. Spaziani viewed this
high collection rate as good for the unit, as it helped fund positions, Ms. Spazieni would also
give the impression that the reason her téam had a higher collection rate was a reflection of their
abilities over those of the employees under the supervision of Ms. Batrachina or Mr, Ebo or Ms,
Senkow. I dom’t know if Ms. Spaziani made any dispareging .remarks about any of the
employees who were not members of her team, however, ﬂ'ze'pmeption that people could have
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. was that since Ms: Spaziani felt so highly of her toam members-that conversely she did not feel

as such towards the other employees. And that when Ms. Spaziani was appointed and kept most,

“if not all of her former team members under her.direct supervision, some of the other employee

could feel that Ms. Spaziani was favoring these employees., -

It is telling that not only some of the field employees who were supervised by Mr. Ebo or Ms.
Senkow could have this perception of favoritism, but that Ms, Carter and Ms. Mann also felt that
Ms. Spaziani was treating some employees more favorable than other employees. I can only
surmise that Ms. Spaziani was not consciously. awate of the perceptions of her actions, or that
she did not recognize, believe or feel that she had to address that not all of the employees would

immediately feel that Ms, Spaziani would treat equitably all of the employees in the unit. It -

would have been an immediate step in the right direction had Ms. Spaziani not continued to
directly supervise certain employees. Or if she felt that she had to continue to supervise some
employees, by not including employees who were previcusly members of other tearns. '

Of the complaints that could be substantisted, it is.concerning that on two occasions Ms.
Spaziani threatened violence when she stated that she wanted to put Ms. Mann in & headlock and
drop her to the floor, and in the other incident Ms, Spaziani felt that it was appropriate to use a
counseling. session with Ms. Jachimowski to scream at her and by all appearances that she
planned to do so in a manner as to embarrass Ms. Jachimowski in front of her colleagues and

- perhaps to intimidate other employees as to the consequences should she have to counsel them.

-Both incidents are congerning for difforent reasons.  The mmdents concerning Ms. Mann are

concerning that Ms, Spaziani, as the ditector, would feel that it was appropriate, even as_she
claimed in jest, to make such a statement on two occasions. The #icident concerning Ms.
Jachimowski is concerning that Ms. Spaziani felt that this was the eppropriate manner in which
to-address concerns that she had with Ms, Jachimowski’s conduct, - B
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