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STATE OF CONNECTICUT Q'Q\n‘s.ecp Co vaplans b 5
OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS OFFICE (860) 418-8770
450 Columbes Boslevard, Ste 2. X0 \2-3F70 FAX (860) 418-8780
Hartford, CT 06103

EBLOWER RE ON COMPLAINT FORM No. OPH/WER
Pursuant to General Statutes §4-61dd [to be assigned by OPH]

INSTRUCTIONS: The complainant or her/his authorized representative shall complete and sign this form and then file it in duplicate
with the Chief Human Rights Referee, at the address listed above. A complaint must be filed with the Office of Public Hearings
(OPH) not later than ninety (90) days after the complainant learns of the specific incident giving rise to this claim (i.c., an
adverse personnel action or threat of such action). Once the complaint is filed, the Chief Human Rights Referee will issue a

"Notice of Hearing and Initial Conference” scheduling an initial conference.

1. Complainant (employee) Contact Information: 2. Name and Address of Complainant’s representative, if any: *
Name - ADAM  OSMoND Juris No. (if representative is an attomey) -
Addl- Name -
Add Address 1-
City - Address 2 -
State- < T Zip code - City -
State - Zip code -
Tel No. - SN, Tel No. -
Fax No. - Fax No. -
Email - "SR, | il -

*(Note: Neither the CHRO nor the Office of Public Hearings provides an attorney for the complainant )

3. The Respondent (the Complainant’s employer) is --
(a) a State department/agency ; (b) a quasi-public agency (as listed in General Statutes § 1-120)";
(c) a large state contractor (i.c., an entity that has a contract with a State Department/Agency or quasi-public
agency valued at $5 million dollars or more); or ___ (d) an appointing authority.

(Check the approp:ia!_e box listed above. Under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-61dd the Office of Public Hearings has jurisdiction to hear
whistleblower retaliation cases file against the entities described in 3 (a) through 3(d)

4. Respondent (Employer) Contact Information - Entity against whom you are filing this complaint.

Agency/Contactor - Deg?ar'\"meh* 51, Loromic and Communi hy Developmend
Addrl- WSO Colombis Bkvd 3 '

Addr2 -
City- Hoayitord State. <+ Zip- O6 O3
Tel.- _ 260 - S00- 2300 Fax - r

Email - CaMovine s Smitl B & Copy
]

5. Complainant’s initial date of emplfi')_ment with Respondent. 'A?r'\ LI U
6. Present employment status. _L2(+ \a.\on1|2019 3\\;@ o omaocwa retaliahon YRal

X Yove beew 6@.5(’"’;'#\5 Q\!\év S\V\:':e t ()\\\41! W\\.\ \QL&H’C Ho“-’"fs ;

! Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1-120 states, “[a]s used in sections 1-120 to 1-123, inclusive: (1) ‘Quasi-publi ¥ i

: ; ; 2 -public agency’ means the Connecticut
Dt_:velopmcnt Aulhonty, Connecticut Innovations, Incorporated, Connecticut Health and Educatiom?%aciliﬁes Authority, Connecticut
Higher Educatlcn Supplementsl Loan Aqﬂmnty, Connecticut Housing Finance Authority, Connecticut Housing Authority,
Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority, Capital Region Development Authority, Connecticut Lottery Corporation, Connecticut
Airport Authority, Health Information Technology Exchange of Connecticut and Connecticut Health Insurance Exchange.”
(Form Revised 7/29/13) Page 10f2
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Revised complaint 2018-370

7B

e On December 18, 2016, | submitted a whistleblower complaint to: John C. Geragosian, Auditor
of Public Accounts through his office’s website (online File a Complaint form) as well to his
office’s email address whcomplaints@cga.ct.gov

e On April 18, 2017, | submitted a whistleblower complaint to: John C. Geragosian, Auditor of
Public Accounts through his office’s website (online File a Complaint form) as well to his office’s
email address wbcomplaints@cga.ct.gov

e OnAugust 14, 2017, | submitted a whistleblower complaint to: John C. Geragosian, Auditor of
Public Accounts through his office’s website (online File a Complaint form) as well to his office’s
email address wbcomplaints@cga.ct.gov

e Few occasions in 2017, | was interviewed by Vincent Filippa, Administrative Auditor and Bryne
Botticelli, Auditor 1 at our office at Department of Economic and Community Development
(DECD) 505 Hudson Street about my whistleblower complaints that | submitted to their office.
Joyce Heriotlfiew these meetings, because | notified her. Email records show the dates of our

meetings. | no longer have access to those emails, because | don’t work DECD anymore.

7C

Copy of whistleblower complaint | submitted to John C. Geragosian on December 18,

2016

Name: Joyce Heriot, Kathy Woodward, Susan Shellard and Catherine Smith
Agency: Department of Economic and Community Development

Agency Address: 505 Hudson Street Hartford, CT 66106
Complaint Specifics: 1. The department has not done reconciliation for ECL with CHIF for a while.

No one knows what are the real numbers are. 2. The Department gave out millions to Partners
so they can give out loans to businesses, but no one does a reconciliation on what has been
giving to the clients vs what they sent back plus the outstanding loans. These are 096 and 095
accounts in Nortridge Loan System (NLS). 3. So many [oans with the Partners are delinquent and
many of the loans matured, and some of the loans have received so many extensions in NLS
without no decuments and without signatures from the borrowers and their maturity dates
have been changed without documents. Some of the companies that are delinquent have
received more than one loan. Some of these loans matured a year or more. The Department
doesn't track these loans, and | was ordered by the managements not to include these loans the
monthly Aging Report that | prepare. For example one company received $30,000 with 4%
interest, and their last payment was in Feb 2014 and now the company is delinquent over 1,200
days. Furthermore in NLS it shows 0% and we never collected interest from this loan. These
same companies aiso have another loan of $70,000 and it was supposed to mature in
10/01/2012 but they received extension without documents, and now this loan is delinquent.
There are so many loans similar to this, and we don’t track them nor do we do reconciliation to
see where the money is. The Department receives print out form the Partners but no one does



reconciliation between their numbers and ours. | brought this to the managements many times,
and | was just ignored, and | was told not to include the monthly Aging Report. 4. Two different
Deputy Commissioners asked me to prepare analysis of the delinquent loans, and the numbers
were very high. Close th half of the Small Business Express loans where delinquent more than
one month at one point in their loan. Joyce Heriot then told me not to do the monthly chart that
shows the history of the Aging Report. Also the Department has been modifying so fnany loans
in order to keep the percentage of the delinquent loans low. Some of these loans have never
paid a penny for three years and they received 2 to 3 modifications. 5. Companies that already
have two loans and delinquent on their loan has received additional loan. The Financial Review
even told the management not to give more money to these companies, but they still received
the additional loan, and only made current their other loans once they received the new money.
It looks like they paid the department from the new loan. Company one (| will provide you the
name if you need it) received $250,000 in loan and $100,000 in grant and the loan was
delinquent more than a year. This same company again received another loan of $50,000 and
that loan also became delinquent. They also received three modifications for these two loans
and got deferral of payments, but then this year they got another loan of $250,000. The
Financial Review unit even told the managements not to fund this company. Furthermore when
| reported that the company were in the delinguent report so many times, | was called in a
meeting by Joyce Heriot and Susan Shellard and they told me this was not my duty, yet again I'm
he only person who prepares the monthly Delinquent Report. Company two received $255,000
in loan and $100,000 in grant in 2012 and the loan became delinquent. They also received
another $500,000 which also became delinquent, then again while they were delinquent on
both loans they received another loan last month, and on the same day they received the new
loan they brought in a check that paid only part the amount they were delinquent, and then
finally this week they brought their old loans current. it seems that they paid the State back the
delinquent amount from the new loan. Again | reported the management that the company was
delinquent on their old loans way before they got the new loan, but the Department gave them
the money anyway. Another company has been delinquent on so many times, and never paid
one penny since they received the loan in 2013. They also received few modifications that gave
them deferral of payments, and when | questioned this in one of our meeting | was told that the
Commissioner approved this and that is where she goes for Yoga. Another company have been
delinquent so many times, yet the Department didn’t want to defauit them, because the
company also had issue with DSS, and the management don’t want this to go out. 6. Earlier |

filed a complaint with your office about the Partners receiving excessive fee for the loans they
managed which | found out about it after | was asked to do analysis. Ever since then the
managements have been retaliating against me and my work assignment has been changed.
Recently one of the managers asked me to do another analysis of new money the Partners were
receiving to see what their future expenditures will be. Joyce Heriot, Fiscal Manager then asked
me to send all the analysis | did before. After | gave the information both her and Kathy
Woodward, Supervising Accountant realized they didn’t know how to do the analysis, and the
Department then asked one of the Partner’s employees to do the analysis for them. That
employee who is not DECD employee used my old numbers which was more than a year old
instead of recalculating and using actual numbers to find out what the real cost to the
Department will be. | was shocked that the Department has to rely none DECD employee to do



the analysis when in fact | can do it, and even did it before. 7. Little while ago Kathy Woodward
told me to correct the 360/ACT loans to show that we started the correction of these loans, and
recently both her and Joyce Heriot told me in a meeting that they will push back the Auditors
finding and blame the way the Promissory Note is written. Both knew for a long time that the
Promissory Notes are correct but the way the Department setup the loans were incorrect. | have
told them about this issue long time ago way before | filed my prior complaint with your office.
As of today, besides three loans none of them were corrected and the Department wants to

waive all the additional interest instead of collecting it from the borrowers.
Witnessed?:

Swear?:

Other Witnesses:
Name: Adam Osmond
Contact info:

Email T

Copy of whistleblower complaint | submitted to John C. Geragosian on April 18, 2017

Name of Person involved in waste, abuse or fraud: Joyce Heriot, Kathy Woodward, Susan
Shellard and Catherine Smith

Name of Agency or Large State Contractor involved in waste, abuse or fraud: Department of
Economic and Community Development 505 Hudson Street Hartford, CT 06106

Description of specifics concerning complaint (include who, when, where, what, how and how
much):

1. The Department is modifying so many loans in order to lower the delinquency rate. Also
some of the loans received multi modification. Furthermore the management told me to stop
the reports that | used to do which showed the management the increase or the decrease of the
compantes that are delinquent when they saw the numbers are going up. Even the Department
was considering to give loan modification to Amoun Pita which has been in the news lately when
the Department knew that the company used fake CPA letters to get loans. Another company
Newton the department knew that the company spent the grant money illegally, but decided
not to go after them, and even gave them modification in their loan which has been delinquent
more than a year.

)
2. Companies that are delinquent their loans are receiving new loans, and then paying back the

past due amount from the old loans in order to become current on their old loans. Here are few
of them.



a) Yumi received a loan in 2012 for $250,000. This loan became delinquent and received multi
modifications, and then they received another loan in 2015 for $50,000, and then another loan
in 2016 for $250,000

b) CPR received a loan in 2012 for $100,000, and this loan became delinquent and received 4
modifications. The Department recommended a consultant to them in order to help out the
company. | don't believe the Department has contract with this consultant and he knows some
of the management which is how he gets the recommendation. CPR then told the Department

that the consultant cleaned out their bank account. The Department then gave this company
another $100,000 loan in 2017.

c). CT Casket received a loan in 2012 for $250,000. This loan became delinquent. Then they
received another loan in 2014 for $500,000. This loan also became delinquent. Then they
received another loan in 2016 for $500,000

d) Genesys received a loan in 2012 for $150,000. This loan became delinquent for more than 6
months. While the loan is delinquent the company received another loan for $500,000 in 2017.

This is is just few samples. When | told the management about companies that are delinquent
receiving new loans | was told not to say anything, because it is not my job responsibility. Yet I'm
the only person prepares the delinquency report so it is my job duty. Also one of the employees
who examine the company financial records before getting the loan told the Department some
of these companies should not receive the loan because all they are doing is paying the old
loans with the new money from the department.

3. There are so many loans that have been setup the wrong way where the interest was not
being calculated the correct way. | have been telling the management this issue over 3 years
after | discovered the errors. These are huge errors that need serious attention, because some
of the mortgages was not being compounded. There are over 100 loans this way, and it could
be lot more than that. The entire portfolio need to be examined especially the mortgages. The
Department has tried to find a ways to write this interest off. Finally | was told to correct the
errors after the most recent audit finding for another issue with 360 days. The first 11 loans
that | corrected were charged around $21 million less in interest. This means just in these 11
loans the state will earn more than $21 million in interest that was never charged these
companies. For example one mortgage for $6 million with 7% interest was supposed to be
compounded annually, but it was never done that way, but the management certified that it
was compounded when it was not. After | corrected this loan the company will pay additional
interest of around $18 million. Again in just one loan the correction | made will results additional
$18 million in interest and that is just one loan, and there are so many loans like this.

There are so many other issue within the loan unit that needs serious attention and | will be glad
to discuss with you. Especially the Small Business Express loans has serious delinquency rate
that needs attention instead of modifications.

Feel free to contact me if you need more information. Thank you

How did this issue come to your attention? | work in the loan unit, and | do all the delinquency
reports and setup new loans. Adam Osmond



Copy of whistleblower complaint | submitted to John C. Geragosian on August 14,
2017

Thank you. Your submission has been sent. Please print and/or save this page for your records.

Name: Varies people including the Commissioner, former and current Deputy Commissioners at
DECD

Agency: Department of Economic and Community Develpment

Agency Address: 505 Hudson Street Hartford, CT 06106

Complaint Specifics:

1. 10/04/2012 Newton-Foster Home Care Agency, LLC received $150,000 loan to create jobs
with no forgiveness.

2. 12/06/2013 the Department did an audit on how the loan was spent, and the Department
found out that $92,799.46 in expenditures have been found to be illegible and was spent
outside of the contract the company entered with the Department.

3. 12/11/2013 the Department sent a letter to the company stating “it was determined that
$92,799.56 was not related to the project or did not have sufficient documentation to support
the expenditures as being project related”

4.01/09/2014 the Department sent a bill to Newton-Foster asking back the $92,799.56 that was
spent outside of the contract. The company never paid the bill.

5. Payment of the loan was supposed to start on 11/01/2014. As of today the company never
paid back a penny, and the loan has been delinquent for so long.
6. Unlike other delinquent companies the Department decided not to default the company, and

not to send it to the AG, because the company had other issues with DSS, and DECD didn’t want
the AG to find out about the company being delinquent.

7.01/12/2015 the Department send email to the company warning that their loan was in
“serious delinquent”

8. 01/20/2015 then all of a sudden the former DECD Deputy Commissioner told and employee
to send email to Newton-Foster and tell them their entire loan was converted to grant, and

there are no payments required to make including all the interest that was accumulated over
the years was forgiving according to the email.

9.01/20/2015 | questioned how come the entire loan was forgiving, and that | would need

documentations. | also reminded them that the Deputy Commissioner don’t have the power to
forgive loan.

10. 01/21/2015 Newton-Foster sent email to the Department thanking for the forgiveness.

11. Once the Department found out that they couldn’t forgive the loan, they kept it in the book,
but didn’t send it to the AG unlike other loans that are in default.

12. 06/30/2015 Newton-Foster sent email to the Department requesting 1099 form for the their
loan that was forgiving.

13. 07/30/2015 The Department sent email to Newton-Foster telling the company that the loan

was not forgiving, and the Department is working to extend the deferral period of the loan. One

of the managers also told Newton-Foster that Deputy Commissioner Angelo doesn’t have the
power to turn loan in to grant.

14. 08/03/2015 Newton-Foster sent email to the Department that was also cc’ed State Senator



Toni Walker, State Rep. Juan Candelaria,

New Haven Mayor Harp and others. in the email th
. ° ) e
company again was requesting 1099 for the loan that was forgiving by the email they received

01!20/2015. I was told that the owner of the company is the sister of former State senator of
Bridgeport and she cc’ed the politicians to pressure the Department.

15. The Department still kept the loan in the books, and no modification was done, and by 2017
there was still no payment made in the loan.

16. 08/18/2016 the Department issued a loan modification forgiving 77,206.44 on this date; due
to the job creation they did back 2016 for 38 full time employees. There are questions on how
these 38 jobs were counted. This job creation forgiveness was never part of the contract the
Department entered with the company when they got the loan back in 2012. Also the
Department told the company that the balance of the loan of $72,793.56 will be forgiving on
01/31/2018 if the company creates more jobs. Furthermore the Department forgave the entire
interest that accumulated since 2012 which we reported in GAAP every year. The loan was also
changed to 0% interest till the balance is forgiving in Jan 2018. Basically since the Department
could not forgive the loan per Mr. Angelo’s email so the Department did a creative way to
forgive the loan, and take it off the book. Also this is the only company that received 100%
forgiveness of their loan. None of the other 800+ Small Business Express ever received 100%
forgiveness in their loan. Plus this is the only company that received 0% interest for the entire
time of the loan for Small Business Express. Clearly this was done to take the loan of the book,

so the company doesn’t have to pay back a penny, including the $92,799.56 bill that was
outstanding.

17. 08/08/2017 Newton-Foster Home Care Agency, LLC received another loan of $150,000 with
no payments for the first year, and interest only for the second year and then 8 years of
principal and interest. | also want to add there are too many bad loans that being kept in the

books in order to avoid the Department having higher delinquency rate.
Witnessed?:

Swear?:

Other Witnesses:

Name: Adam H. Osmond

Contact Info:

Email: ..

Answer to Section 8(B)

Catherine Smith and Joyce Heriot lowered my service rating on 12/06/2017 compare to Sept
2015 when | received excellent and superior rating in all categories. The 2015 Service Rating
was before | filled compfaints through CHRO and State Auditors Whistleblower. Prior to 2015,
and all time employed at DECD, | received Excellent or superior rating every year from Joyce
Heriot, Catherine Smith and others. Furthermore, by State contract with our Union | was
supposed to receive my Service Rating no later than Sept 30, 2017, but Mrs. Heriot and
Commissioner Smith first decided not to give me a rating at all, and | believe only acted when

they found out | was leaving the Department on Dec 2017. My last day of work was 12/7/2017,
and | received the Service Rating on 12/06/2017.



Just few weeks before Dec 2017, | was told that Joyce was notified by the Union that giving
Service Rating after Sept 30, 2017 was in violation of the Union contract, but she and
Commissioner Smith still decided to punish me one more last time and lowered my Service
Rating compare to Sept 2015. For example in the section Quantity of Work in Sept, 2015 |
received Excellent which is the highest rating possible, but on 12/06/2017 they gave me
Satisfactory which is two levels lower than Excellent, but during this time every category of my
work increased in high percentage, so there is no logical explanation why | would receive lower
rating compare to the Sept, 2015 except that it is direct retaliation due to my Whistleblower
complaint. Mrs. Heriot and Commissioner Smith decided to give me this lower rating knowing
that almost every agency requires submitting your last two Service rating when applying a
position. | believe Mrs. Heriot and Commissioner Smith wanted to make sure that | don’t get
promotions in the future through other State agencies, so they went ahead and gave me the
lower rating in my last day at work.

Adam Osmond

10

1 would like DECD to remove my last two Service rating from my personal record and redo them
to equivalence to my Service Rating | received in 2015 which was I?efore my whistletflower .
complaints, because my work quality and quantity has improved since 2015. Below is my rating
in 2015.

a. Quality of work = Excellent

b. Quantity of work = Excellent

c. Dependability = Superior

d. Ability to deal with people = Superior

Date Signed: 63{1‘4{ o7
Name: awa ijwnﬂ

Signature: __, y

On this, the \Llphday of 2018 YGoemiaqton, o
Notary Public: e éﬂ Q0 . ﬁm&@ “

My Commission Expires: O\ / < ( [e202 |




