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Georgiana Amold and Virginia Adams timely appealed discipline imposed by the
Director of the Human Services Department. Pursuant to SMC 4.04.250L.7, the Civil
Service Commission delegated the appeal to the City of Seattle Hearing Examiner for
hearing and decision.

The appeal hearing was held on March 14, 16, and 19, April 2, 16, and 30, May 11, and
June 1, 2012, before the undersigned Hearing Examiner (Examiner). Appellant
Georgiana Arnold, was represented by Judith A. Lonnquist, attorney-at-law; Appellant
Virginia Adams was represented by Katrin E. Frank, attorney-at-law; and the Human
Services Department (Department) was represented by Erin Overbey, Assistant City
Attorney. The record remained open until July 9, 2012 for filing of the parties’ opening
and responsive briefs. '

Having considered the evidence in the record and the arguments of the parties, the
Examiner enters the following findings of fact, conclusions and decision and order on the

appeal.

Findings of Fact
Background

1. In 2010 and 2011, Appellants Georgiana Arnold and Virginia Adams were employed
by the Aging and Disabilities Services Division (ADS) of the City's Human Services
Department (HSD). Ms. Adams was employed as a Senior Grants and Contracts
Specialist. Ms. Arnold was employed as a Services Development and Contracts Manager
and was Appellant Adams’s immediate supervisor.

9. HSD’s mission is “to find and fund solutions for human needs so that low-income and
vulnerable residents can live and thrive.” Exhibit 37 (Workplace Expectations). HSD
“fulfills this mission through its roles as leader, funder and provider.” Id. As a funder,
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HSD contracts with over 200 community-based organizations to provide programs and
services to clients. Id. Its challenge is to fulfill its responsibilities "with the limited
resources available to local government." Id.

3. HSD's Workplace Expectations are supplied to all employees, and the Appellants also
received them.

4. Danette Smith is the Director of HSD. She considers herself a "change agent," noting
that when she was hired, it was made clear by both the City Council and Mayor that there
was some "transformative work” to be done in the Department, particularly with respect
to contract administration and oversight.

5. In addition to being a division of the Human Services Department, ADS is the state-
designated Area Agency on Aging (AAA) for Seattle-King County, sponsored by the
City of Seattle, King County and the United Way of King County. In that capacity, ADS
operates under the Area Plan on Aging, adopted by the AAA sponsors, and receives
federal grant funds through the Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services/Aging and Disabilities Services Administration (DSHS/ADSA). The City,
through HSD, then contracts with other agencies for provision of services to various
qualified populations. As the AAA, ADS is responsible for writing, negotiating and
monitoring contracts for services to implement AAA programs and follows DSHS/ADSA
policies and procedures for AAA-contracted services in addition to HSD policies and
procedures.

6. Senior Services of King County (Senior Services) and HSD executed a Master
Agency Services Agreement that covered the master contractual obligations of the two
parties for all HSD services administered by Senior Services. Exhibit 2. The Agreement
provides that Senior Services must verify that invoiced services have been performed,
and that all costs must be "supported by properly executed payrolls, time records,
invoices, vouchers, records of service delivery or other official documentation”. Exhibit
2 at 1 and 2, §§210 & 220. Under the Agreement, HSD "shall have access at any time
during normal business hours and as -often as necessary to any bank account or Agency
books, records, documents, accounts, files, reports, and other property and papers of the
Agency related to the services to be provided under this Agreement for the purpose of
making an audit, review, survey, examination, excerpt or transcript. Exhibit 2 at 2, §240.

7. One of the services administered by Senior Services was the Kinship Care Support
Program (Kinship Care or Kinship Care Program). This program is need-based and
provides information and support to adults who are providing care in their home for
children who are not their biological or adopted children. It provides services that are
required by the caregivers because children are in the home. The services are provided
by independent vendors and may not exceed $1,500 per year per caregiver.

8. ADS asked the HSD auditor, Effren Agmata, to perform a general audit of the Kinship
Care contract in 2009 and 2010. He worked part-time and was responsible for many
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audits, so he was not able to get to the Kinship Care audit in 2009. An audit was
scheduled in 2010, but Mr. Agmata was unable to make contact with the proper person at
Senior Services. He deferred the Senior Services audit and moved on to others because
he knew that Senior Services had received a recent external audit that was clean.

9. Despite his schedule, Mr. Agmata was available to assist others in ADS when
approached about specific fiscal issues of concern and, if requested by the Director,
would re-order his priorities.

Job Duties, Procedures and Workplace Expectations

10. HSD has a Contract Manual that serves as a reference guide for staff for
"negotiating, writing, processing, and monitoring contracts for services." Exhibit 36 at 1.
It includes guidelines that "describe the terms and practices developed to track and
document activities that reflect good stewardship of city funds distributed to community
service providers.” Exhibit 36 at 29. The guidelines note that "[pJrogram specialists
serve as the primary line of communication and contact for HSD with providers and are
in the best position to identify potential problems and respond with guidance and
assistance.” Exhibit 36 supra. The guidelines "complement any monitoring or audit
requirements set forth by HSD or other funds sources." Exhibit 36 supra.

11. The Contract Manual notes that "written documentation from desk monitoring
activities and site visits provides evidence of a program’s performance or
nonperformance,” and that non-performance "is reflected by a significant trend based on
reports, visits, or by more serious unconfirmed concerns. Program specialists are
expected to summarize all documentation and concerns to their immediate supervisor for
advice.” Exhibit 36 at 31.

12. The AAA Manual produced by the State of Washington also addresses contract
monitoring in Chapter 6, §III. Exhibit 52. The AAA Manual's policies address
monitoring that is done at regular intervals in accordance with the criteria set forth in the
Manual. However, Policy 9 notes that "in addition to comprehensive and focused
monitoring, AAAs may make informal monitoring visits to subcontractors as deemed
appropriate and necessary.” The remaining policies provide procedures for an exit
interview following the monitoring, require a written report of the monitoring findings,
and provide procedures for corrective actions "appropriate to the documented
deficiencies found through monitoring or complaints." Exhibits 52 at 18.

13. As a Services Development and Contract Manager, Ms. Amold managed the
contracts unit of ADS, including supervising 12 full- and part-time professional staff.
Some of her specific job duties included: "[i]n concert with ADS Fiscal Services and
contracts staff, monitor contract expenditures and program quality;" "[e]nsure compliance
with contract requirements and fiscal guidelines;" "[s]upervise the preparation,
assessment and evaluation of contracts and agreements with subcontracted agencies;"
"[pllan, organize and facilitate program assistance and site visits;" "[p]rovide guidance
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and direction to staff on contracts-related concerns, policy and practice, and operational
issues;” "[d]irect the daily operations of the Contracts Unit;" and “[p}lan, organize,
review and evaluate the work of Unit staff. Exhibit 24.'

14. As a Senior Grants and Contracts Specialist, Ms. Adams' job duties included
negotiating and writing contracts and amendments, processing contract invoices,
monitoring “the contract agency's performance by reviewing program reports, fiscal
records and on-site assessments,” and using “computer data systems to gather program
information and to analyze provider performance and spending trends,” among others.
Exhibit 23.

15. Most of HSD’s Workplace Expectations apply to all employees including:

[Clonduct the Department's business and represent the City of Seattle to the
citizens of Seattle in a manner that embodies integrity and cultivates the public's
trust in City government. _

Understanding your job responsibilities and performing these effectively and
efficiently as a full "contributor” to the mission of the Department; you are
accountable for your job performance.

Accepting delegated authority and responsibility for the work assigned to you.
Performing all your job duties within the standards set for your position ....

Being "proactive" instead of "reactive", addressing work issues or concerns before
they escalate into problems.

Making decisions within the scope of your responsibilities, following through as
required and reporting appropriate information to other co-workers involved and
higher supervisory personnel.

Exhibit 37. Additional Workplace Expectations for HSD supervisors include:

Providing clear assignments and delegation to subordinates, ensuring that job
instructions, City and Department rules, policies and procedures, and day-to-day
operations are clearly understood and completed.

Taking the lead in establishing overall goals and objectives in facilitating unit
planning; clearly communicating the vision and final plan to all staff,
management, and other organizations or community agencies as necessary.
Clarifying responsibilities, procedures and performance expectations, orally and
in writing.

Exhibit 37.

' Ms. Arnold’s position title is incorrectly stated on this exhibit.
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The Complaint

16. Ms. Adams assumed responsibility for oversight of the Program contract with Senior
Services in January of 2010. In the fall of 2010, she was also overseeing 10 other
contracts along with her other duties.

17. In November of 2010, Ms. Adams received a telephone message from Senior
Services” employee Michael Lusk, who had just been laid off for what he was told was a
short-term furlough due to a deficit in a program he did not work in.2

18. In preparation for the layoff, Mr. Lusk had started a two-week process of closing out
his cases as he would normally do at the end of the year. He was puzzled about his layoff
because he knew his program was well-funded. One of the databases he worked with
was "Peer Place," which was also used for the Kinship Care Program. Peer Place
includes information about each client, the requests made for services, case notes,
invoices for payment of services, and the identification of the person working on the case.

19. As Mr. Lusk was working, he noticed an invoice for services to a client that he knew
was deceased, having seen a notice about her passing on the Senior Services bulletin
board. He noticed that the invoice was for home repair services and hauling, that a
vendor had been paid for the services, and that the check had been picked up by Gregg
Townsend, but there was no invoice for services in the system. Mr. Townsend was Mr.
Lusk’s supervisor and also the Program Manager for Kinship Care.

20. Mr. Lusk then developed a query to populate a spreadsheet with cases that included
requests for home repair and hauling services at or near the $1,500 limit. He determined
that the same vendor, A&F Quality Services, was involved in all the cases and that over
20 had no invoices associated with them. As his last day before layoff approached, Mr.
Lusk printed out as many screen shots of the pages associated with these cases as he
could. He contacted a colleague who had worked at Senior Services, but moved to ADS,
and she told him to contact Ms. Adams with the information he had collected.

21. Ms. Adams and Mr. Lusk spoke on November 22, 2010 in a call that lasted
approximately 15 to 20 minutes. He told her that “there was some fraud,” or a
misappropriation of funds from the Kinship Care Program.” He later stated to an
investigator that he had told Ms. Adams that the checks to A&F Quality Services were
for similar amounts just under the $1,500 limit, that he did not think the vendor was a
legitimate business or had done the work, and that he suspected a relationship between

2 Mr. Lusk is referred to throughout the record as “the Whistleblower” or “the Complainant”. His identity
was revealed when he appeared to testify. Because he made his complaint a few days after being
furloughed, the Appellants dispute his status as a whistleblower. Resolution of that issue is not required for
purposes of this decision, which refers to him throughout by name.

Mr. Lusk was not sure which term he used. Testimony of Lusk, 3/16/12. Some notes taken by Ms.
Adams use the term ‘“misappropriation” of funds” but also include the term “fraudulent signatures”.
Exhibit 18.
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the vendor and Mr. Townsend, as it appeared that Mr. Townsend was opening the client
matters in Peer Place, approving the invoices and picking up the checks. Exhibit 9 at 9.

22. Mr. Lusk had all of his documents in order to answer any question Ms. Adams might
have, but she asked none. He offered to give her copies of his documents, but she
refused, saying that she had access to Senior Services’ documents. Mr. Lusk’s
documents show several entries for A&F Quality Services at or near the $1,500 limit. In
many cases, the fields for client contact information are blank, the dates of service and
dates of requests for service are very close in time, and in all of them, Mr. Townsend is
shown as having the case assigned to him or as approving the transaction. Exhibit 16.
Ms. Adams had prior knowledge that A&F Quality Services received a lot of business
from Kinship Care and was not licensed.

23. The testimony is conflicting as to whether or not Mr. Lusk told Ms. Adams that he
had been laid off. The Examiner finds it more probable than not that he either
volunteered the information or told her in response to a question about it. ADS,
including Ms. Adams, was aware of and concerned about the layoffs at Senior Services,
and Ms. Adams had received a call from another Senior Services employee about them.

24. Ms. Adams told Mr. Lusk that she would talk with her supervisor and call him back.
She also told him she was not sure she could guarantee his anonymlty, although she
ultimately tried to do so.

25. Mr. Lusk expected that there would be a "blind audit" of the Kinship Care Program,
in which a contract monitor and auditor arrive for an unannounced site visit and ask for
documents to be pulled immediately for their review. However, he also had the
impression that Ms. Adams did not believe him and thought he was a just an unhappy
employee. No one at ADS ever got back to Mr. Lusk.

The Complaint Investigation

26. Ms. Adams noted the Lusk complaint on her Complaint Log, Exhibit 17. She also
started a timeline for the complaint that includes further notes of her conversation with
Lusk. They state that it concerned "'misappropriation’ of funds,” concerns about
invoices and notes missing, multiple paymcnts to a particular vendor, a belief that there
may have been "fraudulent signatures," checks being mailed to or picked up by a staff
person, and services provided to a client who was deceased. Exhibit 18.

27. The general understanding of the term "misappropriation of funds" within ADS was
that money was spent other than in accordance with its contracted purpose.

28. For the Contracts Unit in ADS, the end of the year is a very busy time. When the
Lusk complaint came in, Ms. Arnold was completing staff evaluations, getting all of the
following years’ contracts completed in time to avoid a break in services, working on
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several requests for proposals, reviewing many contract assessment reports, and dealing
with a complaint that concerned the death of the client.

29. Ms. Adams reported the complaint to Ms. Arnold, telling her that it looked like a
case of bad recordkeeping or mismanagement by Senior Services. There was no specific
complaint policy for this type of complaint. They discussed the complaint with Selina
Chow. Ms. Chow was the ADS Fiscal Director and Operations Manager and Ms.
Arnold’s supervisor. She was coordinating the annual assessment for all Senior Services
contracts. It was decided that Ms. Adams and Robi Robbins, another Senior Grants and
Contracts Specialist, would make a site visit to look into the complaint. Ms. Adams
thereafter reported to Ms. Chow on the matter.

30. Ms. Chow was told the complainant stated that there were some irregularities in the
Kinship Care Program at Senior Services that ADS should look into. Neither Ms. Amold
nor Ms. Chow was told the specifics of the complaint, nor did they hear the word "fraud"
or "misappropriation of funds,” and they were not told that Mr. Townsend was
implicated.

31. Complaints about Kinship Care were not unusual, although they were normally about
the services provided. In accordance with AAA policy, ADS’ customary procedure is to
notify the agency of a complaint and work with the agency to resolve it.

32. Ms. Adams and Ms. Arnold both testified to the effect that they were not fiscal
auditors, and that they treated the Lusk complaint as a "regular” program complaint. Ms.
Chow and Ms. Piering agreed with this characterization.

33, Ms. Adams drafted a letter dated November 30, 2010 to Senior Services for ADS
Director Pam Piering's signature. The letter was addressed to Denise Klein, Senior
Services Executive Director, with a copy to Mr. Townsend, and notified the recipients
that ADS had received "a complaint against your agency for misappropriation of the
Kinship Care Support Program Supplemental funds." Exhibit 19. The letter stated that
ADS would follow-up on the complaint as part of its ongoing annual assessment of
Senior Services contracts and would be sending Ms. Adams to review "documentation,
invoices and appropriateness of the funds spent to support kinship caregivers”. Exhibit
19.

34. At the time she drafted the November 30, 2010 letter, Ms. Adams knew that as the
Kinship Care Program Manager, Mr. Townsend had administrator rights to the Peer Place
database and could add to or change the information in it, but she did not think he would
do so.

35. On her timeline, Ms. Adams noted that she planned to look at the Peer Place database
for two months in 2009 and two months in 2010, "look at eligibility, verification of
payment/payment process, client records, invoices, copies of checks etc.” and "[lJook at
client surveys for 2009 and 2010; contact a few clients who may have [received]
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services." Exhibit 18. Ms. Adams did not think to discuss the complaint with Efren
Agmata, the HSD auditor, and no one in her management chain suggested she do so.

36. On December 14, 2010, Ms. Adams and Ms. Robins spent four hours at Senior
Services reviewing Kinship Care records. They conducted a random audit of Kinship
Care clients who had received services during the selected months, including services
provided by A&F Quality Services, but they did not focus on A&F transactions. They
looked at 15 specific transactions, which was a number that would satisfy AAA
requirements. They determined that most documentation was sufficient, but that
documentation for the A&F Quality Services invoices was not, as the invoices were for a
lump sum amount, with no client name and no indication that client services had been
performed. See Exhibit 62.

37. Ms. Adams and Ms. Robins questioned Mr. Townsend about several issues. When
asked about the expenditures for the deceased client, he stated that they were for clothing
for the grandchildren to attend the deceased client's funeral. They did not ask about the
home repair and hauling services to the deceased person that were invoiced by A&F
‘Quality Services and specifically noted by Mr. Lusk in his conversation with Ms. Adams.
Concerning the fact that checks payable to A&F Quality Services were always just under
the $1,500 limit, Mr. Townsend stated that the value of their work was much higher, and
that they were often available on an emergency basis when other providers were not. In
response to a question about his picking up the checks payable to A&F Quality Services,
he admitted doing so but stated that each expenditure required two approvals. Denise
Klein confirmed that Senior Services policies allowed Mr. Townsend to deliver checks to
vendors when needed. When questioned about the need for additional information on the
invoices, he stated that it was provided on a cover sheet that went to the finance
department, but that if ADS would provide him with a form for information on the
invoices, he would use it going forward. Mr. Townsend also noted that one of his
employees was behind in entering backup documentation into the system, and that he had
been entering it in the employee’s name in an attempt to catch up on case notes and
authorizations the employee had not completed.

38. Ms. Adams and Ms. Robins asked Senior Services to provide them with copies of
canceled checks and the names, addresses and telephone numbers of A&F Quality
Services clients to allow them to verify services performed. The documentation was slow
in coming, but some did arrive and was reviewed by Ms. Adams. From what she had
seen, Ms. Adams's determined that it was not necessary to review client surveys or
contact any clients of A&F Quality Services.

39. In accordance with AAA policy, Adams developed four "Required Actions" to be
undertaken by Senior Services for the Kinship Care Program to improve documentation
and vendor licensing. These were included as Attachment 3 to the Senior Services Multi-
Contract Assessment Report for 2010 that was, sent to Senior Services on December 22,
2010. Exhibit 1 at pp. 22 of 23.
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40. Ms. Adams reported to Ms. Arnold that they had not found any misappropriation of
funds. Ms. Adams then drafted a letter to Denise Klein, Senior Services Executive
Director, for Ms. Piering’s signature, with a copy to Mr. Townsend. The January 25,
2011 letter acknowledged receipt of the canceled checks and concluded that ADS "did
not find evidence of misappropriation of funds by your agency." The letter then set out
the four “Required Actions” and noted that there would be a follow-up site visit in May
of 2011 to confirm that they had been implemented. Exhibit 5. The follow-up date was
later moved to March of 2011.

41. Neither Ms. Piering nor Ms. Chow reviewed Ms. Adams' investigation file. Both
believed the investigation was in good hands, with knowledgeable, experienced staff who
would follow procedures prescribed by the state. Ms. Piering discussed the investigation
and "Required Actions” briefly with Ms. Adams before she signed the letter.

42. There is no evidence in the record of further misappropriation of funds in the Kinship
Care Program after December of 2010.

43. In early January of 2011, Ms. Smith reorganized the Department and removed 3 of
the 5 Division Directors. On January 6, Ms. Chow was assigned to oversee another
section of HSD with just two days notice to ADS of her departure. These developments
were unsettling for the Department, and particularly so for ADS, as some of Ms. Chow’s
duties could not be covered. Ms. Adams subsequently reported to ADS Director Piering
on the Kinship Care complaint matter.

The State Auditor

44. In early January of 2011, the State Auditor's Office (Auditor) received a complaint
that Senior Services was making payments through the Kinship Care Program to A&F
Quality Services, which the complainant did not believe existed, and that the complainant
believed the payments were fraudulent in nature and that Gregg Townsend was involved
in the fraud. The Auditor decided to open an investigation into the monitoring done by
the DSHS/ADSA employee responsible for the Kinship Care Program statewide. That
employee set up a meeting for the Auditor with ADS employees.

45. At the March 1, 2011 meeting, the Auditor learned of the Lusk complaint to ADS
and that ADS had already investigated and closed it. She determined that the two
complaints were the same. The Auditor was surprised that Ms. Adams had told Mr.
Townsend, the object of the complaint, about the allegations in the complaint. She
reviewed Ms. Adams’ file but found no report summarizing the investigation. She did
find a copy of a canceled check, payable to A&F Quality Services, that was cashed at a
Money Tree location. She considered this to be a "red flag" because Money Tree would
charge a fee to cash a check whereas a bank would not. The Auditor also saw the Piering
letter stating that ADS had “found no evidence of misappropriation of funds”. She
determined that further investigation was required, and Ms. Piering authorized her to
direct ADS staff in the additional work.
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46. The Auditor directed Ms. Adams to search the Peer Place database to identify the
caregivers/clients associated with A&F Quality Services, gather their profile information,
and contact them to determine whether the services were received.

47. Ms. Adams told the Auditor that she believed Lusk had ulterior motives in making
his complaint because he was disgruntled about losing his job. When the Auditor pointed
out problems with the ADS investigation and that more work needed to be done, she
perceived from Ms. Adams’ body language and sighs that Ms. Adams was annoyed and
impatient with her, apparently believing that the matter had been properly handled and
concluded.

48. When the Auditor became involved, Ms. Piering left a voice mail message for Ms.
Smith, the HSD Director, about the prior complaint, the ADS investigation and the
meeting with the Auditor. There was no response to message, but Ms. Piering discussed
the matter in more detail at a regular meeting with Ms. Smith on March 14, 2011 and was
told by Ms. Smith to keep her apprised of developments.

49, Ms. Adams began seeking client contact information from Senior Services and
contacting clients but came up with disconnected telephone numbers and bad addresses.
When she sought contact information for additional clients, it was slow in coming. On
March 30, 2011, Ms. Piering told Ms. Klein the delayed responses were a problem that
needed her attention. The following week, Ms. Klein contacted Ms. Piering to inform her
that Mr. Townsend had been fired, it appeared client records had been fabricated, and
Senior Services had no verification that any clients had received services from A&F
Quality Services.

50. Ms. Adams and the Auditor also found no clients who had actually received the
services invoiced by A&F Quality Services. The Auditor complimented Ms. Adams on
her work on this part of the investigation.

51. The Auditor believed that Ms. Adams was well-intentioned in doing her initial
investigation of the complaint but lacked the training and experience to know the right
way to approach it. The Auditor did not know of Ms. Adams's experience with a prior
investigation involving the Residential Home Care contract.

52. Ms. Adams and Ms. Arnold had conducted the Residential Home Care investigation
together. Residential home care is a very high risk area, and detailed procedures for
complaint investigation are prescribed by the State. Using those procedures, Ms. Amold
and his Adams had conducted a thorough, focused investigation, kept detailed notes, and
prepared a summary report of their investigation. See Exhibit 51.
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The HSD Audit and Internal Investigation

53. Ms. Piering met with Ms. Smith on April 8, 2011 to inform her of the developments
at Senior Services. The meeting was also attended by Mr. Agmata. Ms. Smith was very
upset and, among other things, wondered aloud what she would tell the mayor, asked
how long Ms. Adams had had the Kinship Care contract, and talked of discipline for
ADS employees. Testimony of Piering; Exhibit 47.

54. Later in April, Ms. Piering was removed from the investigation. Ms. Smith assigned
Mr. Agmata to audit the Kinship Care Program and five other programs managed by
Gregg Townsend. She assigned Cynthia Flowers, HSD's Human Resource Manager, to
investigate the details of the complaint of misappropriation of funds and ADS' handling
of it.

55 ADS staff assembled several notebooks of information for Mr. Agmata’s review and
promptly responded to his requests for additional information. Despite having drafted the
letter to Senior Services concluding that ADS had found no misappropriation of funds,
Ms. Adams stated in the responses to Mr. Agmata that the complaint investigation was
on-going because of the expected follow-up on the four “Required Actions”.

56. Ms. Flowers conducted interviews with Ms. Adams and Ms. Amnold. They told her
they had followed standard policies and procedures. Ultimately, she was not able to
obtain sufficient information to understand the complaint handling process and did not
provide a report to Ms. Smith.

57. On May 11, 2011, Ms. Smith placed Ms. Piering on administrative leave "to avoid
any appearance of impropriety during the course of the investigation,” and notified staff
of her action. Exhibit 14. Although the investigation was ongoing, Ms. Smith also sent
out a press release announcing her action and providing details of the investigation.
Exhibit 14. '

58. Through the City Attorney’s Office, Ms. Smith retained an employment attorney and
investigator, Claire Cordon, to investigate ADS’ handling of the Lusk complaint and
issue a report. Exhibit 35.

59. Ms. Cordon interviewed the Appellants, Ms. Chow and Ms. Piering, Mr. Lusk, the
Auditor, Mr. Agmata, and others. Exhibit 9 at 1. Ms. Cordon prepared witness
statements for Ms. Piering, Ms. Chow, Ms. Arnold, Ms. Adams, and Ms. Robbins. Each
was given a written summary of their remarks to review and edit, as necessary, and asked
to sign the corrected statement. Exhibit 9 at 2. All signed except Ms. Robins, who later
retired.

60. Mr. Agmata’s report was issued on June 28, 2011. The audit spanned four years,
2008 through 2011. In addition to problems found in other programs, the audit
determined that $90,791 was paid from Kinship Care funds to A&F Quality Services for
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minor home repair and moving services that were not performed. The audit found
significant internal control deficiencies in both Senior Services and HSD. across three of
the six programs audited. Exhibit 3 at 4.

61. The Auditor later determined that approximately $90,000 of misappropriated funds
were associated with A&F Quality Services in addition to other fraudulent transactions
involving Mr. Townsend that totaled approximately $132,000.

62. RCW 43.09.185 requires local governments to report a known or suspected loss of
“public funds, assets or other illegal activity” to the State Auditor's Office. The Auditor
testified that this statute's requirements are often overlooked by local government, and
that her office does not impose penalties for that. However, the Auditor included in her
report a notation that the complaint about A&F Quality Services should have been
reported to her office when it was received, and included a directive for HSD to comply
with the statute in the future.

63. Ms. Cordon’s report was issued on July 7, 2011, It concluded that the HSD/ADS
investigation into the Lusk complaint was inadequate, incomplete and untimely, faulting
Ms. Adams for refusing to review the documents Mr. Lusk offered her; contacting Mr.
Townsend about the allegation of misappropriated funds, thereby giving him two weeks
advance notice in which to generate the missing documentation (compare Exhibit 16 and
Exhibit 62); conducting what she and Ms. Robins characterized as a "regular” program
review, including a random review of only 15 kinship care clients, when they knew they
were investigating an allegation of misappropriation of funds; accepting explanations
from Mr. Townsend that were not credible; failing to question Mr. Townsend about his
relationship to A&F Quality Services; failing to follow through on her own written plan
that called for contacting clients; failing to investigate the allegation of fraudulent
signatures noted in her documentation of the Lusk conversation; and failing to follow up
on the "Required Actions" in accordance with the AAA manual, which required a much
shorter time frame in cases of suspected misuse of funds. Exhibit 9 at 29-32.

64. The Cordon report concluded that all three ADS managers shared equal
responsibility for the complaint investigation in that they exercised limited oversight of
the investigation and failed to conduct a detailed inquiry into the nature of the complaint,
thereby making it impossible for them to provide specific direction to Ms. Adams. The
report also determined that they failed to conduct any meaningful evaluation of the
results of the site assessment before sending the letter informing Senior Services that
there was no evidence of a misappropriation of funds. Exhibit 9 at 24-29, 32.

65. The Cordon report also determined that ADS was “less than cooperative” in
responding to Mr. Agmata and Ms. Flowers, and misleading in some of the responses
they did provide. Exhibit 9 at 33-35. The report noted that in response to one of
Agmata’s questions, ADS responded that it could not confirm the identity of A&F
Quality Services at the time of Ms. Adams' December 2010 site visit when, in fact, she
clearly knew the contractor's identity at that time. The report also noted that: 1) ADS
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represented that its investigation was ongoing despite the fact that the January 25, 2011
Piering letter to Senior Services reported that HSD/ADS had found no evidence of
misappropriation of funds; 2) ADS conducted no further investigation until it was
contacted by the Auditor in February of 2011; and 3) ADS' sole focus was on the four
"Required Actions" that concerned only Senior Services’ actions going forward. Exhibit
9 at 34.

Disciplinary Decisions and Appeals

66. Deputy Director Catherine Lester was hired in June of 2011. She began talking with
Director Smith about discipline for ADS staff in approximately mid-June. In response to
a conversation with Ms. Smith, Ms. Flowers, and HSD’s legal counsel, Ms. Lester
reviewed the Cordon and Agmata reports and consulted with Ms. Flowers in HR to
determine prior Department discipline for comparable incidents. She did not review any
of ADS staff’s performance was evaluations or discipline histories. She relied on Ms.
Flowers to guide her through the Personnel Rules (PRs) and HSD’s Workplace
Expectations, which she did not personally review. Ms. Flowers had reviewed the job
duties and expectations for both Ms. Adams and Ms. Amold. Because of the erosion of
public trust caused by ADS’ handling of the Lusk complaint, Ms. Lester did not consider
recommending anything short of termination for Ms. Piering, Ms. Chow, Ms. Arnold or
Ms. Adams.

67. Ms. Lester’s recommendation of termination for Ms. Adams was based on her
conclusion that Ms. Adams' handling of the complaint and investigation constituted a
knowing or intentional violation of workplace expectations under PR 1.3.4(15), and was
also a lack of response to a complaint about a serious matter, i.., a misappropriation of
public funds, which Ms. Lester determined was an "offense of parallel gravity" under PR
1.3.4(18) (misstated as PR 1.3.4(17) in her written recommendation). Testimony of
Lester; Exhibit 10.

68. Ms. Lester's recommendation of termination for Ms. Arnold was based on her
conclusion that Ms. Arnold failed to provide leadership and supervision to her direct
reports in response to a serious complaint. Again, Ms. Lester determined that this was a
knowing or intentional violation of workplace expectations under PR 1.3.4(15), and also
constituted a lack of care for the fiduciary responsibility involved in the approval of funds
to a contracting agency, which Ms. Lester considered an "offense of parallel gravity"
under PR 1.3.4(18) (misstated as PR 1.3.4(17) in her written recommendation).
Testimony of Lester; Exhibit 15.

69. At Ms. Arnold’s Loudermill hearing with Ms. Smith on August 15, 2011, Ms.
Arnold and her attorney presented information on why she should not be terminated,
including the facts that Ms. Chow was supervising Ms. Adam's investigation of the
complaint until Ms. Piering assumed that task, and Ms. Arnold was on approved leave
during part of the investigation. Exhibit 12.
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70. At Ms. Adams’ Loudermill hearing with Ms. Smith on August 25, 2011, Ms. Adams
and her attorney presented information on why she should not be terminated, including
the facts that she believed the complaint was like other third-party complaints she had
received about agencies and did not understand that it was a complaint about fraud, and
she correctly followed policies and procedures for third-party complaints. Exhibit 11.
She also submitted numerous documents for Ms. Smith’s consideration. See Exhibits 11,
61 and 63-65.

71.  Ms. Smith considered the Cordon report, Ms. Lester's recommendation for
termination, and the information presented by Ms. Arnold, as well as the fact that she had
no disciplinary history and had positive performance reviews that showed she had the
knowledge and skill to supervise properly. She considered the fact that Ms. Arnold
acknowledged that communications within ADS and to the Director's office were
insufficient. She noted that Ms. Armold was not present for part of the investigation, but
determined that even when a supervisor is on approved leave, he or she should assure that
there is proper oversight of employees. Ms. Smith also considered the public perception
of the complaint handling process significant because City employees have a
responsibility to be good stewards of the public's money. Exhibit 12; Testimony of
Smith.

72. With respect to comparable incidents of discipline, Ms. Smith looked primarily to a
case in which discipline was imposed on another manager, listed as "19" in the discipline
log, Exhibit 42. She felt this was most analogous to Ms. Arnold's situation. Employee
19” had poor management skills and had been counseled repeatedly over a period of two
years for failure to hold her staff accountable for their performance, even in the face of
direct feedback about violations of an ethics policy, and for failure to provide adequate
coaching or direction. See Exhibit 58. This manager was temporarily reassigned to a
position as a Planner II and agreed that the demotion should be made permanent in lieu of
a disciplinary determination.

73. Ms. Smith also considered discipline imposed on a supervisor listed as "16" in the
log. This supervisor had been previously coached on his supervisory skills, specifically
his inability to implement management decisions and actions, work collaboratively with
his supervisor, work effectively with staff, and translate performance expectations into
performance goals. See Exhibit 66. Four years later he was terminated for a consistent
failure to supervise his staff and enforce their adherence to program guidelines. Some of
his employees were stealing funds for family members from an assistance program, and
although he knew of the problem, he did nothing about it.

74. Ms. Smith determined that Ms. Arnold was a valuable employee but that her
"judgment in this case" demonstrated that she should not be in a leadership role and
responsible for oversight of contracts worth millions of dollars. Exhibit 12. Ms. Smith
demoted Ms. Arnold from her management position, with an annual salary of
approximately $85,500, to a Program Intake Representative in the Utility Discount
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Program, with an annual salary of approximately $56,000. The demotion took effect
September 1, 2011. Exhibit 12; Testimony of Arnold; Testimony of Smith.

75. With respect to Ms. Adams, Ms. Smith considered the Cordon report, the Agmata
audit report, Ms. Lester's recommendation for termination, and the information and
documents submitted by Ms. Adams. She noted her lack of disciplinary history and her
positive performance reviews. She acknowledged that Ms. Adams was responsible for
the Kinship Care contract only since January of 2010. However, Ms. Smith did not find
credible Ms. Adams' claim that she did not understand the complaint was one of fraud or
misappropriation of funds, and she determined that Ms. Adams had conducted an
insufficient and focused investigation, refused documents from Lusk that would have
provided focus to the investigation, and failed to follow her own action plan for the
investigation. She also faulted Adams for failure to share the details of the complaint
with anyone in her management chain or seek assistance or guidance on the
investigation.® Exhibit 11; Testimony of Smith.

76. Concerning comparable incidents of discipline, Ms. Flowers found only one that she
related to Ms. Smith. That was “Employee 13" on the log, the employee who was
stealing funds from an assistance program by approving assistance for friends and family
members on multiple occasions. This was determined to be a violation of the City's
Ethics Code, among other things. Although this employee had no dlsmplmary history,
she was terminated.

77. Ms. Smith concluded that Ms. Adams did not take the Lusk complaint seriously and
apply the scrutiny expected from someone in her position, thereby failing to be a good
steward of public funds. She determined to adopt the recommendation of termination,
effective September 1, 2011. Exhibit 11; Testimony of Smith.

78. Ms. Adams and Ms. Amold appealed their discipline to the Civil Service
Commission (CSC), citing a violation of SMC 4.04.070.C and .D and Personnel Rule
(PR) 1.3, and asserting that the disciplinary actions were not taken with justifiable cause.
The CSC consolidated the cases for hearing.

Applicable Law

79. SMC 4.04.070.C provides that employees cannot be demoted, suspended or
discharged except for cause. SMC 4.04.070.D states that employees have the right to fair
and equal treatment.

80. "[A]n appointing authority ... may take the following disciplinary actions against an
employee for misconduct or poor work performance: 1. A verbal warning ... 2. A

% Exhibit 11 also mentions losses as a result of inadequate documentation of gift cards and other
expenditures. However, the parties stipulated that "Senior Services' use and alleged lack of adequate
documentation of gift cards and other expenditures was a concern, but not the basis for the decision to
terminate Virginia Adams.”" Stipulation dated March 12, 2012.
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written reprimand ... 3. Suspension of up to 30 calendar days ... 4. Demotion ... 5.
Discharge. PR 1.3.3.A.

81. Under PR 1.3.3.C, a regularly appointed employee may be suspended, demoted or
discharged only for justifiable cause, which requires the following:

L The employee was informed of or reasonably should have known

the consequences of his or her conduct;

2. The rule, policy or procedure the employee has violated is
reasonably related to the employing unit’s safe and efficient operations;

3. A fair and objective investigation produced evidence of the
employee’s violation of the rule, policy or procedure;

4, The rule, policy or procedure and penalties for the violation thereof

are applied consistently; and

5. The suspension or discharge is reasonably related to the seriousness of the

employee’s conduct and his or her previous disciplinary history.

82. The disciplinary action imposed “depends upon the seriousness of the employee’s
offense and such other considerations as the appointing authority ... deems relevant.”
However, a “knowing or intentional violation” of the Personnel Rules or a department’s
adopted policies, procedures and workplace expectations, constitutes a major disciplinary
offense under PR 1.3.4.A.15, and “in the absence of mitigating circumstances,” requires
suspension, demotion or discharge. PR 1.3.3.B.

83. Major disciplinary offenses include the 17 specific offenses identified in PR 1.3.4.A
and “[o]ther offenses of parallel gravity”. PR 1.3.4.A.18.

84. "In determining the level of discipline to impose, the appointing authority ... shall
consider factors that he or she deems relevant to the employee and his or her offense,
including but not necessarily limited to:
1. The employee's employment history, including any previously imposed
disciplinary actions;
2. The extent of injury, damage or destruction caused by the employee's offense;
3. The employee's intent; and
4. Whether the offense constituted a breach of fiduciary responsibility or of the
public trust.”

PR 1.34.B.
Conclusions

1. The Hearing Examiner has jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to delegation from
the CSC under SMC 4.04.250.
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2. The Department must show by a preponderance of the evidence that the decisions to
demote Ms. Arnold and discharge Ms. Adams were each supported by justifiable cause.
CSC Rule 5.31.

3. The Appellants assert that their offenses, if any, constituted poor work performance,
not misconduct. They argue that misconduct can be disciplined, but work performance
can be disciplined only if the employee is informed of performance deficiencies and
given an opportunity and assistance to improve. Thatis not correct. The rule on
performance management, PR 1.5, is written in terms of expectation ("should"), rather
than mandate ("shall"). See Taylor v. Seattle City Light, CSC No. 10-07-005. For some
types of poor performance, it would be-appropriate to follow the course suggested in PR
1.5.6. But PR 1.3.3.A expressly allows an appointing authority to discipline for
misconduct or poor work performance, up to and including discharge.

4. The Appellants’ reliance on Wojt. v. Chimacum School Dist., 9 Wn. App. 857, 516
P.2d 1099 (1973) is misplaced. The court in that case expressly relied on RCW
28A.72.030, which includes mandatory language applicable to discipline of public school
teachers that is not included in the PRs.

5. The Appellants attack the credibility of the complainant, Mr. Lusk. They point to
several inconsistencies between statements attributed to him in the Cordon Report and his
testimony at hearing. They also note that he believes, albeit erroneously, that Ms. Adams
revealed his identity to Senior Services. Nonetheless, the Examiner finds Mr. Lusk's
testimony concerning the information he conveyed to Ms. Adams credible, as it was
corroborated by the documents he originally offered Ms. Adams and later gave Ms.
Cordon (Exhibit 16) and by Ms. Adams’ notes about her conversation with him (Exhibit
18).

6. At hearing, each Appellant demonstrated an awareness of her job duties, as detailed
above in Findings 13 and 14. Further, they both had received copies of the Department's
Workplace Expectations that required, among other things, that they: 1) understand their
job responsibilities and perform them effectively and efficiently, as full contributors 1o
the Department's mission of using limited public resources to fund services for low-
income and vulnerable populations; 2) follow through with their job duties as required
and report appropriate information to co-workers and higher supervisory personnel; and
3) be proactive, addressing work issues or concerns before they escalate. They also knew
- from the Workplace Expectations that they would be held accountable for their work.
Exhibit 37.

7. Further, the HSD Contracts Manual that applied to ADS provided that agency
nonperformance of a contract "is reflected by a significant trend based on reports, visits,
or by more serious unconfirmed concerns," and that program specialists, like Ms. Adams,
were expected to "summarize all documentation and concerns to their immediate
supervisor for advice". Exhibit 36 at 31 (emphasis added).
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8. Despite the breadth of her job duties, Ms. Adams, and apparently her entire
supervisory chain within ADS, appeared to operate within a rigid frame of reference
defined solely by program monitoring and program complaints. It is true that they were
not fiscal auditors. But the Lusk complaint was different, and Ms. Adams knew that it
was different because there was no specific policy in place for handling it. The complaint
was about fraud or misappropriation of funds in the Kinship Care Program; identified a
specific vendor by name; identified the types of services, all just under the $1,500 limit,
that were in question; noted that the checks were being picked up by a staff member;
identified the person in Senior Services suspected of the fraud; and included an offer of
written documentation in support.

9. Ms. Adams knew or reasonably should have known that the Lusk complaint was about
fraudulent payments within the Kinship Care Program, not just mismanagement or bad
recordkeeping. Her notes about the complaint, Exhibit 18, reflect this. She knew or
reasonably should have known that the HSD Workplace Expectations and her job duties,
which incorporate the requirements of the Contract Manual, required that she inform her
supervisor of the details of the complaint and thoroughly investigate it, focusing on the
vendor named in the complaint and following her plan of contacting clients.

10. From her work on the Residential Home Care complaint, it is clear that Ms, Adams
had the experience required to do a thorough investigation. She also had the requisite
tools and resources available to investigate the complaint. With the information provided
by Mr. Lusk, an audit was not required to uncover the fraud. However, if Ms. Adams felt
she needed assistance, she knew or reasonably should have known that the Workplace
Expectations  required her to proactively seek that assistance, either through her
supervisory chain or directly from Mr. Agmata.

11. From the details of the complaint, the HSD Workplace Expectations, and her job
duties, Ms. Adams knew or reasonably should have known that her failure to adequately
advise her supervisor, thoroughly investigate the complaint, and seek any needed
assistance, would constitute a breach of HSDs fiduciary responsibility for the public
funds it administers and would have disciplinary consequences.

12. Although Ms. Arnold was busy with other responsibilities, she was still supervising
Ms. Adams when HSD received the Lusk complaint. It is not disputed that Ms. Adams
did not inform her of the details of the complaint. Nonetheless, Ms. Amold knew or
reasonably should have known that her job duties required that she provide guidance and
direction to her staff on contracts-related concerns, review and evaluate her staff’s work
and, in concert with her staff, monitor contract expenditures. Further, she knew or
reasonably should have known that the HSD Workplace Expectations required that she
provide clear assignments to her subordinates, ensuring that tasks were clearly
understood and completed. Ms. Amold knew or reasonably should have known that to
- fulfill these requirements with respect to the Lusk complaint, she would need to question
Ms. Adams about the details of the complaint in order to obtain the information necessary
to guide her on investigating it.
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13. Had Ms. Amold asked a few questions about the complaint, she would have
discovered that it was not a "regular complaint," but involved allegations of the
misappropriation of funds, not simply for a service unauthorized under the Kinship Care
Program, but to a fictitious vendor or one operating in concert with the Program
Manager, Mr. Townsend. She would also have discovered that Ms. Adam’s impression
of the complainant as an unhappy employee might impact the weight she gave to the
complaint and affect her investigation.

14. Further, Ms. Amold knew or reasonably should have known that the HSD
Workplace Expectations required her to clarify responsibilities. It does not appear from
the record that she did so with her supervisor, Ms. Chow, as to their respective
responsibilities in overseeing Ms. Adams’ investigation of the complaint.

15. From the HSD Workplace Expectations and her job duties, Ms. Arnold knew or
reasonably should have known that her failure to take action to acquire information about
the Lusk complaint sufficient to guide Ms. Adams in thoroughly investigating it would
constitute a breach of HSDs fiduciary responsibility for the public funds it administers,
and would have disciplinary consequences.

16. The Appellants blamed Mr. Agmata for failing to conduct the general audit of Senior
Services they had requested during 2009 and 2010. Although a general audit may have
uncovered Mr. Townsend’s fraudulent activity, the lack of an audit had no impact on the
Appellants’ handling of the Lusk complaint, which itself provided detailed information
about that activity. ;

17. Ms. Adams’ and Ms. Arnold’s actions each constitute a major disciplinary offense
under PR 1.3.4, in that they are a knowing violation of HSD’s adopted workplace
expectations (PR 1.3.4.A.15) and are also within the group of “[o]ther offenses of parallel
gravity” to those listed in PR 1.3.4.A.1 through PR 1.3.4.A.17. PR 1.3.4.A.18. The
Appellants contend that the offenses for which they were disciplined cannot be compared
to those listed in PR 1.3.4.A.1 through PR 1.3.4.A.17,.but the Examiner finds them of
equal gravity to an unauthorized absence, which is listed as a major disciplinary offense
under PR 1.3.4.A.12.

18. The requirement of PR 1.3.3.C.1, that an employee be informed or reasonably should
have known of the consequences of her conduct, does not mean that the employee must
have advance notice of the specific level of discipline that may result from conduct. It is
sufficient that the employee reasonably should have known that the conduct would have
disciplinary consequences.

19. The evidence shows that once Ms. Chow was informed of the complaint, Ms.
Adams and Ms. Arnold both believed Ms. Chow was supervising Ms. Adams'
investigation. When Ms. Chow was reassigned on January 6, 2011, Ms. Piering took
over supervisory responsibility for the matter.
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20. The job duties and workplace expectations violated are clearly related to HSD’s safe
and efficient operations. Thorough fiscal oversight of the funds administered by HSD via
contracts with other agencies, particularly in the face of a complaint about fraudulent
activity, is essential to HSD's mission of using public dollars to find and fund solutions
for human needs in low-income and vulnerable populations.

21. The Appellants assert that the investigation into the offenses for which they were
disciplined was biased. They contend that Ms. Smith was anxious to impose discipline
and demonstrate accountability even before the audit or Cordon investigation were
complete. It appears that, as a relatively new Department head hired to transform parts of
the HSD operations, Ms. Smith was concerned about accountability and public image.
However given the information available to her in April of 2011, it is logical that she
would realize there was a potential for discipline. She verbalized what another
department head might not. This does not translate into a decision to impose discipline
before the investigation process concluded. The Department correctly notes that had she
wanted to rush the process, she could have asked the City's Human Resources
Department to conduct an investigation rather than seeking a report from an independent,
outside investigator,

22. The Appellants draw a parallel between this case and Anderson v. Seattle Center,
CSC No. 07-01-004. In Anderson, the Center Director investigated an alleged physical
assault by his employee against a student of a school that was a Center lessee. In the
course of his investigation, the Director spoke directly with the student and stated either
that the employee would be fired, or that the "matter would be taken seriously". The
Hearing Officer expressed concern about the bias reflected in this interaction and also
found it problematic that the person collecting statements had an initial impression
adverse to the employee. This case is distinguishable from Anderson. Here, the Director
did not speak to the complainant, her expression of concern about accountability and the
potential for discipline was made in a meeting with her direct reports, and she retained an
outside investigator and reviewed the investigator's report, and the audit report, before
deciding to impose discipline.

23. The Appellants claim that the Cordon investigation was not fair and objective
because she made credibility determinations that were adverse to the Appellants, and
excluded or failed to highlight evidence favorable to the Appellants. But determining
witness credibility and weighing the evidence is a fundamental part of a fact finder's job.

24. Ms. Cordon decided whom she should talk with and ended up interviewing 17 people
from HSD and DSHS/ADSA. She reviewed documents furnished by the HSD Director
and auditor, ADS employees Piering, Chow, Arnold, Adams, and Robins, the State
Auditor, and a DSHS/ADSA employee. She prepared witness statements for review,
gave the witnesses an opportunity to review the statements and make changes, and
accepted all the changes. (She also retained her interview notes and later made them
available to the Appellants and their counsel.) From the witness statements and her
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document review, Ms Cordon made credibility determinations, weighed the evidence,
and wrote her report. Nothing in the record indicates that she had any interest in the
matter she was investigating or any prior knowledge of or contact with the Director,
Appellants, or other HSD employees, or that she had formed an opinion before
conducting the investigation. The Cordon investigation was fair and objective.

25. The Appellants imply that Ms. Flowers and/or Ms. Lester was responsible for the
disciplinary decisions at issue in this case, but the evidence shows that Director Smith
was the decisionmaker. Ms. Lester was new in her job and relied on the HR manager for
HSD, Ms. Flowers, to guide her through the process of preparing recommendations for
discipline. That is part of the job of an HR manager, as is gathering information on
comparable disciplinary scenarios and discussing them with those responsible for making
disciplinary recommendations or decisions. It is also common for department officials to
consult with legal counsel.

26. Ms. Lester made the disciplinary recommendations, but Ms. Smith made her own
review of the audit and the Cordon Report, the Appellants performance evaluations and
disciplinary history, and all the information supplied to her during the Loudermill
hearings. She accepted Ms. Lester's recommendation of termination for Ms. Adams, but
rejected her recommendation for Ms. Arnold and demoted her instead. She also rejected
the recommendation of termination for Ms. Chow.

27. The Appellants incorrectly assert that discipline was imposed on Ms. Adams for
reasons not stated in Ms. Smith's disciplinary determination letter. They note that Ms.
Smith testified that she had problems with Ms. Adams’ work in addition to those stated in
her letter. But the question is whether the reasons that were included in the letter were
sufficient to warrant discipline, and they were in this case.

28. The Appellants claim that they were disciplined for offenses that others committed
with impunity. They cite Bangert v. Fleet and Facilities Dept., CSC No. 06-01-013, a
case in which an employee was disciplined for repeated failure to leave his work area
clean. The case is not on point. There was evidence there that other employees had left
their work areas dirty but were not disciplined for it. In this case, there is no evidence in
the record that any other employees have violated the Workplace Expectations and job
duties at issue here by failing to inform their supervisor about the details of a complaint
of fraudulent transactions, failing to conduct a thorough and focused investigation of such
a complaint, failing to proactively seek assistance and guidance on the investigation, and
failing to take action to acquire information from a subordinate about a complaint in
order to guide her in investigating it.

29. The Appellants point to an audit of a different HSD division in which one of six
subrecipients of funds failed to provide sufficiently detailed documentation to allow HSD
to ensure that the funds were being spent on allowable activities and costs. See Exhibit 6.
The Appellants argue that the same Workplace Expectations and job duties at issue in the
Appellants’ discipline should have been invoked to impose discipline on others in
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response to that audit. But Ms. Smith indicated that action was taken in response to that
audit; she simply did not recall the specifics of the discipline. Testimony of Smith.

30. The Appellants also claim that Ms. Flowers failed to release documents in
conjunction with a grievance, and that the failure resulted in a requirement for payment
of back pay to an employee, but that Ms. Flowers was not disciplined for her actions. Yet
the testimony from the only witness with personal knowledge of the incident contradicts
this claim. '

31. Finally, the Appellants argued that Mr. Agmata engaged in misconduct without
consequence when he failed to schedule an audit of Senior Services in 2009 and 2010.
But the evidence shows that Mr. Agmata did attempt to schedule the audit in 2010, was
not able to establish contact with the correct person at the agency, and determined to
move on to other audits because Senior Services’ most recent external audit was
"unqualified," (clean) with the exception of one item that Senior Services was already
addressing.

32. The record does not support the Appellants’ claim that the applicable Workplace
Expectations and job duties were enforced selectively.

33. With respect to the consistency of discipline imposed, the Appellants suggest that
Ms. Smith was required to take into account disciplinary decisions made by other City
departments. However, PR 1.3.3.B and PR 1.3.4.B reserve to the "appointing authority"
discretion to determine the level of discipline imposed within her Department. Further,
the CSC has rejected claims that discipline decisions in one department may be used to
argue the appropriateness of discipline in another department. See Ogunyemi v. Seattle
City Light, CSC No. 10-01-020; Wong v. Fleets and Facilities Dept., CSC No. 06-01-
007.

34, Testimony at hearing established that parts of the "Discipline Reason" and
"Summary Details" columns of HSD's discipline log are misleading or simply wrong,
making it necessary to determine instances of comparable discipline using both the log
and testimony. For example, the log states that Ms. Piering committed an "Ethics
Violation," but that is clearly not the case, as explained in the summary details. The
"Discipline Reason” column is blank for Ms. Chow, who was suspended for two weeks,
but the information under "Summary Details" gives no details from which one could
determine the reason for the discipline. There are several other errors. See Exhibit 42,
Testimony of Flowers; Testimony of Piering.

35. For Ms. Arnold, the discipline imposed was not consistent with that imposed for
similar disciplinary offenses. The comparators used, “Employee 19 and “Employee 16,"
do not support the disciplinary decision. “Employee 19” had a continuing pattern of
nonperformance as a manager over a period of two years during which she had been
counseled repeatedly. She failed to take action to hold her staff accountable in the face of
clear evidence of ethics violations. “Employee 16" had been previously coached on
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numerous aspects of management in which he was deficient and was later terminated for
consistent failure to supervise his staff, some of whom he knew were stealing funds from
an assistance program. Prior to her actions related to the Lusk complaint, Ms. Arnold had
no performance issues and no counseling on any part of her job performance. Her
performance evaluations were excellent, and she had never received anything but positive
feedback on her leadership, communication and strategic management. Exhibit 59,

36. As a result of using unsuitable comparators, HSD imposed discipline on Ms. Arnold
that was not reasonably related to the seriousness of her conduct or previous disciplinary
history. It is true that her offense was serious. It constituted a knowing violation of
Workplace Expectations and a breach of fiduciary responsibility and the public trust,
which is an offense of parallel gravity to other major disciplinary offenses. However, it
did not represent a pattern of conduct, and it was not done with intent. Further, after
consulting with Ms. Adams and Ms. Chow about the complaint, Ms. Arnold had no
further involvement with the matter other than receiving periodic updates from others in
ADS.

37. The best comparator in the case of Ms. Arnold is Ms. Chow, “Employee 24” on the
log. She was supervising Ms. Adams for most of the investigation and received only a
two-week suspension. Considering the need for consistency in the application of
discipline as well as the seriousness of Ms. Arnold's conduct and her disciplinary history,
- she should also receive a two-week suspension.

38. Discipline was also not consistently applied in the case of Ms. Adams. “Employee
13", used as a comparator by HSD, intentionally provided her family and friends with
funds intended for those in need. The Ethics and Elections Commission described the
employee's conduct as "one of the most egregious acts of corruption seen by the
Commission in recent years" and noted that it was probably criminal. Appellants’
Closing Brief, Appendix G.

39. Ms. Adams' conduct involving the Lusk complaint did not approach intentional
misuse of public funds. Further, she had no ongoing problem with her work. Ms.
Adams' performance evaluations had been very good to excellent. Exhibit 23. She is
described as a very competent contract specialist who has taken on some of the most
difficult service areas, demonstrating strong leadership, follow through, and problem
solving skills. Exhibit 61. As noted above, she had the knowledge and skills to properly
investigate the Lusk complaint.

40. As a result of using an unsuitable comparator, HSD imposed discipline on Ms.
Adams that was not reasonably related to the seriousness of her conduct or previous
disciplinary history. Her offense was very serious. It. too, constituted a knowing
violation of Workplace Expectations and a breach of fiduciary responsibility and the
public trust, which is an offense of parallel gravity to other major disciplinary offenses.
It did not represent a pattern of conduct, and it was not done with intent. However, Ms.
Adams' insistence that the investigation into Senior Services was ongoing after January
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of 2011, and her refusal to acknowledge to the Auditor or her Director that there were
shortcomings in her performance, were intentional. The totality of her actions with
respect to the Lusk complaint resulted in ADS failing to uncover embezzlement of
approximately $97,000 in the Kinship Care Program However, there is no evidence in
the record of further embezzlement in the Kinship Care Program after Ms. Adams
imposed the four "Required Actions" on Senior Services. The prior embezzlement was
eventually discovered, and the damage is not permanent, as Senior Services must repay
the lost funds.

41. The only meaningful comparators in the case of Ms. Adams are Ms. Chow and Ms.
Arnold. Both were supervisors and should thus be held to a higher standard. But in this
case, the person who had all the critical information about the complaint but neglected to
inform her supervisors of it, and refused documents that would have provided her and
them with a roadmap to properly investigate it, was Ms. Adams. Considering the need
for consistency in the application of discipline as well as the significance of Ms. Adams’
conduct and her disciplinary history, she should receive a 30-day suspension.

Decision and Order

HSD had just cause to discipline Ms, Arnold and Ms. Adams, but the discipline imposed
did not meet the just cause requirements that discipline be applied consistently and be
reasonably related to the seriousness of the employee’s conduct and disciplinary history.
It is therefore ORDERED that:

1. Ms. Amold's demotion is REVERSED and shall be converted to a two-week
suspension. She shall be reinstated to her former Services Development and Contracts
Manager position and awarded back pay and related employee benefits.

2. Ms. Adams's termination is REVERSED and shall be converted to a 30-day
suspension, the longest suspension that may be imposed under PR 1.3.3.A.3. She shall be
reinstated to her former Senior Grants and Contracts Specialist position and awarded
back pay and related employee benefits.

Entered this 24" day of July, 2012.

M
S

ue A. Tanner
Hearing Examiner
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Concerning Further Review

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person seeking to appeal a Hearing
Examiner decision to consult Code sections and other appropriate sources,
to determine applicable rights and responsibilities.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner is subject to review by the Civil Service
Commission. To be timely, the petition for review must be filed with the Civil Service
Commission no later than ten (10) days following the date of issuance of this decision, as
provided in Civil Service Commission Rules 6.02 and 6.03.






