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l. BASISFOR INVESTIGATION

On September 18, 2008, the Office of Inspector Genmitiated this investigation after
receiving a referral from Industrial Commission @hio (“ICO”) Executive Director Christa
Deegan. Deegan forwarded allegations reportechisnaployee of the ICO’s Bridgeport Local
Office that three co-workers were selling merchaadior a personal business while on state

time.

During the course of interviews relating to thisastigation, we found that employees of the
ICO Bridgeport Local Office had time periods thrbogt the week in which they had no state
work to do. Upon learning this, we chose to expamdinvestigation to determine if there were

supervisory issues at the Bridgeport office.

. ACTION TAKEN IN FURTHERANCE OF INVESTIGATION

Our office received assistance from the ICO inrdeovery of electronic records. These records
included emails, other electronic files, data e the volume of hearings held in local offices
and the number and classifications of employeeshase offices. In furtherance of this

investigation, our office conducted a review ofshenaterials and interviewed employees.

1. DISCUSSION

Background I nformation

The ICO currently has 487 full-time employees amaintains sixteen local offices which are
divided into five separate regions throughout theteSof Ohio. These local offices are staffed
and utilized by the ICO to facilitate administraivhearings regarding disputed workers’
compensation claims issues, violations of speaffety requirements, and injured workers’

eligibility for permanent disability benefits inwohg Ohio Workers’ Compensation claims.

The 1CO Bridgeport Local Office is one of six offg within the Columbus Region. With the

exception of the District Hearing Officer (“DHO"@mployees at this location are responsible for
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scheduling hearings, sending notices of hearingapfmropriate parties, preparing records for
upcoming hearings, and typing hearing orders. ifgu2007 and 2008, the following employees
worked in the ICO Bridgeport Local Office:

« Cathy Kennedy, Administrative Assistant 2 (Supewis Office Manager)
» Darrell Conrad, Claims Examiner

» Paula Perdue, Word Processing Specialist 2

* Dan Eichenlaub, Customer Service Specialist

« Michelle Vannest, Clerk (resigned March 2008)

« Kevin Bench, District Hearing Officér

Allegation 1. Industrial Commission of Ohio employees at the Bridgeport Local Office were

operating a business on state time.

On June 6, 2008, Claims Examiner Darrell ConrathefBridgeport Local Office forwarded an
email to Mark Collins, the ICO Columbus Regionalfiéd Administrative Assistant. In the
email, Conrad reported that on June 2, 2008, herebd Kennedy, Perdue and Vannest in
Kennedy’s office reviewing order books which he aised as “candles, baskets or whatever
they are selling now.” Conrad also told Collingtle email that on June 6, 2008, he overheard
Perdue calling people for almost three hours dutimegworkday to inform them of the cost of
their orders. Conrad subsequently emailed Coligain and claimed that someone visited the
Bridgeport Local Office to pick up what he suspdcteas merchandise from Perdue. When
interviewed, Perdue denied telephoning customerutalbatalog sales and denied having

customers come to her office to pick up any merdiszn

During our review of documents, emails and intesgeof current ICO Bridgeport employees,
we found no evidence that any of the named empoyese operating a business during their

work hours. We did determine that some employedke office, namely Kennedy, Perdue and

! Kennedy, as an Administrative Assistant 2, is oesjble for supervising the activities of the othdministrative
support staff. Kennedy is supervised by Ellen bait, Manager, Columbus Regional Office; and MaoKias,
the Regional Administrative Assistant.

2 The ICO chose to eliminate this position upon \é&stis resignation.

3 District Hearing Officer Kevin Bench is not coneidd to be a member of the Bridgeport Local Office
administration staff.
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Vannest, would infrequently host product sales iggirtaway from work for their friends.
Kennedy and Perdue admitted that they would briatalogs for these products to work
occasionally and would offer to let other employ@ésce orders for these products. While
Conrad claimed that these activities often occumedl last year when he made a similar
complaint to Collins, we found this activity to bery limited. Perdue and Kennedy said that
they engaged in catalog sales only once or twicthénlast year. Additionally, we found no
evidence that the employees were receiving anytbfngubstantial value from their efforts to
collect orders for these products.

Accordingly, we do not find reasonable cause taelel that a wrongful act occurred in this

instance.

Allegation 2: Industrial Commission of Ohio management failed to properly supervise
employees of the Bridgeport Local Office.

Each of the employees we interviewed at Bridgegdestribed their working environment in the
office as being stressful. Each described some tfconflict he or she had with a co-worker.
Most alarming were the revelations that during dagen hearings were not scheduled in their
office, each of the employees we interviewed regahrto varying degrees, periods of time
during their workdays with no official work to doFurther, the employees said that their
supervisor, Kennedy, and Kennedy's supervisors vagrare of the diminished workload and
encouraged employees to keep busy reading or ewgagi activities that would not be
disruptive to other employees. When interviewedniedy’s supervisors admitted that they
provided this direction.

Support staff employees explained that with thedased use of technology, their workloads

have decreased. While each claimed they stayegdwaitis official work on days the office had

* PartyLite (candles) and Pampered Chef (kitchedyxts) catalogs were brought into the Bridgeporal®ffice
by employees.
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hearings, each said that on days they did not hagengs - at least two days a week - they have

varying amounts of extra free time.

Kennedy, the office manager, admitted that sheju®eand Vannest spent hours crafting jewelry
and making greeting cards in Kennedy’s office dagiineir state workdays. They also accessed

the Internetwith their personal laptop computers during wookts.

When we questioned Kennedy about making jewelrgtate time, she said she didn't see any
difference between her conduct and the conductvofdf her employees: Claims Examiner
Darrell Conrad, who spent up to seven hours a tlhisalesk reading comic books, or Customer

Service Specialist Dan Eichenlaub, who was readiagazines at his desk.

Kennedy also admitted she was aware Vannest plaggds Hold’Em online on her personal
laptop computer and that Perdue accessed Inteatigigdsites and chatrooms via her personal
laptop computer. Perdue admitted that until saeedd typing orders for other ICO offices, she
averaged one to two hours per workday making jewetrsurfing the Internet. Kennedy and
two other employees admitted they visited the Idzadkmobile when it made its scheduled

stops (usually twice per month) in their parkingdad signed out books to read on state time.

A review of hearing volume and staffing data sugghlby the ICO reveals that the Bridgeport
Local Office has the lowest volume of hearingslbsiateen offices. During our interviews with

Columbus Region supervisors, they acknowledged tatiICO has automated many of the
processes involved with facilitating hearings. pi@pare for hearings prior to automation,

support staff members at the hearing site had $enalsle paper records for hearing officers.
Since the agency started electronically scannihgeabrds related to claims, support staff at
other hearing sites have the ability to organiz= bcessary records for hearing officers at the

home site.

® Bridgeport Service Office employees do not havenag provided Internet access. The employees #eiiriit
accessing the Internet via local, unknown wirekesgces.
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We met with senior management of the ICO, includixgcutive Director Christa Deegan, and
asked them how they are addressing workload issue agency. The managers reported that

they are taking the following steps:

Word Processing Specialists regionally are trabsugihearing officer orders for not
only their home offices, but for other offices asliw

. Support staff members are assembling records fmapedfor upcoming hearings for
other offices in their region — we were informedatthplanned technological
improvements will allow support staff to assemi#eards at any office for any of

the other 15 offices with a goal of more efficigritalancing workload.

. The ICO has not replaced ten support staff membérs left state service during

calendar year 2008.

. While budgeted for 520 employees, the ICO currehdly 487 full-time employees.
Management reported that they have increased timdewof hearing officers due to

workload, but reduced the number of support stafiners.

. The ICO senior management is in the process dingseach local office, analyzing

the workload and staffing, and determining if o#scshould be combined or closed.
While acknowledging the ICQO’s recent efforts to e the reduced workload of their support
staff at the Bridgeport Local Office, agency supmsrs should not have permitted employees to

make jewelry, read books, work on crossword puzdesurf the Internet on state time.

Accordingly, we do find reasonable cause to belibag a wrongful act occurred.




IV. CONCLUSION

This investigation did not find that the minimaltalag sales activity by Bridgeport ICO
employees rose to the level of wrongdoing. Howewee found that employees in the
Bridgeport Local Office were not being adequatelpesvised and that adjustments in workload
are needed. While we acknowledge the recent sffirthe ICO to address workload issues at
not only Bridgeport, but statewide as well, we fstdte employees engaging in such non-work
activities on state time to be inexcusable. Ifr¢his insufficient workload for the Bridgeport
staff, the ICO should consider closing the offiegucing the staffing level, or directing work to

Bridgeport from other offices.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of this investigation, thed®fbf Inspector General is making the following
recommendations and requesting that the ICO respoiius office within 60 days with a plan

on how these recommendations will be implemented:

1. The ICO should continue to analyze the workloatheir support staff at
each local office to determine if reductions inffatg are appropriate, or if
consolidation or closing of local offices would irope efficiency, without

adversely affecting customer service.

2. The ICO should continue to employ technologicaprovements which
permit support staff members at satellite locatiots perform
administrative tasks for other satellite officesdatheir Columbus

operations.



