IN THE EXECUTIVE ETHICS COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Inre: TORIA JONES ) OEIG Case #08-004%4

OEIG FINAL REPORT (REDACTED)

Below is a final summary report from an Executive Inspector General. The General
Assembly has directed the Executive Ethics Commission (Commission) to redact information
from this report that may reveal the identity of witnesses, complainants or informants and “any
other information it believes should not be made public.” 5 ILCS 430/20-52(b).

The Commission exercises this responsibility with great caution and with the goal of
balancing the sometimes-competing interests of increasing transparency and operating with
fairness to the accused. In order to balance these interests, the Commission may redact certain
information contained in this report. The redactions are made with the understanding that the
subject or subjects of the investigation have had no opportunity to rebut the report’s factual
allegations or legal conclusions before the Commission.

The Commission received a final report from the Governor’s Office of Executive
Inspector General (“OEIG™) and a response from the agency in this matter. The Commission,
pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52, redacted the final report and mailed copies of the redacted version
and responses to the Attorney General, the Governor’s Executive Inspector General and to Toria
Jones at her last known address.

The Commission reviewed all suggestions received and makes this document available
pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52.

FINAL REPORT

L. ALLEGATIONS

The Office of Executive Inspector General received a complaint alleging that former
[llinois Department of Human Services (DHS) employee Toria Jones (Ms. Jones) used another
individual’s Link card for unauthorized purposes. The complainant also alleged that Ms. Jones
improperly authorized DHS benefits to certain individuals not authorized to receive the benefits.

During the investigation, the OEIG also discovered evidence that Ms. Jones:

Improperly authorized benefits for multiple clients;
Engaged in conduct that constituted a conflict of interest;
Accepted gifts from a relative of her clients; and
Authorized benefits for a relative,



II. BACKGROUND
A. DHS Programs and DHS Caseworker Responsibilities

DHS has various programs designed to help individuals and families in financial need.
Two of the programs are the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). TANF and SNAP benefits are provided to
individuals and families via a Link card. DHS employs staff, including caseworkers, whose
duties and responsibilities include:

Reviewing client benefit applications for eligibility;

Interviewing clients to determine eligibility;

Processing public aid benefits and emergency funds for eligible clients;
Making entries into DHS computer systems; and

Preserving applications, case worksheets, and supporting verification documents in
client case files.

i) DHS’s TANF Program

DHS’s TANF program helps pregnant women and families with children by providing
them temporary cash assistance and other benefits. To be eligible for TANF cash assistance,
families must meet and follow program requirements. TANF funds can be used to pay for food,
shelter, utilities, child care, transportation, car repairs, and various other expenses.

i) DHS'’s SNAP Program

DHS’s SNAP program provides food benefits (food stamps) to low-income households
so they can buy the food they need for healthy diets. Eligibility for SNAP benefits, and the
amount of SNAP benefits a household can obtain, are determined based on household income
and expenses, as well as the number of persons who live and eat together.

iii)  DHS’s Link Cards

The Illinois Link card allows eligible public aid recipients to access cash and food stamp
benefits awarded through the TANF and SNAP programs. Link cards function similar to prepaid
debit cards. If a DHS client is eligible for TANF and SNAP benefits, the client can access both
sets of benefits with the same card.

B. DHS Caseworker Toria Jones
i) Toria Jones’s Hire Date and Employment History
In 2002, Toria Jones was hired as a DHS caseworker. In 2005, Ms. Jones was transferred
to the Will County Family Community Resource Center (Resource Center). On January 1, 2010,

Ms. Jones left DHS to work for the llinois Department of Healthcare and Family Services as a
Child Support Specialist Trainee in a call center answering questions about child support.



ii) DHS Caseworker Responsibilities

At the Resource Center, Ms. Jones initially worked for a TANF team as a caseworker.
Ms. Jones’s caseworker duties included reviewing eligibility of clients requesting cash
assistance. Ms. Jones was later transferred to a Resource Center SNAP team, where she
reviewed food stamp eligibility applications. As a caseworker for the TANF and SNAP teams,
Ms. Jones’s responsibilities included:

Reviewing client benefit applications for eligibility;

Interviewing clients to determine eligibility;

Processing food stamp benefits and emergency funds for eligible clients;
Making entries into DHS computer systems; and

Preserving applications, case worksheets, and supporting verification documents in
client case files.

iii) Toria Jones’s DHS Personnel File

A review of Ms. Jones’s DHS personnel file reflected a 2006 Employee Emergency
Information form that listed three emergency contacts. Two of the three emergency contacts
were [contact 1] and [contact 2].

(a) [Contact 1]

On her Employee Emergency Information form, Ms. Jones identified [contact 1]
([contact 1) as a “friend.”

OEIG investigators subsequently learned that [contact 1] worked with Ms. Jones, first at
. oo then at _ Ms. Jones and [contact 1] also used to
carpool to work together. Investigators also learned that {contact 1] had one granddaughter,
h, who received TANF benefits, and several children who received DHS benefits,

including:

* ,and

As set forth below, investigators later learned that Ms. Jones authorized DHS benefits for
[contact 1’s] granddaughter and the above three children.

(b) [Contact 2]

On her Employee Emergency Information form, Ms. Jones also identified [contact 2]
([contact 2]) as her “aunt.”



OEIG investigators subsequently learned that [contact 2°s] sister married one of Ms.
Jones’s uncles. Investigators later learned that Ms. Jones considered [contact 2] to be the closest
connection she had to family. OEIG investigators also learned that [contact 2] had a daughter,

. Ms. Jones authorized DHS benefits for [contact 2°s] danghter.

C. Toria Jones’s DHS Supervisors

— supervised Ms. Jones at the Resource Center.

D. DHS Policies and Procedures Relating to TANF and SNAP Benefits

DHS maintains numerous policies and procedures relating to the awarding of TANF and
SNAP benefits. All DHS employees must comply with the policies which are contained in
various locations including, DHS’s Employee Handbook (Handbook), DHS’s Administrative
Directives, DHS’s Workers® Action Guide (Guide), and DHS’s Human Capital Development
Cash, SNAP, and Medical Policy Manual (Manual).

These DHS policies and procedures include:

) Manual Section 24-04-04, which describes penalties for failing to comply with
TANF requirements. For Level 1 sanctions, cash benefits are reduced by 50%,
and “[i]f the requirement is not met within 3 months ... the entire cash benefit
stops for the 4th month.”

(2)  Manual Section 08-04-00, which requires caseworkers to verify all income, and
document the amount and source of income in the case record when determining a
client’s eligibility for SNAP benefits.

3) Guide Section 13-02-00, which requires that caseworkers determine the SNAP
unit’s’ financial eligibility and benefit amount by budgeting the SNAP unit’s
nonexempt income.

(4)  Manual Section 13-06-01, which requires caseworkers to subtract, from the SNAP
unit’s income, any deductions the SNAP unit is eligible to claim, including
dependent child care, based on the amount the unit claims to pay for child care.

(5) Manual Section 01-04-00, which requires caseworkers to “Keep an up-to-date
case record for each person who applies for or receives benefits.” In addition, the
case record must include the following items: “a record of all actions taken
concerning each application; the reason(s) for approval or denial of the
application; ... a record of all case reviews, actions, decisions, and
determinations; ... dates and times of each action or contact; and actual
verification documents.”

' The SNAP “unit” refers to a group of individuals who live in the same household, and buy and prepare food
together. These individuals are considered one family unit when determining eligibility for SNAP benefits.
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Guide Section 01-04-03, which requires caseworkers to “record any action taken
or information (including client contacts) received for each active case and each
action affecting the amount of payment or eligibility” in a case recording.

Manual Section 01-04-00, which requires caseworkers to include applications in
the case record.’

Manual Section 21-05-02. which allows caseworkers to authorize TANF
transportation payments, including auto repairs, if the client’s transportation needs
meet a list of criteria, but only if the caseworker receives explicit supervisory
approval for the authorization.

Manual Section 21-05-01, which allows caseworkers to authorize child care
payments for a client after the client becomes employed, if the client’s
circumstances warrant the additional payment, but only if the caseworker receives
explicit supervisory approval for the authorization.

Manual Section 02-07-04, which instructs caseworkers to “Verify information
that is questionable and that affects an applicant’s eligibility or benefit amount,”
and specifically to “verify any factor that affects who is included in the SNAP
unit, such as the number of people in the SNAP unit ....”

Manual Section 02-07-03-1, which requires caseworkers to “verify the identity of
the person filing the application.”

Handbook Section V. subsection titled “Performance of Duties.” which requires
DHS employees to follow DHS rules and regulations in the performance of their
duties.

Handbook Section V. subsection titled “Employee Personal Conduct,” and
Administrative Directive 01.02.03.040. which prohibit employees from
participating in or condoning fraud, dishonesty, or misrepresentation in the
performance of duties.

Handbook Section V., subsection titled “Employee Personal Conduct.” and
Administrative Directive 01.02.03.040, which prohibit employees from
socializing with “clients, client’s family members, or individuals closely
associated with the client or client’s family” when the relationship may constitute
an actual or apparent conflict of interest.

Handbook Section V. subsection titled “Employee Interaction with Clients.”
which prohibits employees from “accepting gifts ... from a client or the client’s

* Manual Section 02-04-00 also requires clients to submit an application to request benefits. Thus, caseworkers
should ensure there are applications for benefits that correspond to all of the benefits they authorize.
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relatives or friends for personal use ....” It defines a “gift” as “any ... tangible or
intangible item having monetary value ....”

(16) Handbook Section V, subsection titled “Employee Personal Conduct.” which
prohibits employees from authorizing assistance, benefits, or services to relatives,

or from redetermining eligibility for DHS services for relatives.
E. OFEIG Initial Investigation and Referral

In 2008, after receiving the initial complaint, OEIG investigators conducted a preliminary
investigation. After determining that the actions of Ms. Jones may have constituted criminal
conduct, the OEIG referred the matter to the Illinois State Police (ISP). While ISP was
investigating the matter, the OEIG took no action.

In November 2009, the OEIG was informed by the ISP that the matter was being referred
back. The ISP referral back to the OEIG included copies of ISP investigative reports. This Final

Report, therefore, will refer to interviews or investigative work conducted by both the ISP and
the OEIG.

I1I.  INVESTIGATION

A. OEIG Discovers Toria Jones Used Another Individual’s Link Card for
Unauthorized Purposes

During the investigation, investigators verified that Ms. Jones had used another
individual’s Link card for unauthorized purposes. In interviews with Ms. Jones, she confirmed
that she had used another person’s Link card, and in fact had used multiple persons’ Link cards.
According to Ms. Jones, she used other people’s Link cards in order to purchase food for her son.
Ms. Jones said she had used the Link cards with the “permission of [contact 1]” — whom, as
noted above, Ms. Jones had listed on her Employee Emergency Information form as a “friend.”
Ms. Jones also said, however, that [contact 1] was not a DHS client and did not have her own
Link card.

Investigators reviewed DHS records and client case files associated with Ms. Jones, as
well as DHS records associated with two of Ms. Jones’s emergency contacts: [contact 1] and
[contact 2]. Below is a summary of OEIG discoveries.

B. Toria Jones’s Multiple Unauthorized Client Authorizations
A review of numerous of Ms. Jones’s DHS client files reflected that she authorized or

awarded DHS TANF or SNAP benefits to individuals not entitled to benefits, in violation of
numerous DHS policies or procedures set forth above in section II. D3

* During the investigation, the OEIG learned of numerous other clients for which Ms. Jones authorized benefits that
appeared to be improper. The OEIG will not detail all of those transactions because the OEIG did not find DHS
policies relating to those transactions, and in some instances, witnesses came to opposing conclusions on their
propriety. Thus, there was insufficient evidence to conclude that Ms. Jones violated DHS policies for transactions
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i) Summary of Improper Authorizations

With one noted exception,’ the individuals to whom Ms. Jones improperly authorized
benefits were in one way or another associated or related to:

e Ms. Jones’s “friend” [contact 1],
s Ms. Jones’s “aunt” [contact 2], or
e Ms. Jones.

Below is a summary of individuals to whom Ms Jones awarded benefits, the date and type of
award, and amount of improper authorizations,” as well as the reason the authorizations were
improper, Le., the DHS policy Ms. Jones violated by authorizing the benefits. See above at
section II. D (1) through (16). Unless otherwise noted, the OEIG verified the relationships
between each client and Ms. Jones, [contact 1], or [contact 2], as indicated below, during
interviews with Ms. Jones.

for the following individuals: (Ms. Jones’s neighbor), ..
-] . and ([contact 1’s] boyfriend).

The OEIG was unable to substantiate any re]at:onship between and Ms. Jones, [contact 1], or
[contact 2]. Nevertheless, Ms. Jones viclated DHS policies by improperly authorizing benefits for
* The OEIG learned of multiple transactions for each client that may be improper. In this Final Report, the OEEG
only focused on transactions where it found sufficient evidence and a DHS policy to support a finding,
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Client

Relationship

[Contact 1's} son

[Contact 1°s] daughter

[Contact 1’s] granddaughter and
I i

[Contact 1’s] daughter; Ms. Jones’s
former - co-worker

[Contact 1°s] friend and former co-
worker®

[Contact 2’s] daughter and Ms.
Jones’s cousin

[Contact 1°s] great-grandchildren’s

father (ﬁ’s children)’

Unknown

Ms. Jones’s High School
classmate™®

Ms. Jones’s High School classmate

Ms. Jones’s High School classmate

Ms. Jones’s High School classmate

Authorization Type (By Date )*

$50 TANF transportation benefits (4/24/08)

$426 monthly SNAP allotment beginning

9/08” (8/21/08)

$760 TANTF transportation benefits (7/10/08)

$109 SNAP supplemental payment (5/27/08)

$378 SNAP allotment for 4/08

$333 monthly SNAP allotment beginning 4/08

(3/20/08)

$241 SNAP supplemental payment (9/22/08)

$136 SNAP supplemental payment (8/28/08)

$215 SNAP supplemental payment (8/17/08)

$720 TANF cash benefits (11/7/08)

$410 TANF transportation benefits

$638 TANF child care benefits (11/14/08)

$442 supplemental TANF child care benefits

(11/18/08)

$335 SNAP supplemental payment (12/2/08)

Policy Violated
(Sec1I. D (1)

through (16))
1,5,6,12,14,15

2,3,12, 14,15

12, 14, 15

5,6,12,14,15

3,4,5,6,12

5,6,12,16

5,6,12

5,6, 12

57,12

89,12

9,12

5,6,12

® Although Ms, Jones violated DHS policies when she authorized or processed each of the following transactions,
some of these clients may have been eligible to receive at least a portion of these benefits. The OEIG cannot make
that determination because the client case files lack verification to support the benefits.

" The OEIG learned that

ultimately did not receive these benefits, because DHS discovered and

addressed the matter before the funds were distributed. Nevertheless, Ms. Jones still improperly authorized the
transaction, in violation of multiple DHS policies and procedures.
informed ISP about her relationship with [contact 1] during her interview with them. || NNEGzGNR
however, denied knowing Ms. Jones.
? The OEIG learned about this relationship through DHS computer records and an interview with DHS Public

8

Service Administrator .
10 informed ISP about this relationship during her interview with them,
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M s Jones’s son’s uncle (Ms. $565 disaster SNAP benefits' 5,6,10,11,12,
Jones’s)s;?n’s father is |l (10/23/08) 13
[This section concerns a State employee who received less than three days’ suspension
and the Commission is exercising its authority pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52 to redact it.]
y

i) Interviews of DHS Staff Regarding the Above Authorizations

The OEIG interviewed DHS staff regarding Ms. Jones’s improper authorizations and in

particular sought to determine what DHS policies Ms. Jones may have violated. Specifically, the
OEIG asked Ms. Jones’s supervisor, _, and

] )™~ to audit the client case files for each client mentioned

in this Final Report.

I ;¢ B o icved cach client case file and related DHS computer
records, to determine what actions Ms. Jones took on the files and whether the actions were

inappropriate. When case recordings were missing, they reviewed when Ms. Jones used her
assigned DHS Operator ID Number to input a transaction in the DHS computer system. -
B cporied her audit findings to the OEIG in her interviews and memoranda. In
November and December 2010, explained her audit findings during interviews. In

summary, [ NSNS and

e For each of the aforementioned authorizations, the audit revealed that benefits were
improper because:

o In reference to | ENRNSNEN. NN -« IENENNNNE.

clients were ineligible for benefits for various reasons (for example, a client
made too much income, was sanctioned by DHS, or had already received
funds for the same purpose).

o Ms. Jones failed to follow DHS procedures when approving or authorizing the
benefis for | I
,and

o There was no documentation in the client case file to support the particular

approval or authorization of benefits to

1 told the OEIG about the relationship between [
and (brothers), which she had verified using records from various State entities.

2 The OEIG learned that ||| vitimately did not receive these benefits, because DHS discovered and
addressed the matter before the funds were distributed. Nevertheless, Ms. Jones still improperly approved the

benefits, in violation of multiple DHS policies and procedures.
° During this investigation, the OEIG contacted
(

stated:

} to request that DHS audit the client case files relevant to this investigation. In response,
to perform this audit on behalf of DHS.

9



s In violation of DHS policies, Ms. Jones repeatedly failed to document in case
recordings, actions she took for clients and why the actions were taken.

¢ In violation of DHS policies, Ms. Jones repeatedly failed to obtain and preserve
supporting documents from clients to verify client statements made during interviews
or on applications.

During [ s audit, she also reviewed statements made by both |||l and
Ms. Jones during their interviews, regarding the propriety of various transactions. For each of

the aforementioned transactions, | N confirmed | s statements that the
authorizations were improper, contrary to any explanations given by Ms. Jones.

iii) Interviews of Toria Jones Regarding the Above Authorizations

On May 28 and June 16, 2010, the OEIG interviewed Ms. Jones. During these
interviews, Ms. Jones indicated that she could not recall the specifics of each of the
aforementioned client transactions or why she took certain actions, but did state the following:

e That she did not document certain transactions or the reasons she took a particular
action in DHS records, including the client case recordings.

o That she believed clients were entitled to the benefits she authorized.

e That she did not know _ , , or -
I Ms. Jones did, however, confirm that is her son’s father.

e That she did not approve _ s application for disaster SNAP benefits.
Ms. Jones said that she passed the application to another caseworker when she
received it. Ms. Jones also said, however, that she noticed that |Gz 2
purportedly attesting to ||| | | QBN s identity and that she did not take any action
or inform her supervisors that she knew ||| QI v2s incarcerated at the time. "

During her June 16, 2010 interview, Ms. Jones provided the OEIG with printouts of case
recordings she said supported some of the actions she took for certain clients. After reviewing
these case recordings and comparing them to DHS policies, however, the OEIG found no
evidence that these case recordings addressed the aforementioned DHS policy violations or
adequately justified Ms. Jones’s improper actions.

" As noted above, several of these individuals had a relationship with [contact 1]: || N | | N was [contact 1°s]
friend and || S =5 the father of [contact 1°s] great-grandchildren. The OEIG was unable to verify that
Ms. Jones was untruthful when she informed OEIG investigators that she did not know these individuals. In an
event, the OEIG is not citing Ms. Jones for having engaged in a conflict of interest by processing benefits for ﬁ
. _ or & rather the QEIG is finding that regardless of whether
she knew these individuals or not, she made improper authorizations in violation of multiple DHS policies, Ms.
Jones’s relationships with [contact 1] and others suggest, as set forth above, however, that she more likely than not
knew who they were.

15 Despite these statements, the OEIG obtained an email, dated October 31, 2008, that Ms, Jones sent to one of her

supervisors, |l in which she attempted to move || s 2pplication forward and implicitly vouched
for the verification submitted by i, who she knew was in prison.
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IV. ANALYSIS

A. Toria Jones Misappropriated Food Stamp Benefits by Using Other Individuals’
Link Cards for Unauthorized Purposes

Illinois Administrative Code tit. 89, § 121.150 says, an “[i]ntentional violation of [SNAP]
... occurs when an individual intentionally: ... commits any act that constitutes a violation of the
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 ....” The Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 notes, “whoever
knowingly uses, transfers, acquires, alters, or possesses benefits in any manner contrary to this
chapter or the regulations issued pursuant to this chapter ...” shall be guilty of a misdemeanor if
the benefit has a value of less than $100, and a felony if the benefit values more than $100. 7
U.S.C. § 2024(b)(1). The federal regulations provide, “Program benefits may be used only by
the household, or other persons the household selects, to purchase eligible food for the household
.7 7T CFR. § 274.7(a). (Emphasis added). In addition, the “DHS Application for Food
Stamps” admonishes customers to “not use someone else’s food stamp benefits for your [Food
Stamp] unit.” Implicit in this admonishment is that food stamp recipients are only to use food
stamp benefits for members of their own food stamp units, not others.

Ms. Jones admitted that she used multiple Link cards given to her by [contact 1] for
unauthorized purposes, ie., to purchase food for her son. Consequently, Ms. Jones
misappropriated food stamp benefits for her personal use, in violation of the illinois
Administrative Code and federal regulations. Thus, the allegation that Ms. Jones used other
individuals’ Link cards for unauthorized purposes is FOUNDED.

B. Toria Jones Improperly Authorized TANF or SNAP Benefits

As detailed above, Ms. Jones improperly authorized or awarded DHS TANF or SNAP
benefits to numerous individuals, in violation of multiple DHS policies and procedures related to
processing benefits or maintaining case records. Ms. Jones violated various policies or
procedures set forth in the DHS Guide, Manual, Handbook, and Administrative Directives, when

> kl kl 2 B a'n'd

. Specifically, Ms. Jones violated:

s Manual Section 24-04-04 when she approved TANF transportation benefits for -
. to which he was not entitled or permitted, because he had been sanctioned by DHS
and was removed from the TANF program.

e Manual Section 08-04-00 and Guide Section 13-02-00 when she failed to budget

’s self-reported income while determining her (GGG s

financial eligibility and food stamp benefit amounts.
o Manual Section 13-06-01 and Guide Section 13-02-00 by improperly deducting excessive

child care expenses when determining financial eligibility and food stamp benefit
amounts for_

e Manual Section 01-04-00 and Guide Section 01-04-03 by failing to document her
authorization of food stamp or cash assistance benefits in case recordings for the
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o Manual Sectlon 01-04- 00 by authorlzmg cash benefits for w1th0ut

receiving a client benefit application and preserving it in the client case file.

¢ Manual Sections 21-05-02 and 21-05-01 by authorizing TANF benefits for
- without obtaining supervisory approval for the transactions.

e Manual Sections 02-07-04 and 02-07-03-1 when she failed to verify | ENNNNEENN s
identity and other questionable information before processing his application for disaster
benefits.

e Handbook Section V, subsection titled “Employee Personal Conduct,” and
Administrative Directive 01.02.03.040 by failing to report fraudulent misrepresentation
and condoning fraud when she implicitly vouched for a representation, purportedly made
by (her son’s father) while he was incarcerated, in support of

’s application for disaster benefits.

e Handbook Section V, subsection titled “Performance of Duties,” when she failed to

follow each of the aforementioned DHS policies while performing her duties.

Therefore, the allegation that Ms. Jones improperly authorized benefits is FOUNDED.

[This section concerns a State employee who received less than three days® suspension
and the Commission is exercising its authority pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52 to redact it.]

C. Toria Jones Engaged in Conduct that Constituted a Conflict of Interest

DHS Administrative Directive 01.02.03.040, and the Handbook Section V, subsection
titled “Employee Personal Conduct,” prohibit employees from socializing with “clients, client's
family members, or individuals closely associated with the client or client's family” when the
relationship may constitute an actual or apparent conflict of interest. As described above,
-, , and [ GG nd — were all family members of
Ms. Jones’s friend and former co-worker, [contact 1]. These individuals were also DHS clients,
for whom Ms. Jones authorized benefits. Therefore, the allegation that Ms. Jones violated DHS
policies by engaging in conduct that constituted a conflict of interest is FOUNDED.

D. Toria Jones Improperly Accepted Gifis from her Clients’ Relative

Handbook Section V, subsection titled “Employee Interaction with Clients,” prohibits
DHS employees from “accepting gifts ... from a client or the client’s relatives or friends for
personal use ....” The Handbook defines a “gift” as “any ... tangible or intangible item having
monetary value ....” Id. As detailed above, Ms. Jones accepted Link cards from [contact 1]
(who was related to several of her clients) and used the money on the Link cards to buy food for
her son. Thus, the allegation that Ms. Jones accepted gifts from her clients’ relative for her
personal use, in violation of DHS policy, is FOUNDED.
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V.

E.

Toria Jones Improperly Approved Benefits for a Relative

Handbook Section V, subsection titled “Employee Personal Conduct,” prohibits
employees from authorizing assistance, benefits, or services to relatives. As described above,
Ms. Jones approved benefits for || NN +1o is 2 relative. | NG
mother, [contact 2], was also one of Ms. Jones’s emergency contacts, and was identified as Ms.
Jones’s “aunt.” Thus, the allegation that Ms. Jones authorized benefits for a relative is
FOUNDED.

CONCLUSIONS

As aresult of its investigation, the OEIG issues these findings:

v ¥V Y ¥ VY ¥ Y Vv Y Y |V

v

FOUNDED - In violation of the Illinois Administrative Code and DHS policy, Toria
Jones used other individuals® Link cards for unauthorized purposes.

FOUNDED ~ Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for || GGz i»
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED — Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| | | . i»
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED - Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| | | | EINEG. in
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED — Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for || | jQ IIE. i~
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED - Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| | | | 3R EEEEN. in
violation of multiple DHS policies.
FOUNDED - Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| . i
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED — Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| | Q. in
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED - Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for ||| | IR, i
violation of multiple DHS policies.

FOUNDED — Toria Jones improperly authorized benefits for || G in

violation of multiple DHS policies.
FOUNDED —
[This finding concerns a State employee who received less

than three days’ suspension and the Commission is exercising its authority pursuant
to 5 ILCS 430/20-52 to redact it.]

FOUNDED - Toria Jones vicolated DHS policies by engaging in conduct that
constituted a conflict of interest.

FOUNDED - Toria Jones accepted gifts from her clients’ relative for her personal
use, in violation of DHS policy.

FOUNDED - In violation of DHS policy, Toria Jones authorized benefits for a
relative.
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Because Ms. Jones is now an employee of the Illinois Department of Healthcare and
Family Services, the OEIG will forward this Final Report to HFS to effectuate discipline. The
OEIG recommends that HFS terminate Ms. Jones.

[This section concerns a State employee who received less than three days’ suspension
and the Commission is exercising its authority pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52 to redact it.]

The OEIG also recommends that DHS review the files of every client cited in this Final
Report, reconcile any errors that may still influence benefit amounts or eligibility, and seek to
recover all overpayments which resulted from Ms. Jones’s inappropriate conduct.

No further action is required and this matter is closed.
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Pat Quinn, Governor ‘Hiincis Bepurtmont of Humon Servicos Michelie R.B. Saddler, Secretory

Office of the Secratary
401 Sauth Clinton Street ® Chicago, lilinois 60607
100 South Grand Avenue East & Springfield, lllinois 62762

September 28, 2011

Mr. Ricardo Meza

Executive Inspector General

Office of the Executive inspector General
For the Agencies of the IHlinois Gavernor

32 West Randolph Street, Suite 1900

Chicago, lilinois 60601

Re: OEIG Case No: 08-00494

Dear Inspector General Meza:
On September 7, 2011 the OEIG issued a final report in this matter and recommended the following:

*  DHS should counsel for failing to follow DHS policies on approving benefits and
adequately documenting authorization in case recordings.

e DHS should review the files of every client cited in the final report, reconcile any errors that
may still influence benefit amount or eligibility and seek to recover overpayments which
resulted from Jones’s inappropriate conduct.

The Department has reviewed the OEIG recommendations in this case and respectfully declines to implement
the QEIG recommendations concerning because given her job duties at the time she did not have the
requisite knowledge or skill to know that the benefits she approved were not authorized.

At the time of the incident, ~ orimary job involved Medical Assistance No Grant /SNAP caseload and did
not include any direct training or knowledge of the TANF program and policies. was functioning as a
Data Input Operator when she transmitted the 552 Authorization of benefit for sones.t i job duties did
not include determining the level of benefits nor was she in a position to review and evaluate this type of
information. Jones was responsible for determining the level of benefits and making all case recordings for

' A Data Input Operator {DIO) is responsible for transacting case dispositions entered by DHS casework staff as detailled on the Il 444-552
Authorization of Assistance Form. Casework staff determines what a customer is efigible for and they authorize the benefits via the Form 552. The
DIO merely enters the information from Farm 552 into the (llingis Public Aid Communications System (IPACS) computer system To generate benefits
as determined by casework staff-not the DIO. The DIO’s do not have the requisite training and knowledge of programs and aligibility criteria to
make a detarmination if the entries from the caseworker an the 552 are carrect and in compliance with policy since their duties fall more
into a clerical status position.
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this transaction in the case record. Therefore, given her job duties at the time there is no reason to conclude
that" knew or could have known at the time that the authorizations were improper.

As an alternative to counseling . the Will County FCRC has taken steps to ensure this type situation does
not occur in the future. The Wili County FCRC now requires the foliowing:

All casework staff authorizing TANF supportive service benefits will be required to have supervisory
authorization prior to the transaction being entered into the computer systems, or if transacted via
the Automated Case Management (ACM) system— a Supervisory Second Party Review will be
conducted prior to the authorization being transacted.

Additionally, it is now also a requirement that both the names of the casework staff and the Human

Services Casework Manager (HSCM) approving these henefits be documented in the case write-up on
Automated Case Management (ACM) screen 514,

As recommended by your office, the cases in question in this investigation have been reviewed and it has
been determined that the current level of benefits is correct. Due to time limitations, the overpayments for

these cases can no longer be processed. Agency policy is limited to a one-year time frame after the
occurrence of the overpayment if the error was due to agency action.

With the above actions taken, DHS considers this matter resolved and respectfully requests this case be
closed.

Sincerely,

Michelle R.B. Saddler
Secretary
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0 We are implementing one or more of the OEIGG recommendations, however, we plan
to depart from other OEIGG recommendations.
(Provide details regarding action planned / taken and any alternate plan(s).}

0 We do not wish to implement any of the OEIGG recommendations.
(Explain in detail why and provide details of any alternate plan(s).)
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Petitioner, : ; .
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'FINDING AND DECISION OF THE COI\MSS!ON

THE UNDERSIGNED, HAVING READ THE PROPOSAL - FOR DECISION OF THE
. ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE, HEREBY AFFIRM AND ADOPT SAID PROPOSAL -
' AND CERTIRY IT TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CENTRAL
MAMGEMENT SERVICES FOR ENFORCEMENT. _
FINDING: IT IS HEREBY DETERMINED THAT THE WRITTEN CHARGES FOR
DISCHARGE APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF
CENTRAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES HAVE BEEN PARTIALLY PROVEN, AND DO
WARRANT DISCHARGE FOR THE REASONS SET FORTH IN THE PROPOSAL FOR
DECISION DATED OCTOBER 4, 2012. . .
DECISION: THE UNDERSIGNED APPROVE THE PROPOSAL FOR DECISION TO
DISCHARGE RESPONDENT. ‘THIS IS A FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER SUBJECT
TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW LAW.

a—— - . ; ) ’ ey
Chris Kolker, Chairman Amta M Cumn;.rﬁgs Co mner _: '
— —-—-—-——-—-——- ,?_.__m.....— -
Ares (&. Dalianis, Commissioner Garrett P. FitzGerald, Commissioner
v - ENTERED THIS 19" DAY

Susan Moylan Krey, Commissioner ¢ OF OCTOBER 2012.




