
                   

 

   

 

 
THE OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL OF 
THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF  
COOK COUNTY 
 

KATARINA DURCOVA 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

 

February 5, 2025 
 
Re: Inspector General Quarterly Report (4rd Qtr. 2024)  
 
 
Dear Honorable Clerk Mariyana Spyropoulos, Executive Staff, and all the residents whom we 
serve: 
 
This report is written in accordance with the best practices prescribed by the Association of 
Inspectors General (AIG) Green Book, to apprise you of the activities of the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court (CCC) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) during the period beginning October 1, 2024, 
through December 31, 2024. 
 

OIG 2024 Complaints 
 

At the start of 2024 OIG had 41 pending case files (with 22 being part of a joint investigation with 
the Office of the Independent Inspector General). During 2024, the OIG closed 40 of the 41 
pending case files that predated 2024. One case involving a larger scale investigation partnered 
with Management Information Systems (MIS) and the Finance Bureau remains open. In 2024, the 
OIG received 52 new case files, totaling 93 active case files this year. The OIG closed 89 (96%) 
of the cases. Of the closed cases, 54 (60%) of the cases were closed through summary report. 27 
(50%) of the summary reports were closed with sustained findings. The remaining 35 (40%) closed 
cases were closed administratively. Four (4%) cases are pending at the start of 2025Q1. 

 
 

OIG Q4 Complaints 
 
The OIG had 21 open cases (case files and Management Inquiries (MIs)) pending at the beginning 
of Q4. There were 13 open MIs and eight (8) open case files. Of the eight (8) open case files 
pending at the beginning of Q4: one (1) from Q4 2022, three (3) from Q1 2024, and four (4) from 
Q3 2024. Seven (7) of the eight (8) pending case files were closed. All 13 of the pending MIs were 
closed. 
 
During Q4, the OIG received a total of 126 complaints through the OIG telephone hotline, mail, 
web, email, fax, direct report, and the QR Code Customer Service Survey. Of the 126 complaints, 
nine complaints came from employee complainants and 117 came from non-employee 
complainants. Out of the 126 complaints, 121 were classified as MIs, and five (5) opened as case 
files investigated by the OIG. 
 
Of the 146 cases active during Q4: 121 MIs were closed, nine (9) case files were closed (4 were 
administratively closed, 5 were closed via summary report), leaving 16 total cases (4 case files, 12 MIs) 
pending at the end of the quarter. 
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OIG Summary Reports 
 

During 2024Q4, the OIG closed nine (9) total case files with five (5) closed as summary reports. 
The following is a general description of the cases closed via summary report, the OIG’s findings, 
and the basis for the findings.  
 
24-01-051: The OIG investigated an allegation that a clerk made inappropriate comments to a judge.    
Following the incident, the clerk was reassigned to another courtroom. The allegation that the clerk 
violated the Code of Ethics was non-sustained due to the lack of corroboration regarding the nature of 
the clerk’s allegedly inappropriate comments. 
 
Approximately three weeks later, the clerk filed a harassment complaint with the OIG against the 
Shakman-exempt manager who had met with the clerk regarding the allegation of inappropriate 
comments.  The clerk alleged that during the initial meeting with the exempt manager and their direct 
manager, the exempt manager asked personal questions about their dating preferences. The exempt 
manager and  direct manager both denied the allegations. The clerk further alleged that when they 
returned from leave, the exempt manager removed them from their newly assigned courtroom. The OIG 
found the reassignment was done by the clerk’s direct manager. The direct manager reported they had 
temporarily reassigned the clerk for training. Additionally, the direct manager explained they had 
spoken with the court clerk prior to the temporary reassignment and that the clerk had agreed to the 
temporary reassignment. The OIG non-sustained the clerk’s allegation that the exempt manager violated 
the Anti-Harassment and Discrimination Policy because the allegations were refuted by the available 
evidence. 
 
 
24-01-056: The OIG investigated allegations that two clerks intentionally sprayed fragrances at another 
clerk (“complainant”) as they walked past. The complainant believed their colleagues were trying to 
harm them by using sprays that aggravated their health issues. The complainant cited past conflicts with 
coworkers, including inappropriate physical contact, harassment, and derogatory comments they 
overheard, which contributed to their feelings of mistrust. While management acknowledged their 
complaints and attempted to accommodate their requests, they noted that the complainant frequently 
disregarded established protocols. Both accused clerks denied malicious intent, asserting they were 
cleaning their workspaces and accused the complainant of threatening them in response to the incident. 
The OIG reviewed surveillance footage, which showed one of the two accused clerks sprayed toward 
the complainant upon their return to the office. Based on the evidence, the OIG concluded that the clerk's 
spraying at the complainant was more likely than not intentional. Further, the OIG sustained the 
allegation that the complainant made threatening remarks during the incident. Recommendations 
included establishing a fragrance-free policy, improving communication regarding health concerns, and 
addressing the complainant's professional conduct through coaching, with potential disciplinary action 
for noncompliance. 
24-08-405: The OIG investigated an allegation that a clerk (1) improperly looked up the personal 
information of a member of the public in the clerk’s database; (2) harassed the member of the 
public by repeatedly calling their phone from multiple phone numbers; and (3) stalked them at 
their house. 
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Allegation (1), that the office clerk improperly looked up personal information in the clerk’s 
database and shared it with others, was deemed inconclusive. The OIG interviewed the 
complainant and a witness. The witness indicated that they were aware that the clerk had contacted 
the complainant and informed them that they had learned their personal information through their 
job. The OIG attempted to interview the clerk, but the clerk was on leave for an extended period 
of time. The OIG discovered the clerk’s Odyssey Enterprise case search history was blank.  The 
search history, use history, and password were erased as a security measure when the clerk’s 
account was disabled on the day the complaint was made. The search history was not preserved 
before the account was disabled. Due to the lack of supporting evidence, the OIG was unable to 
corroborate the complainant’s claim. The allegation was thus deemed inconclusive. The OIG 
strongly recommends implementation of measures to preserve relevant evidence prior to the 
disabling of any employee’s Odyssey Enterprise account in the future.  

Allegation (2), that the clerk repeatedly called the complainant’s phone from multiple phone 
numbers, was deemed inconclusive. The complainant and a witness confirmed that the clerk would 
contact them through multiple phone numbers using a third party, however, neither individual 
could provide evidence of the calls, such as screenshots of the call logs, or any of the third-party 
phone numbers. The OIG was therefore unable to confirm the existence of the alleged calls or that 
the clerk had made any of the calls.  

Allegation (3), that the clerk stalked the complainant at their house, was likewise deemed 
inconclusive. Although the complainant initially indicated that the clerk stalked them at their 
house, during their interview with the OIG the complainant clarified that the clerk had not been to 
their house, but that the clerk knew where the complainant lived. The OIG determined there was 
insufficient evidence to prove that the clerk committed the alleged misconduct.  

 
24-09-455: The OIG investigated a complaint that a clerk and an employee from another Cook County 
agency made disparaging remarks about the complainant, who was attending a Zoom court call. The 
complainant remained on the Zoom court call during recess and heard two voices. The complainant 
provided a physical description of the two individuals, believed to be the clerk and an employee from 
another Cook County agency. The complainant stated each person made negative comments about 
them. The complainant stated when the two people realized the complainant was still on the Zoom call 
they rushed to remove the complainant from the call.  
 
The OIG interviewed the clerk and the Cook County (“CC”) employee. Both denied hearing or making 
the comments. The OIG found the clerk’s and the CC employee’s accounts self-serving and less credible 
than the complainant’s. The OIG found the complainant lacked any motivation to fabricate the incident 
and found their recounting of the conversation between the clerk and the CC employee credible. 
However, the OIG was not able to determine what specific statements were made by the clerk. 
Therefore, the allegations that the clerk violated the Code of Ethics or was negligent in the performance 
of their duties were found to be inconclusive. 
 
The OIG expresses serious concern that a customer should be subjected to ridicule or disparaging 
comments by employees of the Clerk’s Office.  Such behavior brings discredit upon the Clerk’s Office 
and impedes its efforts to serve the people of Cook County. The OIG recommends that all Clerk’s Office 
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staff are reminded of the expectation that they exhibit professionalism in the workplace and treat all 
customers with dignity and respect. 
 
24-09-465: The OIG investigated allegations that a Shakman-exempt manager: (1) yelled at a clerk in 
front of the entire office; (2)  told the timekeeper to watch out for them because they were trying to 
“steal hours;” (3) made inappropriate statements to them in front of other employees; (4) continuously 
repeated that they were the boss and could clock in wherever they wanted; and (5) addressed and 
acknowledged everyone but the court clerk. The OIG interviewed the exempt manager, the complainant 
clerk, and multiple witnesses. None of the witnesses corroborated the clerk’s allegations. All allegations 
were non-sustained. 
 
The OIG found no corroboration for Allegations (1), (2), and (3). In fact, all witnesses denied the 
allegation that the exempt manager yelled at the clerk. No interviewees, including the timekeeper, heard 
the exempt manager tell them to watch out for the clerk because they were trying to “steal hours,” and 
the exempt manager denied making that statement. Lastly, all interviewees denied that the exempt 
manager made inappropriate comments in front of the entire office. Although the complainant stated 
they had supporting evidence for this claim, they failed to provide it to the OIG upon request. 
 
Additionally, the OIG found no violation of policy for Allegations (4) and (5). The exempt manager 
admitted to stating that they were the “boss” and they could use any time clock to clock in. The 
supervisor indicated they use different clocks to prevent overcrowding. The OIG found the exempt 
manager’s statements were not incorrect. Lastly, witnesses indicated that the courtroom was busy during 
the alleged incident and that the exempt manager may not have spoken to the clerk in the courtroom 
because they had spoken to the clerk earlier. 
 
Although the OIG did not sustain any of the allegations made by the clerk against the exempt manager, 
the OIG recognized that some of the exempt manager’s statements about being the “boss,” while 
technically true, may have been perceived as intimidating. The OIG recommended the exempt manager 
undergo managerial training to improve their interpersonal skills and how to best give directives.  
  

OIG Projects 
 

In Q4, the OIG continued digitizing all historical case files. The OIG plans to have all historical 
case files digitized by the end of 2025Q1.  

OIG Team 
 
At the beginning of Q4 the OIG was composed of an Inspector General, four inspector general 
investigators, and an executive assistant. Four members of the OIG team are certified by the Association 
of Inspectors General (AIG) as Certified Inspector General Investigators and Inspector General 
Inspectors/Evaluators. The four investigators are members of the AIG IL and National Chapter. During 
November, three investigators and the Inspector General attended the AIG’s Annual Training 
Conference. During Q4, one investigator was placed on a special assignment. At the end of October, 
the executive assistant resigned and at the beginning of December, the Inspector General also resigned. 
The Inspector General position was filled in 2025Q1. The Deputy Inspector General and executive 
assistant positions will be filled as suitable candidates are identified. 
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Thank you for your time and attention, feel free to reach out with any concerns or questions.  
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Katarina Durcova 
Inspector General 

 
CC: Michael Ciaccio, Chief of Staff 
 James Chandler, General Counsel 
 Chad Gearing, Deputy Chief Human Resources Officer 

Craig Wimberly, Senior Policy Advisor 


