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the Employee’s emails, the contracts between FSSA and the Firm and documents related to the 

Employee’s position at FSSA and her current position at the Firm. 

Director Boehmer corresponded with the Executive, who advised Director Boehmer that 

he was not directly involved in contracting with the Firm because another FSSA employee handled 

that contract; however, the Executive explained that he was not aware of the Employee 

participating in any contract negotiations or discussions regarding the contract with the Firm.  

Director Boehmer interviewed the Supervisor. The Supervisor confirmed that FSSA 

contracted with the Firm to handle electronic billing for FSSA and that the Employee went to work 

for the Firm immediately after leaving state employment. According to the Supervisor, while the 

Employee had regular contact with the Firm in her position at FSSA, the Employee was not 

involved in any of the contract negotiations with the Firm and had no decision-making authority 

with respect to the contract with the Firm. The Employee did not have input into the terms of the 

contract and did not participate in contract drafting. The Supervisor confirmed that another FSSA 

employee handled all aspects of contracting with the Firm. The Supervisor stated that it was 

possible the Employee was currently working on the same particular matters she was involved 

with while at FSSA. Finally, the Supervisor advised that, after leaving state employment, the 

Employee retained her state email address and regularly used that email address while employed 

with the Firm. 

Director Boehmer also interviewed the Employee and the Firm’s HR Officer. The 

Employee confirmed that she had been in regular contact with the Firm while at FSSA. The 

Employee denied any involvement in the contract negotiation with the Firm and denied having 

any decision-making authority over the negotiation or administration of the contract with the Firm. 

The Employee confirmed that her current role at the Firm does not involve working on the same 
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particular matters that she worked on while in her role at FSSA. Regarding the use of her state 

email address, the Employee explained that, per FSSA’s contract with the Firm, she had her state 

email address reactivated in order to be able to perform her official duties and to have access to 

FSSA’s systems and information. The Firm’s HR Officer confirmed the information the Employee 

related about her current position and her use of the state email address. 

Director Boehmer obtained and reviewed the contracts between FSSA and the Firm. 

Director Boehmer also reviewed documentation related to the Employee’s current position with 

the Firm, including her job description. Director Boehmer obtained the Employee’s email files 

from July 1, 2019, through January 2020, and determined that the Employee’s continued use of 

her state email address was in compliance with the Indiana Office of Technology’s (IOT) usage 

agreements and in accordance with the contract between the Firm and FSSA.  

Because the Employee did not participate in the negotiation of the contract between FSSA 

and the Firm, and she had no discretionary decision-making authority over the administration of 

the contract once it was in place, the Employee’s employment with the Firm after leaving state 

employment did not violate the cooling off provision of the Code’s post-employment rule. Further, 

because there was no evidence that the Employee worked on any particular matter in which she 

personally and substantially participated as a state employee, the Employee did not violate the 

particular matter restriction of the Code’s post-employment rule in her position with the Firm. 

Director Boehmer’s investigation found no evidence to support the allegation that the 

Employee violated the cooling off provision or the particular matter restriction of the Code’s post-

employment rule when she went to work for the Firm after leaving state employment. Further, 

Director Boehmer found no evidence that the Employee engaged in misuse of state property when 
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she reactivated her state email address after leaving state employment. As a result, the OIG is 

closing this case as unsubstantiated. 

Dated: April 8, 2020  

APPROVED BY: 

 
____________________________________  

      Lori Torres, Inspector General 
 


