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1. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts through the Attorney Gene_ggl an,‘&’the :

3

a.,

Inspector General (the “Commonwealth”) brings thls action pursuant to G. L/ c. 12 C§’ 5, agamst

John Wosny (the “Defendant”) for money he received for overtime shifts he falsely reported

working as a Massachusetts State Police trooper.

I.  JURISDICTION AND VENUE

2. The Commonwealth is authorized to bring this action pursuant to G.L. c. 12, §§ 5

and 10.

3. This Court has jurisdiction over the person and subject matter of this action

pursuant to G.L. c. 223A, § 3.

4. Venue in Suffolk County is proper pursuant to G.L. c. 223, § 5.
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f III. THE PARTIES

5. The Plaintiff, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, is represented by the Attorney

General acting in conjﬁnction with the Ihspector General pursuant to G.L. c. 12A, § 11.
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6. The Massachusetts State P%)lice (“MSP”) is an agency within the Executive Office
|
of Public Safety and Security. '
7. The Defendant isa residenlt of Millis, Massachusetts.
IV. FACTS
8. At all times relevant to this Complaint, the Defendant was an employee of the
Massachusetts State Police and was assigned to Troop E as a trooper. Troop E patrolled and
protected the Massachusetts Turnpike and vehicular tunnels in Boston.
9. The MSP assigned certain Troop E troopers to overtime shifts for proactive patrols
and traffic enforcement to reduce accidents and injuries.
| 10. In 2015, 2016 and 2017, the MSP assigned the Defendant to overtime Radar and
Aggressive Driver patrols.
| 11.  Radar patrols increased troopers’ physical presence on the road by creating extra
four- or six-hour overtime shifts. Troopers on Radar patrols conducted zer(;—tolerance and high-
visibility traffic enforcement. |
12.  Aggressive Driver patrols were focused on reducing aggressive driving behaviors
by targeting vehicles traveling at extreme speeds and vehicles with multiple moving violations,
such as distracted driving or “move over” law violations.
13. A critical function of Radar and Aggressive Driver patrols was high-visibility

enforcement and proactive patrols through troopers’ presence on the Massachusetts Turnpike and

in Boston vehicular tunnels.
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14. In 2017, the MSP conducted an administrative audit of the 2016 overtime Accident

Injury Reduction Effort patrols of troope:rs assigned to- Troop E of the MSP.
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15.  The MSP determined by ccl)mparing payroll records with traffic citations and usage
logs from the Criminal Justice Information Services (“CJIS”) system, as well as other

! |
administrative records, that multiple troopers had failed to work overtime shifts to which they were

assigned and for which they had submitteld timecards to payroll.

16.  The MSP expanded the audit to include additional years and types of Troop E
overtime shifts, including, without limita‘éion, Radar and Aggressive Driver patrols.

17.  Through its audit, the MSP determinéd that multiple Troop E members had not
“been present for all or part of their assigned overtime shifts.

18.  In 2015, the Defendant suBmitteci timecards for pay for 53.75 hours he did not work
. over the course of 18 assigned overtime Radar and Aggressive Dri‘ver patrols. The MSP paid the
Defézndant for the unworked time.

| 19.  In 2016, the Defendant suiamitted timecards for pay for 139 hours he did not work

over the course of 41 assigned overtime Radar and Aggressive Driver patrols. The MSP paid the
Def;andanf for the unworked time.

20.  In 2017, the Defendant submitted timecards for pay for 4 hours he did not work
over the course of 1 assigned overtime Radar patrol. The MSP paid the Defendant for the unworked
time.

21.  Intotal from 2015 to 2017, the Defendant submitted timecards for pay for 196.75
overtime work hours that he did not perform.

Count One

| 22.  The Commonwealth re-alleges the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1-21 and

incorporates them herein by reference. °



23.  The Defendant sought and :received payment from the Commonwealth for overtime
shifts to which he was assigned but did nét work in full or in part. _

24.  The Defendant owes the Commonwealth compensation he received for unworked

time on account of money had and received.

PRAYERS FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Commonwealth requests that this Count:

a. Order the Defendant to pay the Commonwealth the money he received for overtime
shifts he did not work that remains recoverable within the statute 'of limitations,
plus costs and interest; and

b. Award the Commonwealth such other relief as the Court deems appropriate.

The Commonwealth requests a jury trial on all claims so triable.

Dated: January 5, 2023 Respectfully submitted,
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,

By its attorneys,

MAURA HEALEY,
Attorney General

/s/ Amy Crafis
Amy Crafts, BBO #667844
Christina Chan, BBO #677703
Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
: One Ashburton Place
‘ Boston, MA 02108
(617) 727-2200




JEFFREY S. SHAPIRO,
Inspector General

/s/ Susanne M. O’Neil

Susanne M. O’Neil, BBO #567769
Special Assistant Attorney General
General Counsel

Office of the Inspector General
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Willidm J. Durkin, BBO #678403
Director, Civil Recovery Unit
Office of the Inspector General
One Ashburton Place, Room 1311
Boston, MA 02108

(617) 722-8804
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

. T'hereby certify that the foregoing was e-filed and sent via e-mail to the Defendant
and Assistant Attorney General Amy Crafts.

Dated: January 5, 2023 M }%——-

Willikm J. Durkin

Director and Senior Counsel
Civil Recovery Unit

Office of the Inspector General




