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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In September of 2015, the Office of Inspector General (OIG) received a referral from the City of 
Jacksonville (COJ) Employee and Labor Relations, Employee Services Department, regarding 
possible procurement policy violations by Darrell Griffin (Griffin), a COJ employee,1 who had 
held the position of Affordable Housing Coordinator (an appointed position), Housing and 
Community Development Division (Housing), Neighborhoods Department.2  In September of 
2015, the COJ’s Council Auditor’s Office released the State Housing Initiatives Partnership 
(SHIP) Audit #769 (SHIP Audit), which identified conflicts of interest in four Rental 
Rehabilitation Program Grant Agreements (contracts); specifically, company officers of the 
Developers were also owners of the construction companies chosen to perform rehabilitation 
work.  Griffin managed these Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts.  
 
Based upon records reviewed and statements obtained, including Griffin’s, during this 
investigation, the OIG substantiated the allegation that Griffin allowed Developers (Grantees) to 
hire construction companies owned by their own officers on four Rental Rehabilitation Program 
projects, in violation of the Conflict of Interest provision contained in each Rental Rehabilitation 
Program contract.   
 
The SHIP Audit also noted the four contracts contained a Procurement provision, which 
stipulated, in part, “Any purchase over $30,000 to $50,000 requires four written quotes.”  The 
investigation also substantiated the allegation that Griffin failed to ensure the Grantees adhered 
to the Procurement provision within each Rental Rehabilitation Program contract.   
 
During the course of the records review related to the above allegations, the investigation 
disclosed Griffin used COJ resources (e-mail, scanners, and computer) for personal use in 
violation of the COJ Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy (effective July 1, 
2010 and effective October 14, 2015).   
 
The OIG provided Griffin an opportunity to comment on the draft Report of Investigation, and 
based upon Griffin’s written response received in December of 2018, the OIG conducted an 
additional review.  This included a review of additional Housing contracts for other Housing 
Rehabilitation Programs in effect prior to the end of June of 2011, including the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program (NSP) and Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO).  The 
OIG determined that there were several violations of the Conflict of Interest provisions in 
contracts administered under these programs.  These conflicts of interest appear to have ceased 
after June of 2011.   
 
In November of 2018, based on OIG’s recommended corrective actions, the Office of Mayor 
Curry strengthened internal controls related to the contract compliance and monitoring within 
                                                           
1  Griffin retired from the COJ early June of 2019. 
2  Griffin held this position from August of 2007 to September of 2015.  Shortly after the SHIP Audit was released, Griffin was 

reverted to a Recreation Planning and Grants Coordinator (a civil service position), Parks, Recreation and Community Services 
Department. 
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Housing and Community Development.  In addition, the Administration created a policy and 
attestation form for Housing and Community Development Division (program-wide) to ensure 
COJ employees formally document and certify that no conflict of interest exists between any 
COJ employee and any grantee, contractors/known subcontractors, and/or individuals applying 
for or receiving funds from the COJ.   
 
Housing Program Managers employed between 2009 and 2012, to include Griffin, who oversaw 
Housing Rental Rehabilitation Programs addressed in this investigation, are no longer employed 
with the COJ.   
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INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 

 
ALLEGATIONS 
 
Darrell Griffin, while in the position of Affordable Housing Coordinator, Housing and 
Community Development Division (Housing), Neighborhoods, (1) allowed Developers 
(Grantees) to hire construction companies owned by their officers on four Rental 
Rehabilitation Program contracts, and (2) failed to ensure the Grantees adhered to the 
Procurement provision within each Rental Rehabilitation Program contract.  The source of 
these allegations was the COJ’s Council Auditor’s Office SHIP Audit # 769 (SHIP Audit), 
specifically findings 3-2 and 3-3.   
 
GOVERNING DIRECTIVES  
 
State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) Directives  
 

• Florida Statutes, Part VII, § 420.907-420.9079, State Housing Initiatives Partnership Act  
 

• SHIP Program Manual (revised March 2008) 
 

City of Jacksonville (COJ) Ordinance Code 
 

• Chapter 555 – Jacksonville Affordable Housing Program 
 

• City of Jacksonville/Duval County Local Housing Assistance Plan for fiscal years 2009-
2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012, enacted by Ordinance 2009-277-E, April, 28, 2009 

 
• §126.110 - Public official bid and contract disclosure and prohibition 

 
COJ Policies and Procedures  
 

• COJ Procurement Manual (effective November 2007 and effective August 2013) 
 
COJ Housing and Neighborhoods Department Policies, Procedures, Guidelines 
 

• Rental and Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation  
(updated July 2008) 
 

• Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation Only (updated July 2008) 
 

• Rental Rehabilitation Program Application (July 2008) 
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COJ/Program Grant Agreements (Contracts) 
 

• Rental Rehabilitation Program Grant Agreement Between The City of Jacksonville and 
Wealth Watchers, Inc., effective October 29, 2010 (Project Address: 228 Spring Street, 
Jacksonville, FL) [Spring Street]; 
 

• Rental Rehabilitation Program Grant Agreement Between The City of Jacksonville and 
Wealth Watchers, Inc., effective October 29, 2010 (Project Address: 1773 West 4th Street, 
Jacksonville, FL) [West 4th Street]; 

 
• Rental Rehabilitation Program Grant Agreement Between The City of Jacksonville and 

Wealth Watchers, Inc., effective October 29, 2010 (Project Address: 6851 Tinkerbell 
Lane, Jacksonville, FL) [Tinkerbell Lane]; and  
 

• State Housing Initiative Partnership Program Grant Agreement Between The City of 
Jacksonville and Helpful Citizens Incorporated, effective January 7, 2011 (Project 
Address: 1913 West 11th Street, Jacksonville, FL) [West 11th Street] 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
Referral Labor Relations Office, Employee Services Department 
 
In September of 2015, as a result of the Council Auditor’s Office SHIP Audit, the COJ Labor 
Relations Office, Employee Services Department, requested the OIG review possible misconduct 
on the part of Griffin. 
 
SHIP Program  
 
The SHIP Program was established by Florida Statutes, Part VII, §420.907 - 420.9079, State 
Housing Initiatives Partnership Act.  The SHIP Program is administered by the Florida Housing 
Finance Corporation and provides funding to local governments as an incentive to produce and 
pursue affordable homeownership and multifamily housing to individuals with low to moderate 
income.  SHIP funds are derived from mortgage documentary stamps (taxes) collected when 
individuals purchase a home.  SHIP funds are collected and distributed to local governments 
throughout Florida.  The amount of SHIP funds distributed to each county is determined by a 
formula based upon a county’s population.  
 
In accordance with §420.9072, Florida Statutes, the COJ established Ordinance Code Chapter 
555, Jacksonville Affordable Housing Program.  Chapter 555 authorizes the Jacksonville 
Housing Assistance Plan (Plan), and governs the administration of SHIP funds received by the 
COJ.  Additionally, Chapter 555 designates the Jacksonville Housing and Community 
Development Commission the authority and responsibility to implement and administer the Plan.  
The Plan identifies the COJ’s strategies for the efficient use of SHIP funds and implements 
COJ’s affordable housing programs.  The COJ’s Housing and Community Development 
Division administers the COJ’s affordable housing programs.   
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COJ Rental Rehabilitation Program 
 
The COJ’s Rental Rehabilitation Program is one of the affordable housing programs established 
by the Plan and administered by the COJ’s Housing and Community Development Division.  Per 
the 2008 Rental and Rehabilitation Program guidelines, the program was described as a “joint 
effort between the City of Jacksonville and local lenders to provide financing to developers with 
the primary purpose to increase and/or maintain the supply of affordable rental housing units for 
low and moderate-income families.”  Applicants could be for profit and/or not-for-profit 
Developers who own the rental housing property.  Applicants could also be individuals who own 
rental housing property. 
 
COJ Council Auditor’s Office - SHIP Audit and supporting documentation 
 
In October of 2012, the Council Auditor’s Office initiated an audit of SHIP funded programs 
administered by the Housing and Community Development Division.  The SHIP Audit scope 
covered the period October 1, 2009 to September 30, 2012.  The final SHIP Audit report was 
released on September 23, 2015.   
 
During the audit, thirteen Rental Rehabilitation Program projects were identified as being within 
the scope of the audit period.  Of those, the Council Auditor’s Office reviewed project files for 
nine Rental Rehabilitation Program projects.  Of note, SHIP Audit Findings 3-2 and 3-3 are 
highlighted (verbatim, in part) below:   
 
Finding 3 – 2 *Conflict of Interest for Rental Rehabilitation Work*  
 

We discovered that in four out of nine Rental Rehabilitation project files 
reviewed, the owners of two different construction companies that were 
chosen to do the rehabilitation work were also officers of two of the 
NFP’s3 that had been awarded the funds for the projects…This appears to 
be a significant conflict of interest. It also appears that the Program 
Manager for the Rental Rehabilitation programs had knowledge of this 
conflict of interest and did nothing to stop this from occurring, as all of 
the records we reviewed were from the files maintained by the Program 
Manager. 

 
Additionally, Finding 3-2 supporting documentation (verbatim, in part) also disclosed the 
following:  
 

For all three Wealth Watchers projects the winning construction company 
was Dvorak Construction. Dvorak is owned by Ed Gaston.  Ed Gaston4 
submitted a bid to Carrie Davis, President of Wealth Watchers.  Wealth 
Watchers received one other bid from Shadow Stones Construction which 
was addressed to Ed Gaston.  For the Not-for-Profit Helpful Citizens, the 

                                                           
3 NFP is the acronym for Not-For-Profit entities. 
4 Gaston was also Vice President of Community Development for Wealth Watchers. 
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winning construction company was B.A. Wilson Construction, of which 
B.A. Wilson is an officer.  B.A. Wilson is also the President of Helpful 
Citizens. 
 

Finding 3 – 3 *Improper Number of Quotes for Rental Rehabilitation Projects*  
 

…the NFPs did not appear to follow the agreement with the City in regard 
to the number of written quotes to be received on the projects … Based on 
the Rental Rehabilitation Program Grant Agreement, eight of the projects 
should have received four written quotes and one should have received 
three written quotes.  

 
INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS  
 
OIG RECORDS REVIEW  
 
The OIG reviewed various records including applicable Florida Statutes; COJ Ordinance Code; 
Florida State and COJ Housing policies and procedures; the SHIP Audit and related audit 
documentation and various COJ records to include contracts and procurement manuals.  The 
records review found the following (in part):  
 
§126.110, Ordinance Code, Public official bid and contract disclosure and prohibition 
 

(a) A public official who knows that he or she has a financial interest in a 
bid or contract shall make disclosure in writing to the Division or using 
agency, whichever is receiving or has received the bid or contract…  

 
COJ Procurement Manuals 
 
The 2007 Procurement Manual specified under Section IV - Informal Purchases, A. Solicitation 
For Quotations, the standard procedure for an informal purchase with estimated costs ranging 
from $30,001 to $50,000 required a minimum of four written solicited quotes.   
 
The 2013 Procurement Manual specified under Section IV - Informal Purchases, A. Solicitation 
For Quotes, the standard procedure for an informal purchase with estimated costs ranging from 
$30,001 to $65,000 required a minimum of four written solicited quotes.   
 
Rental Rehabilitation Program Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines 
 
The four Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell 
Lane, and West 11th Street) questioned in the SHIP Audit were executed in 2010 and 2011.5  The 
OIG reviewed the applicable 2008 guidelines, procedures, and application requirements relating 
to the selection of a Contractor by the Developer (Applicant).    
  

                                                           
5  The 2007 COJ Procurement Manual was in effect during the timeframe the four contracts were executed.  
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According to the Rental and Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation 
(updated July 2008), and the Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation Only 
(updated July 2008), under Contractor Requirements, “The City maintains a list of licensed 
general and residential contractors from which the applicant may select a contractor.  However, 
the applicant may select a contractor of his or her choice.” [emphasis added]   
 
Per the Rental Rehabilitation Program Application (July 2008), under Checklist, the applicant 
should provide a “Completed application with an itemized and accepted bid from a Licensed 
General Contractor.” [emphasis added]   
 
As specified in the applicable 2008 program guidelines and application, a written proposal was to 
be obtained from “a” licensed general contractor.  A comparison of the 2008 program guidelines 
and the 2008 application between the 2007 Procurement Manual (in effect during 2008), revealed 
the solicitation requirements per the 2008 program guidelines and application were not in 
agreement with the solicitation requirements of the 2007 Procurement Manual.  According to the 
2007 Procurement Manual, projects with estimated costs between $30,001- $50,000 required a 
minimum of four written solicited quotes.   
 
Additional COJ Housing Records Reviewed 
  
The OIG reviewed various historical Housing program guidelines, procedures, fliers, and 
PowerPoint presentations relating to the selection of a contractor.6 These records included, in 
part, the Small Investor Rental Rehabilitation Program (SIRRP) (undated flier); Jacksonville 
Housing Commission HOME Purchase and Rehabilitation Program (undated flier); Jacksonville 
Housing Commission HOME Purchase and Rehabilitation (HOME-PAR) Program Guidelines 
(Draft Guidelines dated March 2006); Housing Rehabilitation Program Guidelines (July 2008, 
June 2010, and April 2013); Limited Repair Program Procedures (revised December 2003); the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) Policies and Procedures Manual (NSP Manual) 
(dated June 29, 2011); NSP Construction Single Family Homes Rehabilitation Subcontractor 
Review Session PowerPoint (undated); NSP Bidding Process & Construction Management Single 
Family Homes Rehabilitation General Contractor Review Session PowerPoint (undated); and 
NSP Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) material previously on the City’s Housing website.  
 
Based on a review of the above-referenced Housing records, the OIG concluded the only 
materials which referenced that Developers could self-perform as a contractor were found within 
the NSP PowerPoint materials and the NSP FAQs.  The NSP, a federally-funded program, 
provides financing to Developers for the purchase and rehabilitation of foreclosed homes.  
Housing discontinued allowing Developers to self-perform as contractors within NSP with the 
issuance of the NSP Manual, dated June 29, 2011.  Specifically, per the NSP Manual, Step VI: 
Bidding/Pre-Construction, Section B. GC and Sub Eligibility, “A GC7 who is affiliated, or 
controlled by Developer will not be eligible to bid on any projects owned by that same 
Developer.” 
 
                                                           
6  Griffin provided these documents to the OIG during the investigation in an effort to demonstrate a practice of self-performing 

within Housing.  
7 GC is the acronym for General Contractor. 
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Based on a review of the above-referenced NSP Housing materials (NSP Manual, NSP 
PowerPoints, and the NSP FAQs), the OIG determined these guidelines and materials, were 
unrelated to the COJ Rental Rehabilitation Program and the four contracts outlined in the SHIP 
Audit.  Further, Rental Rehabilitation Program guidelines, procedures, and fliers do not specify 
that a Developer could self-perform as a Contractor.   
 
COJ/Program Grant Agreements (Contracts) 
 
The OIG reviewed contract provisions for the four contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, 
Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street), identified in the SHIP Audit.  These four contracts were 
entered into during 2010 and 2011.  Specifically, the OIG reviewed provisions 12.15, Conflict of 
Interest, and 12.19, Procurement, and found the language was identical in each contract, as 
provided (verbatim) below:  
 
12.15 Conflict of Interest 

 
The parties hereto shall follow the provisions of Section 126.1128, 
Jacksonville Ordinance Code, with respect to required disclosures by 
public officials who have or acquire a financial interest in a bid or 
contract with City, to the extent the parties are aware of the same.  No 
person who is an employee, agent, consultant, officer, or elected official 
or appointed official of the City, or of any designated public agencies, or 
contractor or subcontractors which are receiving Grant funds or who 
exercise or have exercised any functions or responsibilities with respect to 
Program activities or who are in a position to participate in a decision 
making process or gain inside information with regard to such activities, 
may obtain a personal or financial interest or benefit from the activity, or 
have a (sic) interest in any contract, subcontract, or agreement with 
respect thereto, or the proceeds thereunder, either for themselves or those 
with whom they have family or business ties during their tenure or for one 
year thereafter.  In addition, in the procurement of labor, supplies, 
equipment, construction and services by Grantee or by any general 
contractor, subcontractor, materialmen, laborer or other persons working 
on the improvements, the conflict of interest provisions of any applicable 
federal, state or local law, rule, regulation or policy shall be adhered to 
by the same. 

 
12.19 Procurement  
 

The Grantee agrees to adhere to the following City procurement 
requirements in its purchase of labor, materials, supplies, and equipment, 
and will maintain written documentation in its records: 
 

o Any purchase up to $2,500 requires 1 written quote; 
o Any purchase over $2,500 to $15,000 requires 2 written quotes; 

                                                           
8 Through testimony, and a review of the Ordinance Code, the OIG learned this citation should be §126.110, Ordinance Code. 
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o Any purchase over $15,000 to $30,000 requires 3 written quotes; 
o Any purchase over $30,0009 to $50,000 requires 4 written quotes; 
o Any purchase over $50,000 requires a formal bid procedure 

(advertising and sealed bids); … 
 

The project costs associated with the four contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell 
Lane, and West 11th Street) highlighted in the SHIP Audit were estimated not to exceed $50,000.  
Per a review of the four contracts and in accordance with provision 12.19, Procurement, each 
grantee was required to obtain a minimum of four written quotes for the purchase of labor, 
materials, supplies, and equipment.  The Procurement provision requirement was the same as 
required per the COJ 2007 Procurement Manual.  
  
COJ Housing Rental Rehabilitation Program Project Files  
 
OIG reviewed Rental Rehabilitation Program project files for the four contracts outlined in the 
SHIP Audit.  Per a review of the files, the OIG found two bid proposals for each project as 
summarized in the charts below (“*” denotes the contractor selected by the developer):  
 

Wealth Watchers Rental Rehabilitation Project Files 
 

Project 
Location 

 
Date 

 

 
Bid Submitted By 

 
Bid Directed To  

 
Bid Amount  

Spring 
Street 

02/15/2010 Dvorak 
Construction, Inc. * 

(Ed Gaston) 

Carrie Davis, President $49,105 

Spring 
Street 

04/13/2010 Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. 

Ed Gaston, Vice 
President of Community 

Development 

$60,000 

West 4th 
Street 

02/15/2010 Dvorak 
Construction, Inc. * 

(Ed Gaston) 

Carrie Davis, President  $47,246.29 

West 4th 
Street 

04/13/2010 Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. 

Carrie Davis, President $60,000 

Tinkerbell 
Lane 

02/15/2010 Dvorak 
Construction, Inc. * 

(Ed Gaston) 

Carrie Davis, President $49,594 

Tinkerbell 
Lane 

04/13/2010 Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. 

Ed Gaston, Vice 
President 

$65,000 

 
Helpful Citizens Incorporated Rental Rehabilitation Project File 

 

Project 
Location 

 

 
Date 

 
Bid Submitted By 

 
Bid Directed To  

 
Bid Amount  

West 11th 
Street 

Undated B.A. Wilson 
Construction, Inc. * 

Bernard A. Wilson, 
President 

$53,586.6110  

West 11th 
Street 

06/21/2010 Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. 

Darrell Griffin (COJ) $57,531.87 

                                                           
9  Per the Procurement Manual effective in November of 2007, the dollar threshold requiring four written quotes was $30,001 to 

$50,000.  As such the verbiage in the contract provision was in error. 
10  Housing documentation (Proceed Order) confirmed a formal bid was not required because the owner was to contribute 

$3,586.61 towards the rehabilitation of the home, thereby keeping the agreement to $50,000.   
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Of note, the review corroborated SHIP Audit Finding 3-3, in that the number of bids obtained by 
the Developers did not meet the requirements outlined in the contracts, specifically section 
12.19, Procurement (text referenced above, refer to page 8 and 9).  Furthermore, per a review of 
the 2007 Procurement Manual, four written quotes based on the project costs for these contracts 
were required.  
 
The OIG also reviewed City e-mails and open source material and learned the following about 
the Developers:  
 

1) Ed Gaston owned Dvorak Construction Incorporated and also served as a Vice-President 
of Community Development for Wealth Watchers Inc. at the time the bids for the Spring 
Street, West 4th Street, and Tinkerbell Lane projects were submitted; and 

 
2) Bernard A. Wilson was the owner of B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc. and was the  
    President of Helpful Citizens Incorporated at the time the bid for the West 11th Street  
    project was submitted.  

 
The review of the project files, City e-mails, and open source material corroborated the SHIP 
Audit Finding 3-2, that a conflict of interest existed between the Developer and the Contractor 
selected for each project, in violation of 12.15, Conflict of Interest (text referenced above, refer 
to page 8).  
 
Review of Deposition Records   
 
During the investigation, the OIG reviewed Housing employee deposition records for Dayatra 
Coles,11 Affordable Housing Coordinator, and Laura Stagner-Crites, Director of Finance-
Housing, related to a 2016 lawsuit.  Relevant information, in substance, is summarized below:  
 
Dayatra Coles Deposition Records (in part) 
 
Dayatra Coles (Coles), Affordable Housing Coordinator, explained she was the State Housing 
Initiative Program (SHIP) Administrator.  As SHIP Administrator, she was the primary contact 
between the City and the State and was responsible for reporting the City’s allocation of SHIP 
funds.  SHIP funds were used for various programs to include, but not limited to, the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program and the Limited Repair Program.   
 
Griffin’s role as the Affordable Housing Coordinator included meeting with Developers of “for-
profit and non-profit organizations that wanted to come into Jacksonville and create affordable 
housing bridge.”  Griffin assisted them with the Rental Rehabilitation Program application 
process.  Griffin also assisted homeowners who needed assistance with “affordable rental 
housing.” 
 
Coles stated every program within the Division had an appropriate “boilerplate” contract.  She 
confirmed the 12.15 Conflict of Interest provision was included in each of the Division’s 
“boilerplate” contracts.  Coles was not involved in drafting the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
                                                           
11 Coles resigned in June of 2018.   
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contracts [in 2010/2011].  Additionally, Coles was not involved in developing the program 
guidelines for the Rental Rehabilitation Program. 
 
Coles was present during the exit conference for the SHIP Audit.  Coles confirmed Thomas 
Carter, Public Accounts Auditor III, Council Auditor’s Office, mentioned during the exit 
conference there was a “conflict of interest” as it related to some of the projects with the 
Developer and the Contractor having some relationship.  Coles recalled Carter mentioned “there 
were challenges or questions about bids and how many bids there were and who was doing the 
work in reference to the procurement code and the documentation.” 
 
Coles confirmed Laura Stagner-Crites provided her the opportunity to review the draft SHIP 
Audit Report on or about July 22, 2015.  Stagner-Crites asked Coles for assistance in responding 
to the audit recommendations. 
 
Coles confirmed “self-performing had happened in our Division in the past.”  She stated “self-
performance was allowed in NSP.”  She stated for a short time, a former NSP Program Manager 
allowed self-performing whereby Developers could also act as General Contractors. 
 
Coles confirmed that in the past the practice of obtaining the number of quotes as required [per 
COJ Procurement Manual] was not followed by Housing employees.  She further confirmed that 
in the past she had failed to obtain the number of bids required (by City Procurement) for the 
Limited Repair Program (owner-occupied).  Coles confirmed there was a past policy and 
procedure whereby the City (Housing) allowed the homeowner (owner-occupied rehabilitation) 
to select the contractor from a list of contractors.  The policy at the time (no timeframe specified) 
was that the homeowner would choose the general contractor. 
 
Coles confirmed owner-occupied rehabilitation was different from the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program coordinated by Griffin, in that the developer owned the property and the City entered 
into a contract with the Developer.   
 
Laura Stagner-Crites Deposition Records (in part) 
 
Laura Stagner-Crites (Stagner-Crites), Director of Finance-Housing, stated that for the last ten 
years Coles was the SHIP Administrator.  In this capacity, Coles was responsible for the 
collection of the data needed to meet State reporting requirements and for the completion of the 
SHIP annual report.   
 
The Rental Rehabilitation Program was funded by multiple funding sources (i.e. HOME 
Investment Partnership Program [HOME], SHIP and Community Development Block Grant 
[CDBG]).  Housing staff used a “boilerplate” contract format for Rental Rehabilitation Program 
contracts between the COJ and applicants.  This boilerplate was created as a “team effort” by 
Stagner-Crites, Griffin, and one or two other Housing employees.  These “boilerplate” contracts 
would be reviewed by the Office of General Counsel (OGC). 
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She stated her “role was to ensure that the provisions that needed to be in the contract in order 
to adhere to City Code were in the contract.”  When the “boilerplate” contract was prepared it 
would not contain any specific project information. 
 
All “boilerplate” contracts that were “grant contracts” included a conflict of interest provision.  
The four Rental Rehabilitation Programs contracts reflected in the SHIP audit contained a 12.15 
Conflict of Interest provision.  The Conflict of Interest provision included in the “boilerplate” 
contracts would be substantially the same; however, the wording may contain slight differences 
depending on funding sources (Federal, State, etc.).  Additionally, all “boilerplate” contracts 
included a Procurement provision, “a standard requirement in all City contracts.”  The four 
Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts identified in the SHIP audit contained the 12.19, 
Procurement, provision.  
 
Griffin was “responsible for the receipt of the applications and the review of those applications 
and the due diligence associated with the project.”  Commitment letters for the projects were 
issued by the Housing Director.  
 
In support of the SHIP Audit (in response to the auditor’s initial request for project files), 
Stagner-Crites requested that Griffin provide the Rental Rehabilitation Program project files to 
her.  She reviewed the Rental Rehabilitation Program project files and she identified issues 
relating to the “inadequate number of bids and the contractors who performed the work.” 
 
Approximately, between the time of October of 2012 and May of 2013, Stagner-Crites met with 
former COJ employee Elaine Spencer, Chief, Housing and Community Development Division, 
and Griffin to discuss the issues she identified.  Stagner-Crites recalled Griffin stating, “Well, we 
don’t do it like that anymore.”   
 
At the time the four Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts were signed and funded (2010 and 
2011); she was unaware the contracts were non-compliant with the City’s Procurement Code and 
the Procurement provision. Stagner-Crites was unaware that a conflict of interest existed 
between the Developer and the Contractor.  Stagner-Crites stated she was not responsible for 
reviewing Griffin’s work.  
 
TESTIMONY  
 
Statement of Laura Stagner-Crites, Director of Finance-Housing and Neighborhoods 
Department  
Stagner-Crites stated that in 2009 a former COJ Housing employee managed NSP.  The former 
employee allowed Developers (non-profits), who were also Contractors to self-perform and bid 
on the non-profit projects.  During this time, Stagner-Crites remembered a “policy or practice” 
that allowed self-performing in the NSP program.  This practice ended when Coles took over the 
program.  Stagner-Crites stated COJ contracts have always “spelled out” what constituted a 
conflict of interest.   
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Statement of Elaine Spencer, former Chief of Housing, Housing and Community 
Development Department  
Elaine Spencer (Spencer), former Chief of Housing, served as the Chief of Housing for 
approximately three years, beginning in March of 2012, until she retired in 2015.  As Chief, she 
supervised the Housing Division staff and managed City Housing program funds from both the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the SHIP Program.  
 
Spencer was Griffin’s supervisor.  Griffin held the position of Affordable Housing Coordinator 
and managed the COJ’s Affordable Housing Program, which included the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program.  Griffin was responsible in part for oversight of new construction projects.  Griffin 
coordinated with Developers and was responsible for the procurement process for the programs 
he managed.  Spencer was unaware Griffin had failed to ensure the Developers obtained the 
number of bids required by the COJ Procurement Manual.  
 
Statement of Greg Pease, Chief, Procurement Division, Finance and Administration  
Greg Pease (Pease), Chief, Procurement Division, advised the Procurement Division began 
overseeing Housing’s informal construction bids under Office of Mayor Curry’s Administration 
in 2015.  Prior to this time, Housing conducted its own informal bidding process. 
 
Pease explained a “boilerplate” contract served as a template contract with standardized 
verbiage.  Additionally, all COJ contracts are required to contain a “clause” regarding conflicts 
of interest.  The intent of the Conflict of Interest provision is to require public officials to 
disclose if they had a conflict of interest.  He stated the verbiage in provision 12.15, Conflict of 
Interest, for the Spring Street12 contract appeared to be standard language.  However, he was 
unaware if the verbiage pertaining to contractors included in provision 12.15 of the contract 
originated from Housing or from OGC.  
 
Pease stated it would be permissible to modify the Ordinance Code conflict of interest 
requirements for the contract if the contract provision was more restrictive than the standard 
Ordinance Code requirements.  However, the contract requirements should not conflict with the 
requirements established in the Ordinance Code.   
 
Pease stated the COJ Procurement Manual established the bid requirements contained in the 
12.19 Procurement provision contained in the Spring Street contract.  Ordinance Code, Chapter 
126, Procurement Code, did not establish the requirements of the provision.  The Ordinance 
Code requires the Chief of Procurement to establish rules and regulations for informal and 
formal purchases.  The COJ Procurement Manual establishes these rules, including the dollar 
value thresholds and the minimum number of quotes required.  
 
Pease stated Housing might have specific requirements for informal bidding within their own 
section of the Ordinance Code.  However, without reviewing the Housing ordinances and 
researching Housing’s contracting authority, he was unsure.   
 

                                                           
12  The OIG provided Pease the opportunity to review the Spring Street contract, which served as a representative sample of the 

four Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts that contained the same verbiage for provision 12.15 and 12.19. 
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In regards to the Spring Street contract, Pease stated that Housing should have ensured the 
Developers received four written quotes based on the project cost and the dollar amount 
thresholds provided in the contract.  Pease stated Housing staff should have solicited four written 
quotes and chosen the lowest quote.   
 
After having reviewed Housing’s Rental Rehabilitation guidelines (updated July 2008) and the 
Rental Rehabilitation application (effective July 2008), Pease agreed the verbiage in both 
documents stipulated the Developer was to submit a bid from “a contractor.”  However, Pease 
did not interpret “a contractor” to mean that the Housing staff should have solicited only one 
written quote.  He opined the bid submitted from “a contractor” should be the lowest quote 
from the four solicited written quotes.  
 
Pease explained that a signed contract would supersede Housing guidelines.  If the signed 
contract stipulated four written quotes were needed based upon the project cost, then Housing 
staff should have ensured the Developer obtained four written quotes.  Pease advised the 
Housing employee who had oversight over the contract was responsible for contract compliance 
unless stated otherwise.   
 
Statement of Thomas Carter, Public Accounts Auditor III, Council Auditor’s Office  
In October of 2012, Thomas Carter (Carter), Public Accounts Auditor III, sent an e-mail to 
Stagner-Crites and Coles to schedule an entrance conference meeting in order to discuss the 
programs under review (SHIP programs).  Carter’s main point of contact during the SHIP Audit 
was Stagner-Crites.  Coles acted as a secondary point of contact since she was the SHIP 
Administrator. 
 
During the entrance conference meeting Carter requested policies, procedures, and Standard 
Operating Procedures (SOPs) applicable to the SHIP funded programs.  During the audit he 
conducted interviews (not audio recorded or under oath) with multiple Housing employees.  The 
interviews covered job duties and information regarding the SHIP funded programs.   
 
In reviewing Housing records, Carter identified thirteen Rental Rehabilitation Program projects 
for the SHIP Audit period (October 1, 2009 to September 30, 2012), of which he reviewed a 
sampling of nine project files.  Carter advised the only Housing records he received from Griffin 
(or Griffin’s staff) were the nine Rental Rehabilitation Program project files.  He stated Griffin 
did not provide him any policies, procedures, or guidelines regarding the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program. 
 
Carter stated the exit conference occurred in October of 2014, and included Stagner-Crites, 
Coles, Spencer (for part of the meeting), Griffin, and a former Housing Financial Manager.  
During the exit conference, Carter discussed all of the audit findings to include Findings 3-2, 
Conflict of Interest for Rental Rehabilitation Work, and 3-3, Improper Number of Quotes for 
Rental Rehabilitation Projects. 
 
Carter explained during the exit conference that based upon his review of the nine Rental 
Rehabilitation Program project files, four of the nine Rental Rehabilitation Program project files 
had Conflict of Interest provision violations.  He reviewed the signed contracts between the COJ 
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and the non-profit applicants (Developers).  He noticed three out of the four Rental 
Rehabilitation Program project files contained a written quote that had been submitted to Wealth 
Watchers from Dvorak Construction, Inc. - Ed Gaston, President.  Gaston was also a Vice 
President with Wealth Watchers.   
 
Carter stated each of the three Wealth Watchers project files contained two written bids.  The 
bids were from the same two companies, Dvorak Construction, Inc. and Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. (Shadow Stones - Abdel Al-Haleem, President).  The bid proposal(s) from 
Dvorak Construction, Inc., all dated February 15, 2010, and all signed by Ed Gaston, were 
addressed to Carrie Davis, President of Wealth Watchers.  
 
The bid proposals from Shadow Stones, all dated April 13, 2010, were addressed to Ed Gaston at 
Wealth Watchers.  Ultimately, Wealth Watchers selected Gaston’s company (Dvorak 
Construction, Inc.) as the winning bidder for the three Rental Rehabilitation Program projects.  
Carter concluded Wealth Watchers (the Developer) had self-performed as the contractor.  Carter 
considered this a conflict of interest under provision 12.15, Conflict of Interest.   
 
The fourth Rental Rehabilitation Program project file involved the Applicant (Developer) 
Helpful Citizens Incorporated and contained a signed contract between the COJ and Helpful 
Citizens Incorporated.  The project file contained only two bids, one from B.A. Wilson 
Construction, Inc. and the other bid from Shadow Stones.  Ultimately, Helpful Citizens 
Incorporated chose B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc. as the winning bidder for the one Rental 
Rehabilitation Program project.  Bernard A. Wilson was the President of both Helpful Citizens 
Incorporated and B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc.  Carter considered this a conflict of interest 
under provision 12.15, Conflict of Interest.   
 
Carter was aware the contracts reviewed as part of the Rental Rehabilitation Program were 
considered to be “boilerplate” (template) contracts.  This meant the contracts contained 
standardized verbiage (i.e. provisions 12.15, Conflict of Interest, and 12.19, Procurement).  He 
understood the developer information (company name, property address, and dollar amount 
associated with the contract) would be added or inserted into the contract by Housing employees. 
 
Carter was unaware who created the template or reviewed these contracts within Housing.  He 
examined the contracts to ensure each of them had been signed by all parties 
(Applicants/Developers and COJ officials).  He stated each of the applicants (Wealth Watchers 
and Helpful Citizens Incorporated) signed the contracts and should have adhered to the contracts 
as written. 
 
He stated the conflict of interest was with the Developers (Wealth Watchers and Helpful Citizens 
Incorporated) self-performing as the contractors on the Rental Rehabilitation Program projects.  
It was clear in the Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts, under provision 12.15, Conflict of 
Interest, that contractors or subcontractors (Developers self-performing) could not have a 
personal or financial interest in the contract. 
 
Carter opined that Griffin, as the Project Manager of the Rental Rehabilitation Program, had 
knowledge of the conflict of interest because “the quotes and the letters and the contracts were 
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all in the files, in his (Griffin’s) files.”  Carter stated there were documents in each of the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program project files that contained Griffin’s signature.   
 
The signed Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts stipulated the process and conditions to 
which the COJ and developer must abide from the beginning of the project to the disbursement 
funding.  Carter stated the audit findings were based on his interviews and the Housing records 
he reviewed.   
 
During the SHIP Audit, no Housing employee mentioned the term “self-performing” or told him 
“self-performing” was allowed.  Nor was Carter provided with any policies or procedures that 
stated self-performing was allowed.   
 
In regards to Finding 3-3, Improper Number of Quotes for Rental Rehabilitation Projects, Carter 
discovered within each of the four Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts provision 12.19, 
Procurement, which stipulated four written quotes were needed for projects costing within a 
“$30,000 to $50,000” threshold.  Carter stated Wealth Watchers and Helpful Citizens 
Incorporated, as applicants did not adhere to the contracts as written in regards to the number of 
written quotes required.  Carter stated he “was auditing by the contract.”  Carter stated four 
written quotes were needed by the Developers. 
 
Carter stated the project costs for each of the four signed contracts were over $50,000 and noted 
that projects with estimated costs over $50,000 should go through a formal bid process.  Carter 
asked Stagner-Crites if the dollar amounts associated with each of the contracts, (which was 
approximately $51,000) should have gone through a formal bid as required by contract provision 
12.19, Procurement.  Stagner-Crites explained to him the original bids (project cost) submitted 
were less than the $50,000 threshold noted in provision 12.19, Procurement.  The final dollar 
amount reflected on the first page of the contracts included closing costs.   
 
Carter stated, at no time during the SHIP Audit was it mentioned to him that Housing staff did 
not have to adhere to either the COJ Procurement Code or the Procurement Manual in regards to 
the Rental Rehabilitation Program.   
 
Carter explained internal Housing policies, procedures, and guidelines would not have 
superseded the COJ’s Procurement Code or the COJ’s Procurement Manual.  Housing policies, 
procedures, and guidelines should always adhere to the COJ’s Procurement Code and/or the 
COJ’s Procurement Manual.  He reiterated he audited with the mindset that the contract 
“trumped” any Housing policy (i.e. guideline, SOP, etc.).  He opined the signed Rental 
Rehabilitation Program contracts were legally binding documents and Housing 
policies/guidelines were not legally binding documents. 
 
Carter explained that after the release of the final SHIP Audit in September of 2015, Wealth 
Watchers and a Council Member held a meeting regarding the SHIP Audit.  Present at this 
meeting were Carrie Davis, President of Wealth Watchers, Inc.; Gaston; Stagner-Crites; Kirk 
Sherman, former Council Auditor; Carter; and other individuals.  At this meeting, Davis 
provided documentation, including an undated Housing NSP PowerPoint, that specified a 
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“Developer may self perform as a GC (General Contractor) if established as a GC 60 days prior 
to NSP program.”  This was the first time Carter heard the term “self-performing.” 
 
At the meeting, Davis also provided a copy of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) from the 
COJ’s Housing Division website that also reflected Developers could self-perform as 
Contractors under NSP.  He stated Sherman and he (Carter) told Wealth Watchers and the 
Council Member that the audit was not regarding NSP, but was regarding SHIP and, with that, 
the meeting ended. 
 
Carter met with Griffin approximately two or three times during the SHIP Audit and asked 
Griffin various “simple” questions regarding the Rental Rehabilitation Program.  He formally 
interviewed Griffin on December 17, 2012.  However, at the time of Griffin’s interview, Carter 
had not discovered the issue with the conflict of interest (Finding 3-2) or the failure to secure the 
required number of bids (Finding 3-3).  He did not mention Finding 3-2 and Finding 3-3 to 
Griffin until the exit conference meeting. 
 
In response to Carter discussing Finding 3-2 at the exit conference meeting, Griffin stated 
“agreed - currently changing policy.”  In response to Finding 3-3, Griffin stated, “will 
investigate - agreed.”  Carter stated Griffin’s comments were incorporated into the Record of 
Audit Findings.  Carter stated Griffin also mentioned “we don’t do it that way anymore” but 
could not recall to which Finding (3-2 or 3-3) Griffin was responding.   
 
Carter stated at no time did Griffin contact him or provide any records relating to Findings 3-2 or 
3-3 during the exit conference meeting or up until the release of the final audit report in 
September of 2015.  During the exit conference meeting, Coles did not say anything about self-
performing or the Rental Rehabilitation Program.  Carter stated Coles was not responsible for the 
Rental Rehabilitation Program. 
 
Carter stated Griffin (as the Affordable Housing Coordinator) was the “contract compliance 
person” and was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
contracts.  The Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts in question for Findings 3-2 and 3-3 
were legal binding documents and he based his audit Findings (3-2 and 3-3) on these signed 
Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts. 
 
Statement of Darrell Griffin, former Recreation Planning and Grants Coordinator, Parks, 
Recreation and Community Services 
Griffin had been employed with COJ since March of 1989, and had held multiple positions 
within the COJ to include Chief of Housing (Housing Services Division) from 2001 to 2007; 
Affordable Housing Coordinator (Housing and Community Development) from December of 
2007 to September of 2015; and Recreation Planning and Grants Coordinator, Parks and 
Recreation and Community Services Department, from September of 2015 to current.13 
 
While he was in the position of the Affordable Housing Coordinator, he had multiple supervisors 
whom he identified as Wight Greger, Director of Housing and Community Development 
(December of 2007 - October of 2011); Elaine Spencer, Chief of Housing and Community 
                                                           
13 Griffin retired in June of 2019.  
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Development (April of 2012 - June of 2015); and Laura Stagner-Crites, Director of Finance, 
Neighborhoods, who also supervised Griffin when she became the Acting Chief of Housing and 
Community Development in June of 2015, until Griffin left Housing in September of 2015.  
 
Griffin explained the Rental Rehabilitation Program was funded primarily from SHIP funds and 
various federal funds.  The program provided for the acquisition and rehabilitation of 
single/multiple family projects to be used for rental to low and moderate income individuals and 
families.  He stated participants could be non-profit or for-profit organizations, experienced or 
inexperienced Developers, and individuals. 
 
Griffin stated as the Chief of Housing (2001 to 2007) he oversaw the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program and as the Affordable Housing Coordinator (2007 to 2015) he managed the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program.  
 
As the Affordable Housing Coordinator, Griffin managed and was responsible for the day-to-day 
operations of Housing’s Rental Rehabilitation Program.  His duties included, but were not 
limited to, overseeing, reviewing, and explaining the Rental Rehabilitation Program application 
process to applicants; coordinating inspections of homes; providing inspection paperwork to the 
Housing Finance section (who prepared the contracts); reviewing the contracts (prepared by the 
Housing Finance section) with the applicants; acting as the COJ liaison between the COJ, the 
Developers (aka the applicants), and the contractors on the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
projects; overseeing and participating in field visits in order to approve contractor draw 
payments; and verifying completion of all permits upon completion of the final inspection.  
 
Griffin confirmed that Housing had written policies and procedures for the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program.  Griffin opined that during the SHIP Audit Housing employees did not provide 
adequate information to the auditor conducting the SHIP Audit.  Specifically, Housing 
employees did not give the auditor Rental Rehabilitation Program guidelines.  He stated Housing 
employees provided the auditor with Housing Rehabilitation guidelines for the Limited Repair 
Program.  He stated the Rental Rehabilitation Program had “plenty” of unwritten rules and the 
guidelines were not set in stone.   
 
Griffin stated he was the original “editor” of the May 2007 Housing Rehabilitation Program 
Policies and the document had been reviewed by the Housing Director.  He wanted something in 
writing for everyone, as past policy was either unwritten or fragmented.  Griffin stated he had a 
hand in editing and/or reviewing the following guidelines: Housing Rehabilitation Program 
Guidelines, Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation Only, and Rental and 
Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation (all updated July 2008), and 
the Housing Rehabilitation Program Guidelines (updated June 2010.)  Additionally, Griffin 
stated he had e-mail documentation from the Housing Director showing that she assisted in 
writing and approving the Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation Only and 
Rental and Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation (both updated July 
2008).  
 
Griffin stated applicants wanting to be considered for the Rental Rehabilitation Program were 
required to apply using Rental Rehabilitation Program Application (effective July 2008).  Griffin 
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reviewed the applications and per the guidelines, each applicant could receive up to $50,000.  He 
stated under the Rental Rehabilitation Program funds were awarded “first come, first served” as 
long as it was a viable project.   
 
Housing contracts, to include the Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts (between the COJ and 
the developer), were reviewed by Stagner-Crites, the OGC, COJ project managers (such as 
himself), and the Housing Director.  Housing used “boilerplate” contracts as a template for 
multiple programs.  In general, the contract process involved “checks and balances,” which 
included a review by the Finance Team, who then forwarded the contract to OGC for review and 
approval.  The contract would go to the project manager, such as Griffin, and ultimately to the 
Division Chief and Department Director for review and approval.  Once the contract was 
approved, Griffin would prepare a commitment letter.  The Housing Director signed and 
approved the commitment letter, which was sent to the Developer who had been selected to 
receive the funding.  
 
Griffin advised that the bid process used by applicants for the Rental Rehabilitation Program was 
an informal bid process.  He stated per program guidelines (updated July 2008) and the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program Application (effective July 2008) only one quote was needed for an 
informal bid.  He stated the Housing Rehabilitation Program Policies (effective May 2007 and 
July 2008); the Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation Only and Rental 
and Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation (both updated July 2008); 
Rental Rehabilitation Program Application (effective July 2008); and Housing Rehabilitation 
Program Guidelines (updated June 2010) all specified “a contractor,” which he stated he 
interpreted to mean one contractor.   
 
However, Griffin instructed the applicants to provide bid proposals from two contractors, despite 
the instructions on the Rental Rehabilitation Program Application, which according to Griffin 
required “only one bid.”  He stated by asking for two bids, he went above and beyond the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program requirements.  According to Griffin, the Housing staff followed Rental 
Rehabilitation Program internal guidelines (approved by the Housing Director and the Division 
Chief), rather than the COJ Procurement Manual.   
 
Griffin stated he adhered to the Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Rehabilitation 
Only and Rental and Rehabilitation Program Guidelines for Acquisition-Rehabilitation (both 
updated July 2008) as written and Housing Rehabilitation Program Guidelines (updated June 
2010) for each of the contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane and West 11th 
Street).  He stated these four contracts were “boilerplate” contracts.  He confirmed he had 
reviewed the four contracts at the time of execution and he knew that each contract contained the 
Conflict of Interest provision.  Griffin stated that the Conflict of Interest provision was violated 
in each of these four contracts.  
 
Wealth Watchers was the Developer for the Spring Street, West 4th Street, and Tinkerbell Lane 
contracts.  Wealth Watchers participated in all Housing programs and was a long-standing 
partner with the COJ.  Wealth Watchers developed single and multi-family housing projects, 
managed housing counseling programs, and provided financial counseling programs for citizens.  
Griffin knew Ed Gaston as the Vice President of Operations for Wealth Watchers who oversaw 
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the organization’s development projects.  Gaston was Griffin’s point of contact for Wealth 
Watchers regarding Housing Rental Rehabilitation Program projects.   
 
Griffin stated that between 2001 and 2006 Gaston was a COJ employee who reported directly to 
him.  Gaston was a Project Manager (Housing SHIP Coordinator) and his job duties included, in 
part, the administration of the SHIP Program.  Griffin described Gaston as an associate and 
stated they were not personal friends.   
 
Griffin stated Wealth Watchers submitted applications for the Rental Rehabilitation Program.  
Wealth Watchers (as a Developer) was responsible for determining which contractor was 
selected to perform the rental rehabilitation.  He clarified that Wealth Watchers obtained two (2) 
bids from two General Contractors, Dvorak Construction, Incorporated and Shadow Stones 
Construction, Inc. for each of the three projects (Spring Street, West 4th Street, and Tinkerbell 
Lane).  Wealth Watchers selected Dvorak Construction, Incorporated as the lowest qualified bid 
of the two contractor proposals submitted.  Griffin further explained that Ed Gaston was the 
President of Dvorak Construction, Incorporated.  
 
Griffin confirmed Shadow Stones Construction, Inc. was one of the contractors on several Rental 
Rehabilitation Program applications submitted by Wealth Watchers.  He stated Abdel Al-Haleem 
was the President of Shadow Stones Construction, Inc.  To his knowledge Al-Haleem was never 
awarded a contract (as a General Contractor) with the COJ Rental Rehabilitation Program.   
 
Griffin stated that between 1999 and 2000, Griffin directly supervised COJ employee Al-
Haleem, while employed as a Project Manager in the Housing Division.  Al-Haleem’s job title 
was Housing Rehabilitation Inspector, and his job duties included assisting on Limited Repair 
Program projects, conducting inspections, and writing cost comparison reports.  Griffin 
described Al-Haleem as an associate but stated they were not personal friends.   
 
Griffin confirmed a conflict of interest existed between Wealth Watchers and Gaston’s company 
(Dvorak Construction, Incorporated) based upon the verbiage in the “boilerplate” contract.  
Originally, during the OIG interview, Griffin confirmed Wealth Watchers was “self-performing” 
as a contractor, but then later contradicted his statement and stated, “No” Wealth Watchers were 
not self-performing.  Griffin then stated “historically self-performing” was a routinely accepted 
practice within Housing.  
 
Griffin stated Helpful Citizens Incorporated was the Developer for the West 11th Street contract. 
Bernard A. Wilson created and was the Executive Director of Helpful Citizens Incorporated.  
Griffin explained Helpful Citizens Incorporated was a non-profit community housing 
organization that developed single-family housing.  Wilson was a licensed General Contractor 
who routinely worked with Housing’s Limited Repair Program and became interested in 
becoming a “Developer.”  Griffin stated he was not personal friends with Wilson.   
 
Helpful Citizens Incorporated submitted an application for the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
(West 11th Street) project.  Griffin stated that Helpful Citizens Incorporated obtained two (2) bids 
from two general contractors, B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc. and Shadow Stones Construction, 
Inc.  Helpful Citizens Incorporated selected B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc., which was the 
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lowest qualified bidder.  The President of B.A. Wilson Construction, Inc. was Wilson (same as 
above referenced Bernard A. Wilson).  
 
Griffin stated he already knew Wilson was self-performing as the contractor, and stated per NSP 
guidelines contractors could self-perform.  He stated, “All (Housing) programs adhered to self-
performing.” 
 
Griffin stated self-performance was allowed based on the historical precedents set by Housing 
and the NSP program guidelines; however, the only written policies or procedures for self-
performing were found within the NSP program guidelines.  He stated everyone within Housing 
was aware self-performing was occurring among Developers and that this practice was allowed.  
Griffin admitted that the Rental Rehabilitation Program and NSP were not the same programs, 
and he was not responsible for NSP.  
 
Griffin stated he did not consider it a “conflict of interest” that he reviewed the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program applications submitted by Wealth Watchers, which involved Gaston’s 
personal construction company, as he and Gaston were not personal friends.  In addition, Griffin 
did not think it was a “conflict of interest” that he reviewed the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
applications submitted by Helpful Citizens Incorporated, which involved Wilson’s and Al-
Haleem’s personal construction companies, as he was not personal friends with Wilson or Al-
Haleem.   
 
Griffin agreed that there was a conflict between the verbiage used in the “boilerplate” contracts 
(approved by Housing Director and OGC) and the Housing Guidelines, which were intended to 
be used “across the board” for several Housing programs.  He stated the conflict was between 
the wording in the Housing guidelines and the wording in the contract provisions, specifically 
the Conflict of Interest and the Procurement provisions.  
 
Griffin stated he was familiar with the COJ Procurement Code used to procure goods and 
services.  He stated Housing was “federally funded” and that no COJ funds were used to fund 
the Division.  Because of this, employees within Housing did not adhere to the COJ Procurement 
Code.   
 
Griffin was somewhat familiar with the COJ Procurement Manual, which he stated was the 
procedure for acquiring goods and services when using COJ funds.  Griffin stated he had never 
used the COJ Procurement Code in his position as Affordable Housing Coordinator.   
 
Griffin stated the four contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th 
Street) contained a section titled 12.19 Procurement, which stipulated, in part, “Any purchase 
over $30,000 to $50,000 requires four written quotes.”  Griffin stated that “two” contractor 
proposals were obtained for each contract and the lowest proposal was selected.  Griffin stated 
that he did not adhere to the COJ procurement process (Procurement Manual or Procurement 
Code) in regards to the contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th 
Street).  According to Griffin, these quote requirements did not apply because the contract was a 
“boilerplate contract.”  He reiterated he had adhered to the Rental Rehabilitation Program 
Guidelines because “federal funds” paid for Housing operations and projects, not COJ funds.   
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He stated the former Housing Director made the decision to not adhere to the COJ procurement 
process, based upon her approval of the Rental Rehabilitation Program guidelines.  Griffin stated 
it was the Director’s “call” and he (Griffin) did not have any input into that decision.  He stated 
historically since 1989, the Housing Division had never adhered to the COJ procurement policies 
(COJ Procurement Code and COJ Procurement Manual). 
 
Griffin stated he had spoken with COJ Procurement Division Chief Pease (could not recall date), 
who, according to Griffin, supported allowing the Housing Division to not follow COJ 
procurement guidelines with respect to federally-funded programs.   
 
Griffin stated that in 2012 Housing began to follow the COJ procurement process.  Prior to 2012, 
the only policies, procedures, and/or guidelines Griffin adhered to were from the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program guidelines.  He stated this change took effect after the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program projects mentioned in the SHIP Audit (Spring Street, West 4th Street, 
Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street).   
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  
 
The SHIP Audit identified conflicts of interest in four Rental Rehabilitation Program contracts 
(Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street), specifically, in that the 
Developer was hiring construction companies owned by its officers.  Griffin confirmed he had 
reviewed the four contracts at the time of execution and he knew that each contained the Conflict 
of Interest provision.  Griffin stated that the Conflict of Interest provision was violated in each of 
these four contracts.   
 
Griffin stated the four contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th 
Street) contained a section titled 12.19 Procurement, which stipulated, in part, “Any purchase 
over $30,000 to $50,000 requires four written quotes.”  Griffin stated that he did not adhere to 
the COJ procurement process (Procurement Manual or Procurement Code) in regards to the 
contracts (Spring Street, West 4th Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street).  According to 
Griffin, these quote requirements did not apply because the contract was a “boilerplate contract” 
and he relied on the direction of the former Housing Director. 
 
Griffin stated he had never used the COJ Procurement Code in his position of Affordable 
Housing Coordinator.  According to Griffin, the Housing staff followed Rental Rehabilitation 
Program internal guidelines (approved by the former Housing Director), rather than the COJ 
Procurement Manual.   
 
Griffin stated that in 2012 the Housing Division began to follow the COJ procurement process.  
Prior to 2012, the only policies, procedures, and/or guidelines Griffin adhered to were from the 
Rental Rehabilitation Program guidelines.  He stated this change took effect after the Rental 
Rehabilitation Program projects mentioned in the SHIP Audit (Spring Street, West 4th Street, 
Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street).   
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Based on testimony, the provisions contained in the signed contracts (Spring Street, West 4th 
Street, Tinkerbell Lane, and West 11th Street) superseded the Rental Rehabilitation guidelines. 
In addition, the OIG determined the 2008 Rental Rehabilitation Guidelines (both Acquisition-
Rehabilitation and Rehabilitation Only) were not consistent with the COJ Procurement Manual 
and the signed 2010 and 2011 contracts, specifically in regards to the number of quotes needed to 
adhere to COJ procurement requirements.   
 
The investigation did not determine Griffin had a financial interest in any of the Developer’s 
businesses. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based upon records reviewed and statements obtained during this investigation, including 
Griffin’s own admission, the OIG substantiated that Griffin (1) allowed Developers to hire 
construction companies owned by their officers on four Rental Rehabilitation Program projects, 
in violation of the Conflict of Interest provision contained in each project contract and (2) failed 
to ensure the Developers adhered to the Procurement provision within each contract.   
 
ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATIVE FINDING  
 
During the course of reviewing records related to the above allegations, the investigation 
disclosed Griffin used COJ resources (e-mail, scanners, and computer) for personal use.  The 
OIG determined Griffin violated COJ Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy 
(effective July 1, 2010 and effective October 14, 2015) as summarized below:  
 
The OIG conducted a limited review of Griffin’s COJ e-mail and found that between January of 
2012 and March of 201714, in addition to storing 320 personal photographs on his COJ 
computer, Griffin used both his COJ e-mail account and various COJ scanner(s) for personal use 
on numerous occasions.   
 
GOVERNING DIRECTIVES  
 
COJ Policies and Procedures  
 

• COJ Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy  (effective July 1, 2010 
and effective October 14, 2015) 

 
COJ Civil Service and Personnel Rules and Regulations  
 

• COJ Civil Service and Personnel Rules and Regulations (effective October 1, 2010 and 
effective September 21, 2016), §9.05, Reduction in Compensation, Demotions, 
Suspensions Without Pay and Dismissals 

                                                           
14  The OIG reviewed e-mails sent from Griffin’s COJ e-mail account prior to 2012, but relevant e-mails relating to this 

investigation were between January of 2012 and March of 2017.  The OIG review did not include any e-mails from April of 
2017 forward.  
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INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 
 
OIG RECORDS REVIEW  
 
The OIG reviewed various records, including applicable COJ policies and civil service rules and 
found the following (in part):   
 
COJ Policies and Procedures 
 
Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy (effective July 1, 2010 and October 
14, 201515), outlines the appropriate use of technology resources owned by the COJ and 
specified, in part, the following (verbatim) as to Internet/Email/Online Usage/Equipment/Media: 
  

City Resources are for City Business - City-owned technology resources 
shall serve the business needs of the City of Jacksonville. 

 
Confidentiality - City-held information on the constituents of the City of 
Jacksonville may not be disclosed without a clear business need, or public 
disclosure request. 

 
Limited Personal Use - City owned technology resources may be used for 
personal purposes on a limited basis, providing the following 
requirements are met: 

 
• No marginal cost to the City 
• No interference with work responsibilities 
• No disruption to the workplace 
• Supervisor is aware of use and approves 

 
Music/Video - City computers must not be used to store music/audio/ 
video files for personal use. 
 
Specific Prohibitions and Limitations (in part) - City policies regarding 
acceptable behavior and communication will apply to the use of the 
Internet and messaging.  Specifically prohibited use includes but is not 
limited to: 

 
• Conducting a private business; 
• Sharing or storing unlicensed software or audio/video files… 
• Using personal storage devices on City-owned personal workstations  

and laptop computers.  These devices include, but are not limited to,  
USB storage & smart phones. (This prohibition became effective  
October 14, 2015.) 

                                                           
15 Neither the current policy, effective May 24, 2019, nor prior versions, effective March 21, 2018 and May 11, 2017, are 

applicable to this investigation.  
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Employee Responsibilities (in part) –  
 

• Monitor personal use of the internet, messaging, and other 
applications, to ensure that the City is being appropriately served. 

• Adhere to City standards as discussed in the policy language 
above. 

• Read and adhere to relevant policies. 
• No files of a personal or work nature are to be stored on the 

employee’s local "C: drive". (effective October 14, 2015)  
 

Policy Enforcement – In order to safeguard City resources … if violations 
of this policy are discovered, the City will take appropriate actions to 
resolve the issue and violators may be subject to disciplinary measures … 

 
COJ Civil Service and Personnel Rules and Regulations (effective October 1, 2010 and 
September 21, 2016), §9.05 Reduction in Compensation, Demotions, Suspensions Without Pay 
and Dismissals, specifies in part:  

 
Except for voluntary demotions or demotions resulting from reduction in 
force or reduction in compensation, for other than disciplinary reasons, 
employees with permanent status in the Civil Service may only have their 
compensation reduced, be demoted, suspended without pay or dismissed 
for cause. 
 

(1) Cause shall include, but is not limited to, negligence (careless 
workmanship or slovenliness in the performance of duty); ... willful 
violation of the provisions of law or department rules;… 
inefficiency or inability to perform assigned duties …  

 
Review of Griffin’s COJ E-mail Account 
 
The OIG reviewed Griffin’s COJ e-mail account (dgriffin@coj.net) and discovered between 
January of 2012 and March of 201716 Griffin sent and/or received approximately 155 e-mails 
from his COJ e-mail account to his personal e-mail address.  Included in these e-mails, Griffin 
sent COJ business records (including but not limited to Rental Rehabilitation Program internal 
memorandums and working documents) directly to or courtesy copied his personal e-mail 
address.  Griffin also used his COJ e-mail account to send and receive e-mails and exchange 
photographs with his immediate and extended family.   
 
In addition, Griffin e-mailed an Excel spreadsheet to a non-City employee that contained 
information related to his personal rental properties (secondary employment). 17  The same Excel 
spreadsheet also contained multiple “sheets” which included a “sheet” that contained COJ 

                                                           
16 The OIG limited its review of emails to January of 2012 through March of 2017. 
17 Griffin testified this was in error.  However, OIG noted that the spreadsheet comingled official business with Griffin’s rental 

property information (secondary employment), and other non-business related sporting event information.   
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official Rental Rehabilitation Program applicant information (names, addresses, e-mail accounts, 
telephone numbers and costs associated with projects).  In addition, the same spreadsheet also 
contained multiple “sheets” related to a sporting venue’s seating chart and pricing information.   
 
Based on the limited e-mail review, Griffin used his COJ e-mail account to send and/or receive 
e-mails that were personal in nature, which included topics and/or attachments as highlighted 
below:   
 

• Family photographs, photographs of family vacations, photographs of weddings, a birth 
certificate, graduation invitation, e-mails related to the summer jobs program for one of 
Griffin’s daughters;  

• Employment questionnaire for out of state employment;  
• Copies of Griffin’s W-9 (for his rental properties), verifications of Residency forms for 

Griffin’s tenants;  
• Internal Revenue Service Tax Return (which included Griffin’s social security number); 
• Financial personal loan documents (which included Griffin’s social security number);  
• Original Application for Homestead and Related Tax Exemptions for Griffin; and 
• Griffin’s electric bill 

 
The limited e-mail review also revealed that although Griffin testified he did not have a personal 
relationship with Gaston, Griffin’s COJ e-mail account contained a courtesy copy of an e-mail 
between Gaston and Griffin’s daughter.  The e-mail related to Gaston assisting Griffin’s daughter 
with a graphic design project.  Additionally, an e-mail between Griffin’s wife and Griffin with a 
subject line of “Darrell jr list.xls” included an attachment (list) with Gaston’s name (misspelled 
on the list). 18 
 
The review also found that on several occasions Griffin and/or his former assistant (no longer 
with the COJ) accepted invitations on his COJ Outlook Calendar for personal medical 
appointments, senior awards, and graduation ceremonies for his children.  
 
The OIG review found that Griffin sent multiple personal pictures (i.e. family photographs, 
vacation photographs, photographs of him playing basketball, etc.) using his COJ e-mail account 
to non-COJ individuals and also sent COJ business-related records and data to his personal e-
mail address. 

The OIG’s limited review of Griffin’s COJ e-mail account found that between January of 2012 
and March of 2017 Griffin also used COJ scanner(s) on multiple occasions for personal use in 
order to scan and e-mail some of the aforementioned personal-in-nature e-mails, which included:  

• Individual and family photographs; 
• A family member’s funeral program; 
• Concealed Carry Permit application and fingerprints;  
• Verification of Residency form(s) for tenants;  

                                                           
18 Griffin confirmed it was an announcement list for his son’s high school graduation and confirmed that it was Gaston’s name on 

the list.  
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• Eviction Packet for Failure to Pay Rent and Damages; 
• 2012 Federal Tax return; 
• Financial institution loan records;  
• Original Application for Homestead and Related Tax Exemptions for Griffin; and 
• Electric bill  

 
Griffin’s COJ Computer 
 
The OIG reviewed the COJ computer hard drive assigned to Griffin when he held the position of 
the Affordable Housing Coordinator.  The review concluded Griffin’s COJ computer contained 
approximately 320 personal pictures (family photographs) located within the “local C: drive," 
specifically within the Desktop, My Documents, My Pictures, and Windows Photo Gallery 
folders, that had been stored between 2012 and 2015.  Additionally, a 50th wedding anniversary 
video (627 MB) was stored on his computer.  Griffin’s COJ computer and COJ e-mail account 
also contained still photographs from the video.  
 
TESTIMONY  
 
Statement of Darrell Griffin, former Recreation Planning and Grants Coordinator, Parks, 
Recreation and Community Services 
Griffin stated the former Housing Director and former Chief of Housing had given him verbal 
permission to work from his residence on projects as needed.  As Affordable Housing 
Coordinator, he worked as needed at his residence on Excel spreadsheets and various reports and 
created program guidelines and PowerPoint presentations.  
 
Griffin was aware of the COJ Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy 
(effective July 1, 2010, and October 14, 2015).  He stated he signed and acknowledged that he 
had received, read, and understood the policy.19 
 
Griffin confirmed he sent COJ data to himself via his COJ e-mail account to his personal e-mail 
account.  Griffin stated he never used any COJ data for personal businesses or secondary 
employment.  He explained in order to work from home he stored COJ data on COJ and personal 
thumbs drives.  If Griffin did not have his thumb drive(s) available, he would e-mail himself COJ 
data in order to work from home.  Griffin did not ask permission to do this and “just did it.” 
 
Griffin was provided the opportunity to review approximately 155 e-mails contained within his 
COJ e-mail account (dgriffin@coj.net) between January of 2012 and March of 2017.  These e-
mails either were originated by Griffin or were received from his personal e-mail account or 
other non-COJ e-mail accounts, including those of his immediate and extended family members.  
Included in these e-mails were multiple scanned documents and pictures.  Griffin stated he did 
not have a scanner at home and saw no harm in using his COJ e-mail account and the COJ 
scanner(s) for personal use.  He stated this did not “cost the City anything.” 
 

                                                           
19 The OIG verified the acknowledgement forms are on file for both policies. 
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In the course of the OIG interview, Griffin reviewed 155 e-mails and provided the following 
information (in part):  
 
Griffin confirmed he sent and received e-mails from his COJ e-mail account related to his rental 
property (secondary employment).20  However, Griffin stated he was not using his COJ e-mail 
account to run a separate business.  
 
Griffin confirmed he sent COJ Rental Rehabilitation Program project data contained in a 
spreadsheet to a non-COJ individual (friend) in error and did not intend to send the information 
to the individual.  Nevertheless, Griffin did not consider this COJ-held data to be confidential 
and would have sent any of this information to any “John Q Public.”   
 
Griffin accepted Outlook appointment invitations from his children when they “popped up” to 
his COJ e-mail address.  He stated a former assistant might have also accepted some of the 
Outlook invitations on his behalf.  Griffin stated his children had his work contact information, 
including his e-mail address and telephone numbers, so they could contact him as needed.  
Griffin did not see this as an issue. 
 
Griffin stated Gaston (Wealth Watchers) was a former COJ co-worker and an associate.  Griffin 
confirmed Gaston’s name was listed on the list of invitees exchanged between Griffin and his 
wife.  Griffin said Gaston was sent a graduation “announcement” regarding his child’s 
graduation.  Griffin stated this was not an invitation to the graduation or a graduation party.  
Additionally, Griffin confirmed receiving e-mail correspondence between Gaston and one of 
Griffin’s children regarding a design of a magazine cover.  Griffin stated one of his children was 
a marketing major in college and Gaston asked whether his child could assist him in creating a 
magazine cover.  Griffin stated he had told Gaston that his child could assist.  
 
Griffin was unaware there were 320 personal photographs captured on his work computer hard 
drive.  Griffin acknowledged they were his photographs, but he did not intentionally save them 
on the computer.  The photographs may have been saved on his COJ computer while scanning or 
e-mailing the photographs.  Griffin stated he did not have permission to store the personal 
photographs on his computer.  Additionally, Griffin stated he never used his COJ computer to 
make a video for his parents 50th Wedding Anniversary (December of 2012).  He stated one of 
his children worked on the video. 
 
In regards to an e-mail chain concerning the COJ’s Summer Jobs Program, Griffin denied he 
used his COJ position to try to get a family member a job.  He stated he only asked the former 
COJ employee in charge of the summer jobs program if there were available jobs that the family 
member be considered.  Griffin acknowledged he was inquiring on behalf of his family member.  
He stated his family member did not get a position as all the “slots” for these positions were 
taken. 
 
Griffin confirmed he used the COJ e-mail and scanner to transmit documents, containing 
personal confidential information (i.e. Griffin’s social security number), including his 2012 
                                                           
20  Griffin testified he provided a secondary employment form (related to his rental properties) when he transferred to Parks, 

Recreation and Community Services.  An attempt to locate the form within City records was unsuccessful.  
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Federal Tax return and bank statements to a financial institution for the purposes of securing a 
personal loan.  
 
Griffin stated he used his COJ e-mail account and COJ scanner(s) for personal use without 
permission from supervisors.   
 
Statement of Elaine Spencer, former Chief of Housing Division, Housing and Neighborhoods 
Department 
Spencer explained sometimes senior staff worked on COJ projects from home.  She opined the 
only reason Griffin may have forwarded items to his personal e-mail was because he did not 
have the ability or access due to a technical issue, to remote into his COJ e-mail account and 
retrieve his COJ e-mails. 
 
Spencer stated she never gave Griffin permission to forward COJ records (Rental Rehabilitation 
Program data/projects) to his personal e-mail address.  She was unaware Griffin had sent COJ 
records to his personal e-mail address.   
  
Spencer stated she was aware Griffin had downloaded personal pictures to his COJ computer in 
order to work on a picture collage or video for his parents wedding anniversary sometime during 
2013.  However, she was unaware how many personal pictures Griffin downloaded to his COJ 
computer.  Although she could not recall a specific date, she had observed him working on the 
pictures late in the day and could not say whether it was during Griffin’s work hours.  She stated 
she had not given Griffin permission to download personal pictures to his COJ computer.  
However, she stated she never discussed this with him.  Spencer was unaware Griffin was using 
his COJ e-mail to forward personal family pictures to individuals.  She stated if Griffin had 
asked her for permission, she would have told him “No.” 
 
Spencer stated she was aware Griffin used a personal thumb drive but stated she never gave 
Griffin permission to use/install a personal thumb drive into his COJ computer.  She stated she 
never discussed the use of a personal thumb drive with Griffin and also stated she was unaware 
of any COJ policy that allowed or forbid the use of a personal thumb drive in a COJ computer.   
 
Statement of Laura Stagner-Crites, Director-Finance, Housing and Neighborhoods 
Department, Neighborhoods Department 
Stagner-Crites stated she only supervised Griffin for a short time21 prior to his transfer from 
Housing.  At no time when she supervised Griffin did Griffin ever ask, nor did she give him 
permission, to forward COJ work-related data/information to his personal e-mail address.  
Griffin never asked her permission to work from home, nor did she ever give him permission to 
work from home.  However, she stated all senior managers often work from home.  Stagner-
Crites was unaware Griffin had downloaded multiple personal pictures, saved pictures to his COJ 
computer, or had forwarded family pictures using his COJ e-mail.  
 
 
 

                                                           
21 Per COJ Time and Attendance System records, this was for approximately one month.  
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  
 
In regards to the 155 e-mails, Griffin confirmed some e-mails either were originated by Griffin 
or were received from his personal e-mail account or other non-COJ e-mail accounts, including 
those of his immediate and extended family members.  In addition, Griffin admitted he sent COJ 
Rental Rehabilitation Program project data to a friend.  However, Griffin stated the data was not 
confidential and it was sent in error.  The OIG notes that the COJ official Rental Rehabilitation 
Program applicant information Griffin e-mailed could have been released via a Public Records 
Request (PRR), however, Griffin testified this was sent in error and that it was not in response to 
a PRR.  The OIG investigation found that Griffin was using COJ resources to comingle official 
COJ business and personal matters (intentional or otherwise) on the same spreadsheets.  
Additionally, Griffin used COJ resources to send personal confidential information (to include 
his social security number) via e-mail to secure a financial loan.  
 
The Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy (effective July 1, 2010 and 
October 14, 2015) specified, in part, the following (verbatim) as to Internet/Email/Online 
Usage/Equipment/Media: City Resources are for City Business - City-owned technology 
resources shall serve the business needs of the City of Jacksonville… Confidentiality - City-held 
information on the constituents of the City of Jacksonville may not be disclosed without a clear 
business need, or public disclosure request.  The investigation disclosed that the release of the 
Rental Rehabilitation Program applicant information was not related to a business need or public 
disclosure request in violation of the policy as written. 22  
   
The Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy (effective July 1, 2010 and 
October 14, 2015) specified, in part, the following (verbatim) as to Internet/Email/Online 
Usage/Equipment/Media: Limited Personal Use - City owned technology resources may be used 
for personal purposes on a limited basis, providing the following requirements are met: … 
Supervisor is aware of use and approves. 
 
Griffin stated he was unaware that 320 pictures were stored on his COJ computer; however, 
Griffin admitted he used his COJ e-mail account and the COJ scanner on multiple occasions for 
personal use.  His former supervisor testified she was aware Griffin had downloaded personal 
pictures to his COJ computer, although she never gave permission to do so.  She also testified 
she never discussed this with Griffin.  
 
Finally, the limited e-mail review and Griffin’s testimony disclosed Gaston’s name was listed 
within an attachment (list) to an e-mail exchanged between Griffin and another family member.  
Griffin testified this list was a high school graduation “announcement” list rather than an 
invitation list.  Additionally, Griffin was courtesy copied on an e-mail chain between Gaston and 
one of Griffin’s daughters in which Griffin’s daughter assisted Gaston with a graphic design 
project. 
 
 

                                                           
22 The Technology Use Policy, Directive 0516 (effective March 21, 2018) includes similar language as previous policies.  The 
current policy includes prohibitions against disclosing Personal Identifiable Information (PII), such as a social security number.   
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CONCLUSION 
 
Based upon records reviewed and statements obtained during the investigation, the OIG 
concluded that Griffin used COJ resources (e-mail, scanners, and computer) for personal use in 
violation of COJ Electronic Communications, Equipment and Media Policy (effective July 1, 
2010 and effective October 14, 2015). 
 
Although the investigation did not determine Griffin had a financial interest in any of the 
Developer’s businesses, the e-mail review concluded Griffin might have had a closer relationship 
with Gaston than what he testified to during the OIG interview. 
 

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 
 
The OIG recommends the following corrective actions:  

 
1. Develop and implement a tracking spreadsheet to monitor the requirements and 

compliance of Housing and Community Development contracts.  Provide OIG with a 
copy of the tracking spreadsheet. 

 
2. Create a contract checklist and contract-monitoring matrix to be used during the life of 

each contract within the Housing and Community Development to ensure contract 
monitoring and compliance.  The checklist and matrix should include a supervisory 
review process.  Provide a copy of checklist and contract-monitoring matrix.  
 

3. Review and update the Conflict of Interest provision in Housing and Community 
Development contracts.  Specifically, consider separating the provisions into two  
categories, one specifically explaining what constitutes conflict of interest for public 
officials and employees and one section explaining what constitutes conflict of interest 
for contractors/subcontractors and/or individuals receiving funds from the City, in order 
to provide clarity.  Provide the OIG with a copy of this verbiage change. 
 

4. Develop policy and an attestation form for Housing and Community Development 
Division (program-wide) to ensure COJ employees formally document and certify that no 
conflict of interest exists between any COJ employee and any grantee, contractors/known 
subcontractors, and/or individuals applying for or receiving funds from the COJ.  Retain 
the attestation form in the contract file or a location deemed appropriate.  Provide the 
OIG with a copy of this policy and attestation form.  
 

5. Provide refresher training to Housing and Community Development Division staff 
regarding the requirements within the COJ Procurement Manual (on a reoccurring 
timetable, as deemed appropriate).   
 

6. Review the current Technology Use Policy, Directive - 0516 (effective March 21, 2018), 
specific to Limited Personal Use, “Supervisor is aware of use and approves” provision 
and determine what method (memorandum, e-mail blast, addendum to current policy, or 
informal staff meetings) should be used to provide adequate refresher training for 
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supervisors and employees to heighten the awareness of this requirement.  Further, 
update the policy, to establish a standardized acceptable protocol on how supervisory 
approval is documented to ensure compliance with this provision.   
 

7. Request that Griffin re-submit his secondary employment form in accordance with 
Secondary Employment Policy, Directive 0519 effective May 7, 2018, to ensure Griffin’s 
secondary employment (rental properties, if applicable) is current and on file with the 
COJ.  Provide verification of compliance once completed. 
 

8. Please advise the OIG if any personnel action(s) (including all outcomes) are taken as a 
result of this investigation.  
 

IDENTIFIED, QUESTIONED, AND AVOIDABLE COSTS 
 

Identified Costs: N/A     Questioned Costs: N/A    Avoidable Costs: N/A 

GRIFFIN’S RESPONSE  

On November 5, 2018, the OIG mailed a copy of the draft Report of Investigation to Griffin’s 
residential address on file with COJ.  The OIG provided Griffin the opportunity to submit a 
written explanation or rebuttal to the findings in the draft Report of Investigation, due on or 
before November 15, 2018.  On November 13, 2018, Griffin’s attorney requested an extension, 
which OIG granted until November 26, 2018.  On November 21, 2018, Griffin’s attorney 
requested an additional extension, which the OIG granted until close of business on December 3, 
2018.  On December 3, 2018, Griffin’s attorney requested an additional one-day extension until 
December 4, 2018.  The OIG notified Griffin’s attorney that the OIG would accept any response 
as long as it is received electronically or in person no later than 8:00 a.m. on December 4, 2018.  
The OIG received Griffin’s written response on December 3, 2018.  Griffin’s response is 
attached in its entirety to this report.   
 

OIG REVIEW OF GRFFIN’S RESPONSE 

Based on OIG’s review of Griffin’s written response, the OIG Audit Unit, not previously 
involved in the investigation conducted an additional review.  In part, per Griffin’s response, 
Griffin believed other Housing rehabilitation programs and managers allowed self-performing in 
contracts and provided examples. The OIG’s additional review included: (1) a review of 
Griffin’s original materials he provided during the investigation; (2) a review of the examples of 
self-performing included in Griffin’s response; (3) an additional review of Housing policies, 
procedures, and contracts in effective during the scope of the SHIP audit (October 1, 2009 and 
September 30, 2012) and (4) other various COJ records.   
 
The review determined that during October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2012, funding sources for 
Housing programs included: HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME), State Housing 
Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP), NSP and Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG).  
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The Housing rehabilitation programs in effect during this time were NSP, Community Housing 
Development Organization (CHDO), and Rental Rehabilitation Program. Owner-occupied 
rehabilitations Limited Repair Program and Utility Tap-In Program (UTIP) were not in effect 
during October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2012.  No additional guidelines and/or reference 
materials related to Housing Programs in effect during October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2012 
were discovered during this review.  Housing was unable to provide any guideline or reference 
materials related to CHDO.   
 
The OIG made every attempt to independently verify the information related to Griffin’s twelve 
examples included in Griffin’s response.  The OIG conducted a review of Griffin’s contract 
examples and an additional nine Housing contracts related to three separate programs: CHDO, 
NSP and Rental Rehabilitation Program, between October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2012.  
These twenty-one contracts, as outlined in the following chart, disclosed whether guidelines 
and/or reference materials allowed for self-performing and whether the self-performing occurred.  
 

 
 
 
 

None Provided1 1 8412-15 07/20/2009 Second Chance Second Chance Help CDC Y
None Provided1 8412-19 10/29/2009 Second Chance Second Chance Help CDC Y
None Provided1 8463-25 11/06/2009 Metro North Friedel & Assoc Builders N

None Provided1 8332-40 08/27/2010 Grace & Truth CDC RP Witt Construction Co N

None Provided1 8321-63 10/01/2010 NW Jax CDC Insufficient Records2 Unknown

None Provided1 8013-51 10/01/2011 Operation New Hope Insufficient Records2 Unknown
No 12 8697-11 10/29/2010 Wealth Watchers Dvorak Construction3 Y
No 10 8697-12 10/29/2010 Wealth Watchers Dvorak Construction3 Y
No 11 8697-13 10/29/2010 Wealth Watchers Dvorak Construction3 Y
No 9 9417-04 01/07/2011 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction3 Y
No 9761 06/19/2012 Lawrence Jones REDMARQ Homes LTD N
Yes 2 9417-01 08/21/2009 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction Y
Yes 3 9417 08/21/2009 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction Y
Yes 7 8412-18 09/21/2009 Second Chance Second Chance Help CDC Y
Yes 8 8412-17 09/21/2009 Second Chance Second Chance Help CDC Y
Yes 7724-19 10/12/2009 Riverside Avondale John Kinstle Construction N
Yes 8697-04 11/18/2009 Wealth Watchers Dvorak Construction Y
Yes 6 9356-03 03/31/2010 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction Y
Yes 4 9417-03 08/09/2010 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction Y
Yes 5 9417-02 08/23/2010 Helpful Citizens BA Wilson Construction Y
No 7295-40 10/01/2011 Habitat for Humanity W.R. Rohn N

*All contracts reviewed contained a Conflict of Interest  Provision and a Procurement  Provision.

LEGEND:
Color indicates contract executed before 06/29/2011. Color indicates contract executed after 06/29/2011.

FOOTNOTES:
   1. No CHDO Program guidelines were provided by the Housing & Community Development Division.
   2. The OIG was unable to determine which Contractor the Developer used and if self-performing occurred due
       to limited records available for review.
   3. Contracts were addressed in the Council Auditor's SHIP audit #729 and the OIG Investigation.

HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT'S REHABILITATION PROGRAMS - ANALYSIS
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The OIG noted the following:  
 

• All 21 contracts reviewed contained both a Conflict of Interest provision and 
Procurement provision.  The Conflict of Interest provision within the contracts prohibited 
self-performing;   

• Contracts 9, 10, 11, and 12 were addressed in the investigative report;  
• Self-performing occurred under CHDO on at least two occasions prior to June 29, 2011, 

and self-performing occurred under NSP on at least eight occasions prior to June 29, 
2011;  

• As previously noted in the investigative report, the OIG found that Developers could self-
perform as a contractor in NSP PowerPoint materials and the NSP FAQs; up until the 
issuance of the NSP Manual effective June 29, 2011;  

• Developers allowed to self-perform under the NSP prior to June 29, 2011 were in 
violation of the Conflict of Interest contract provision;  

• Of the contracts reviewed, there were no instances of self-performing after June 29, 2011;  
• Due to the age of the contracts being reviewed (in excess of ten years) and lack of readily 

available documentation, the OIG was unable to independently verify the number of 
written quotes obtained for each contract;  

• Out of 18 contracts reviewed and executed prior to June 29, 2011:   
o 14 contracts self-performed; 
o 8 of these 14 were associated with the NSP.  The NSP guidelines up to this 

date allowed self-performing, however the Conflict of Interest provision did 
not allow self-performing;  

o 3 contacts did not self-perform; and   
o 1 lacked adequate information to determine 

• Out of 3 contracts reviewed and executed after June 29, 2011:   
o 2 contracts did not self-perform 
o 1 lacked adequate information to determine        

 
Griffin and all program managers who oversaw the Housing contracts listed above are no longer 
employed with COJ.  The OIG maintains, as indicated in the Executive Summary, Griffin (1) 
allowed Developers to hire construction companies owned by their officers, in violation of the 
Conflict of Interest provision contained in each project contract and (2) failed to ensure the 
Developers adhered to the Procurement provision within each contract.  
 
The OIG has concluded all investigative activity concerning this investigation and no further 
action will be taken.  
 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On November 5, 2018, the Chief Administrative Officer, Office of Mayor Curry, City of 
Jacksonville, Florida, was provided the opportunity to submit a written explanation or rebuttal to 
the findings as stated in this draft Report of Investigation within twenty-one (21) calendar days, 
due on or before November 30, 2018.  On November 29, 2018, a written response was received 
from the Office of Mayor Curry and is attached in its entirety to this report.  
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The Office of Mayor Curry agreed with the OIG recommendations.  The response included a 
tracking spreadsheet to monitor the requirements and compliance of Housing and Community 
Development contracts; a contract checklist and contract-monitoring matrix to be used during the 
life of each contract within the Housing and Community Development; and the Conflict of 
Interest provision in Housing and Community Development contracts has been provided to OGC 
for review.  The Administration created a policy and attestation form for Housing and 
Community Development Division (program-wide) to ensure COJ employees formally 
document and certify that no conflict of interest exists between any COJ employee and any 
grantee, contractors/known subcontractors, and/or individuals applying for or receiving funds 
from the COJ.   
 
The Administration will provide annual refresher training to Housing and Community 
Development Division staff regarding the requirements within the COJ Procurement Manual.   
 
Policy revisions regarding the current Technology Use Policy, Directive – 0516 (effective March 
21, 2018), specific to Limited Personal Use is under review for consideration as this is an ITD 
policy.   
 
The Administration advised Griffin was removed from his position as the Affordable Housing 
Coordinator on September 5, 2015, and reverted to a Recreation Planning and Grants 
Coordinator, which included an annual salary reduction of $36,673.00.   
 
Attachments:  

1 – Griffin’s Response, dated December 3, 2018 
2 – Management’s Response, dated November 29, 2018 

 
cc:  IG Distribution 2016-0001 
 
 
 
 

This investigation has been conducted in accordance with the ASSOCIATION OF 
INSPECTORS GENERAL Principles & Quality Standards for Investigations. 
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