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“Safeguarding integrity in state government”
The Ohio Office of the Inspector General is authorized by state law to investigate alleged
wrongful acts or omissions committed by state officers or state employees involved in the
management and operation of state agencies. We at the Inspector General’s Office
recognize that the majority of state employees and public officials are hardworking,
honest, and trustworthy individuals. However, we also believe that the responsibilities of
this Office are critical in ensuring that state government and those doing or seeking to do
business with the State of Ohio act with the highest of standards. It is the commitment of
the Inspector General’s Office to fulfill its mission of safeguarding integrity in state
government. We strive to restore trust in government by conducting impartial
investigations in matters referred for investigation and offering objective conclusions
based upon those investigations.
Statutory authority for conducting such investigations is defined in Ohio Revised Code
§121.41 through 121.50. A Report of Investigation is issued based on the findings of the
Office, and copies are delivered to the Governor of Ohio and the director of the agency
subject to the investigation. At the discretion of the Inspector General, copies of the
report may also be forwarded to law enforcement agencies or other state agencies
responsible for investigating, auditing, reviewing, or evaluating the management and
operation of state agencies. The Report of Investigation by the Ohio Inspector General is
a public record under Ohio Revised Code §149.43 and related sections of Chapter 149.
It is available to the public for a fee that does not exceed the cost of reproducing and
delivering the report.
The Office of the Inspector General does not serve as an advocate for either the
complainant or the agency involved in a particular case. The role of the Office is to
ensure that the process of investigating state agencies is conducted completely, fairly, and
impartially. The Inspector General’s Office may or may not find wrongdoing associated
with a particular investigation. However, the Office always reserves the right to make
administrative recommendations for improving the operation of state government or
referring a matter to the appropriate agency for review.
The Inspector General’s Office remains dedicated to the principle that no public servant,
regardless of rank or position, is above the law, and the strength of our government is
built on the solid character of the individuals who hold the public trust.
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Executive Summary
On February 21, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General initiated an investigation into the
bidding, selection, and hiring processes used by the Ohio Bureau of Workers’ Compensation
(OBWC) to hire Greg McCoy, an employee of Stonyhurst Consulting LLC (Stonyhurst) in May
2016. While analyzing emails obtained during a related investigation involving the Ohio
Department of Administrative Services (ODAS) Office of Information Technology (OIT) (2017CA00014B1), investigators found evidence indicating that Peter Quinn of Advocate Solutions,
LLC, and an ODAS executive IT consultant, may have colluded with another consultant to tailor
position specifications towards a specific individual for inclusion in a Request for Quote (RFQ)
issued by OBWC. Additionally, these emails indicated that Quinn may have exerted influence
on OBWC and ODAS employees to award a contract to Stonyhurst for the services of Greg
McCoy in fiscal years2 2016 and 2017.

Investigators determined that Quinn and Cynthia Afkhami (OBWC consultant and Stonyhurst
employee) engaged in activities, many without the involvement or approval of OBWC
representatives, thereby ensuring McCoy was the selected candidate for the open implementation
project manager position. These activities included, but were not limited to, pre-selecting the
candidate; drafting the position specifications; participating in candidate interviews; and
interacting with ODAS representatives to ensure ODAS approved the OBWC request to hire
McCoy. Investigators further found ODAS Chief Technology Officer Tom Croyle had discussed
his concerns with State of Ohio Chief Information Officer Stuart Davis,3 Croyle was going to
deny the request, and did not want an “appearance of impropriety.” After OBWC staff informed
Croyle that McCoy was selected as the most qualified candidate based on the evaluation criteria
developed by Quinn and Afkhami, Croyle directed his staff to advance McCoy’s hiring request
for approval. Shortly after McCoy started at OBWC, Quinn was removed from the CORE
project by his employer, Advocate Solutions LLC, on May 25, 2016.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General considered the actions of Quinn, Zielenski, and
Afkhami and decided to conduct an additional review of the process used to hire Afkhami as an

1

This investigation, released on December 18, 2017 can be found at
http://watchdog.ohio.gov/Portals/0/pdf/investigations/2017-CA00014B.pdf.
2
A fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30.
3
Davis retired from the state of Ohio effective September 7, 2018.
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Executive Summary
OBWC consultant. After finding evidence that Quinn pre-selected Afkhami for the open
position and that Zielenski had submitted an unsolicited scope of work for Afkhami to OBWC,
investigators determined Quinn and Zielenski attempted to circumvent ODAS purchasing
procedures in their efforts to hire Afkhami. Additionally, after receiving notification that the
position had to be competitively bid, Quinn participated in the development of the job
specifications and the candidate selection process to ensure Afkhami was the selected candidate.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined that the conduct engaged by Quinn,
Zielenski, and Afkhami is contrary to ODAS PUR-001 Ethics policy and subverted OBWC’s and
ODAS OIT’s abilities to ensure “fair and equal treatment of all suppliers who are interested in
participating in the procurement” of information technology services. The Office of the Ohio
Inspector General further found Afkhami’s participation in an interview of a candidate
represented by Stonyhurst, her employer, is a conflict of interest due to her vested interest in the
outcome of the interview.
Because of Quinn’s, Zielenski’s, or Afkhami’s actions, OBWC awarded Stonyhurst contracts in
2015 and 2016 at a significantly higher rate than the next qualified candidate, resulting in OBWC
spending an additional $129,119 for Quinn’s preferred candidates. On August 5, 2016, OBWC
canceled the contracts with Stonyhurst for Afkhami’s and McCoy’s services effective August 5,
2016 and transferred their respective duties to OBWC staff.
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INITIAL ALLEGATION AND COMPLAINT SUMMARY
The Office of the Ohio Inspector General has conducted a series of investigations related to the
Ohio Department of Administrative Services (ODAS) Office of Information Technology (OIT).
These investigations were initiated from complaints received by the Office of the Ohio Inspector
General, newspaper articles, and information learned from prior investigations.

Because of information discovered in related investigations, the Office of the Ohio Inspector
General found evidence that Peter Quinn of Advocate Solutions, LLC, and an ODAS executive
IT consultant, may have collaborated with another consultant to tailor position specifications to
favor a specific candidate for inclusion in a Request for Quote (RFQ). Additionally, these emails
indicated that Quinn may have exerted influence on Ohio Bureau of Workers’ Compensation
(OBWC) and ODAS employees to award a contract to Stonyhurst Consulting LLC (Stonyhurst)
in fiscal years1 2016 and 2017 for the services of Greg McCoy.

On February 21, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General initiated an investigation into the
bidding, selection, and hiring processes used by OBWC to hire McCoy effective May 9, 2016.

BACKGROUND
The Ohio Bureau of Workers’ Compensation is responsible for providing workers’ compensation
insurance to all public and private employees except those who qualify for self-insurance. It is
the largest exclusive workers’ compensation system in the United States. An administrator/chief
executive officer of OBWC is appointed by the governor. OBWC is also overseen by an 11member board with members experienced in financial accounting, investment and securities, and
actuarial management. OBWC is funded through assessments paid by employers.

The Ohio General Assembly enacted Ohio Revised Code (ORC) §121.52, effective September
10, 2007, which created the deputy inspector general for the Ohio Bureau of Workers’
Compensation and the Industrial Commission of Ohio (ICO). This statute requires a deputy
inspector general be designated who “… shall investigate wrongful acts or omission that have
been committed or are being committed by officers or employees …” of both OBWC and the
1

A fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30.
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ICO, and provides the deputy inspector general the same powers and duties as specified in Ohio
Revised Code §121.42, §121.43, and §121.45 for matters involving the OBWC and ICO.
OBWC Consultant Hiring Process
The OBWC Information Technology (IT) Department is responsible for both identifying IT
staffing needs and determining how these staffing positions should be filled. Next, an IT
manager contacts an OBWC Procurement Department senior sourcing analyst to discuss the
skills needed for the identified position which are specified in a Request for Quote (RFQ).2
Once the RFQ is prepared, the senior sourcing analyst sends a RFQ to IT divisional staff for
approval. Once approved, the senior sourcing analyst has two options to obtain responses to the
RFQ. These two options are sending the RFQ to select eligible State Term Schedule (STS)
vendors or posting the RFQ on the ODAS Procurement website.

The first option involves the senior sourcing analyst reviewing the current STS contracts and
working with IT divisional staff to identify eligible STS vendors to receive the RFQ. For
positions with specific specialized skills, the senior sourcing analyst typically emails the RFQ to
current STS contract holders who have successfully provided those types of services to OBWC
in the past. The second option involves the senior sourcing analyst sending the RFQ to ODAS
for posting on the ODAS Procurement website. Before the RFQ is posted, the senior sourcing
analyst sends an email notifying ODAS Enterprise IT Contracting (EITC) of their intention to
post an RFQ.3 After responding to questions posed by EITC, the RFQ is posted on the ODAS
procurement website. Regardless of how the RFQ is disseminated, the prospective vendors send
the RFQ responses to OBWC for review and consideration by the identified due date.

After receiving the responses, the senior sourcing analyst sends the resumes and a scoring sheet
to the IT manager requesting the position. The IT manager then evaluates the resumes and
selects the candidates to be interviewed by telephone and or in-person. Once the prospective

2

OBWC can fill these positions using either the staff augmentation process managed by Knowledge Services or a
Request for Quote process. For this investigation, OBWC used the RFQ process and not the staff augmentation
process.
3
This typically occurs after two attempts were made to acquire the resource through the managed service provider.
In this investigation, neither position was posted by the managed service provider or if the managed service provider
is unable to provide candidates with the required skill level.
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candidates are identified, the senior sourcing analyst schedules the candidates for the type of
interview requested by the IT manager. After interviewing the candidates, the IT manager
evaluates the interview results, candidate resumes, and feedback from the other interview
participants.

After selecting the candidate for the position, the IT manager notifies the senior sourcing analyst
who in turn submits a request to ODAS OIT Release and Permit4 (R&P) for approval to contract
with the identified candidate. Once the R&P request is approved, the senior sourcing analyst
enters into a contract with the vendor for the candidate’s services and generates a purchase order.
Ohio Department of Administrative Services
The Ohio Department of Administrative Services (ODAS) is responsible for providing support
services to state agencies. The Office of Information Technology (OIT), a division within
ODAS, delivers statewide technology and telecommunication services to state government
agencies, boards, and commissions as well as policy and standards development, lifecycle
investment planning, and security management.
The OIT Investment and Governance Division is “authorized to make contracts for, operate, and
superintend telephone, telecommunication, computer services, and some professional services
for state agencies.”5 Enterprise IT Contracting (EITC) within OIT is responsible for issuing
contracts for computing and telecommunication products and services. In certain instances, the
circumstances may warrant an exception to the above ODAS authority and that agencies may
apply for a waiver known as a Release and Permit.

Release and Permits
State of Ohio Procurement Handbook for Supplies and Services Section 8.1 states that
information technology solutions and software purchases require approval from designated
agencies prior to completing the purchase. This required prior approval is obtained by agencies
4

The Release and Permit are initiated by the agencies to document contract service requirements. This process
includes submitting a request and documentation to ODAS OIT for pre-approval prior to making a purchase of
select servicers including information technology solutions and software. This process is authorized by Ohio
Revised Code §125.05 and Ohio Administrative Code §125:5-1-03.
5
Source: State of Ohio Procurement Handbook for Supplies and Services Section 3.4.
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through the Release and Permit process. Section 8.6 provides a summary of the Release and
Permit (R&P) process.6 Section 8.6 further provides that:
The agency should not proceed with the purchase until DAS has granted the Release and
Permit. Whenever DAS grants a Release and Permit, the agency must make the purchase
pursuant to Competitive Selection requirements or with Controlling Board approval.
When approving a R&P, ODAS signifies that the state agency “has selected an appropriate
purchasing mechanism” and that the purchase is in “alignment with the overall OIT optimization
strategy.”

State Term Schedules
State of Ohio Procurement Handbook for Supplies and Services Section 3.2.2 describes state
term schedules (STS) as “price solicitations that include multiple suppliers for similar types of
supplies or services.” When using the STS, Section 3.2.2 further provides:
Agencies are encouraged to compare the offerings of multiple manufacturers or their
named distributors on similar items. Agencies are encouraged to request quotations
and/or negotiate to obtain the most favorable pricing on these schedules.

Relevant Policies and Procedures
Ohio Revised Code §125.05 states, “Except as provided in division (D) of this section, no state
agency shall purchase any supplies or services except as provided in divisions (A) to (C) of this
section.” Section (C) further provides:
An agency that has been granted a release and permit under division (G) of section
125.035 of the Revised Code to make a purchase may make the purchase without
competitive selection if after making the purchase the cumulative purchase threshold as
computed under division (E) of section 127.16 of the Revised Code would:
(1) Be exceeded and the controlling board approves the purchase;
(2) Not be exceeded and the department of administrative services approves the purchase.

6

This process is authorized by Ohio Revised Code §125.05 & 125.066 and Ohio Administrative Code §123:5-1-03
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Ohio Administrative Code Section 123:5-1-03 (B) provides,
An agency shall not proceed with the purchase until the department has granted a specific
release and permit or the purchase is covered by a blanket release and permit. Whenever
a release and permit has been granted, the requesting agency must purchase the supplies
or services in a competitive manner and with controlling board approval …
ODAS Purchasing Procedure PUR-001 Ethics7 Section III. Policy provides that the Office of
Procurement Services (OPS) “will conduct all procurement activities in a manner above reproach
and with complete impartiality and preferential treatment to none.” Section II. Scope of this
policy further states, “to the extent permitted by law, this policy also applies to all private
companies and their employees conducting business with or seeking to do business with the state
of Ohio or with the OPS.” Section IV. Procedures (B) further provides,
Any supplier that attempts to influence the evaluation and/or award of a contract either
directly or through an outside agent or representative may be disqualified and if
disqualified, will not be able to participate in the procurement activity. In addition, a
supplier who attempts to include an evaluation and award may be subject to penalties set
forth by law up to and including debarment.
Ohio Revised Code §125.25 provides additional guidance to ODAS on the debarment process,
including when a vendor should be considered for debarment.8
Stonyhurst Consulting LLC
Stonyhurst was incorporated on September 10, 2012, in the state of Virginia.9 On April 5, 2013,
Stonyhurst filed for a foreign license to conduct business in the state of Ohio. According to its
website, Stonyhurst was co-founded by Jonelle St. John and Steve Zielenski as an “independent
Strategy, Sourcing and Results Management firm.” Stonyhurst’s website further describes that
they have provided the following services: “market research, analysis, strategic sourcing and
implementation over/results management services.”

7

This policy can be found in the State of Ohio Procurement Handbook for Supplies and Services located at
https://procure.ohio.gov/pdf/PUR_ProcManual.pdf.
8
Debarment is the process used to exclude a company from participating in governmental contracts and purchases.
9
Source is http://www2.sos.state.oh.us/reports/rwservlet?imgc12g&Din=201309800766.
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According to the Ohio Administrative Knowledge System (OAKS),10 Zielenski has been
providing services to ODAS OIT since at least 2009 as an employee of Top511 and since May of
2015, as an employee of Stonyhurst. The initial Request to Purchase (RTP) document approved
by ODAS state Chief Information Officer Stu Davis on April 16, 2015, was supported by a
statement of work submitted to Davis on March 31, 2015, the same date Stonyhurst was awarded
an STS contract. The RTP described the services being requested from Stonyhurst as:
Extend current resources (Zielenski & St. John) to provide support and project manage
the overall effort of multiple stakeholders – ODOT, OIT, GSD and OAKS – for
development of statement of work and RFP development in collaboration with DAS/OIT
procurement and legal teams.
Advocate Solutions, LLC
Advocate Solutions, LLC12 (Advocate) was established in 1995. Advocate is a privately held
company providing consulting services to public and private sector clients. According to
purchase order attachments and invoices maintained in OAKS, Advocate employee Peter Quinn
had provided consulting services to ODAS OIT CIO Davis’ office since at least July 2011. The
Request to Purchase document for services to be provided for the period July 1, 2015, through
June 30, 2016, by Quinn was requested by Davis’ staff member Katrina Flory. The RTP
reflected that the following services were a continuation from FY 2015:
Renew resources for FY16 to provide subject matter expertise and exucutive [sic] level
support for ongoing strategic planning and implementation of IT Optimization Initiatives
as well as program management and project recovery support ... P. Quinn (2060 hours @
$216.75/hr.). Quinn is uniquely qualified as the ex-CIO for the state of Massachusetts ...

Related Office of the Ohio Inspector General Investigation
On December 18, 2017, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General released Report of
Investigation 2017-CA00014B,13 which involved an investigation into the state of Ohio IT
10

OAKS is the state of Ohio accounting system and contains requisitions, purchase orders, and invoices for
payments issued.
11
An IT consulting company and then vendor of the state of Ohio.
12
Formerly known as Government Consulting Resources (GCR). The name was changed to Advocate Solutions,
LLC on February 24, 2014.
13
This investigation can be found at http://watchdog.ohio.gov/Portals/0/pdf/investigations/2017-CA00014B.pdf.
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procurement processes. That investigation included a review of STS contracts and R&Ps
approved for services provided by vendors including Stonyhurst and Advocate. The results of
this investigation were considered while conducting the investigation into the solicitation,
bidding, and awarding of two contracts to Stonyhurst for services provided by Cindy Afkhami
and Greg McCoy.

INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY
The Office of the Ohio Inspector General reviewed OBWC and ODAS records, emails, and
conducted interviews to obtain an understanding of the procurement process used to award four
contracts to Stonyhurst. These contracts were for services provided by Cindy Afkhami and Greg
McCoy who respectively served as the Quality Assurance (QA) program oversight lead and
implementation project manager. The following amounts were paid by OBWC to Stonyhurst for
these services:

Consultant
Cindy Afkhami
Cindy Afkhami
Total:
Greg McCoy
Greg McCoy
Total:

Position
QA Program Oversight Lead
QA Program Oversight Lead

Fiscal Year14
2016
2017

Amount
$362,970
$37,185
$400,155

Implementation Project Manager
Implementation Project Manager

2016
2017

$40,950
$27,675
$68,625

Assignment of Peter Quinn, ODAS Consultant, to OBWC
In August 2011, the ODAS OIT released a request for proposal (RFP) on behalf of OBWC for a
new computer system, known as PowerSuite. OBWC named the project to implement the new
computer system for the CORE project. In December 2011, OBWC’s CORE systems team, in
conjunction with ODAS OIT, provided then-OBWC Administrator Stephen Buehrer15 with
vendor recommendations. In February 2012, Buehrer announced the project’s approval and the
selection of StoneRiver’s workers’ compensation software package (PowerSuite). On March 9,

14
15

A fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30.
Buehrer resigned as OBWC administrator effective April 16, 2016.
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2012, ODAS entered into a contract with CGI Technologies and Solutions16 on behalf of OBWC
to implement the software package. The initial “go-live” date for the new computer system was
identified as November 11, 2014. However, investigators determined the CORE project was not
completed by this initial “go-live” date.

On May 23, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General interviewed former OBWC Chief
Information Officer (CIO) Kathleen Martin17 who served as the CORE project IT lead. Martin
recalled that prior to Quinn’s assignment to OBWC, she approached state of Ohio CIO Stu
Davis18 multiple times in 2014 regarding the status and progress of the CORE project. Martin
further explained that OBWC had serious concerns regarding incomplete and late deliverables
and that OBWC was withholding funds from CGI. According to a January 8, 2015, calendar
appointment found in Davis’ email box, a meeting was held with attendees from OBWC, ODAS,
CGI, and StoneRiver. The following day, Davis emailed Martin and Accenture19 representatives
informing them that Quinn was going to be involved in the CORE project. Email
correspondence further described Quinn’s role as “evaluating the Core project.”
Martin told investigators that Davis “put him [Quinn] at the Bureau” and explained that this was
not at her or the administrator’s request. Martin indicated that OBWC staff were not involved in
Quinn’s review and were expected to follow Quinn’s directions. Martin then explained that
Quinn completed his assessment, explained “how dumb we were,” and submitted various Core
project proposals to the administrator and then-General Counsel Sarah Morrison.20

On February 3, 2015, investigators found email correspondence indicating that then-OBWC
Administrator Stephen Buehrer was sending an email to OBWC staff in the afternoon stating that
OBWC was continuing to work with the vendors on the project and that he had:

16

A party named in Office of Ohio Inspector General Report of Investigation 2017-CA00014A.
Martin was loaned to ODJFS by OBWC effective February 1, 2016. Martin resigned from OBWC effective
September 3, 2016.
18
Davis resigned from ODAS effective September 8, 2018.
19
Accenture was a contractor working on the CORE project.
20
Morrison was hired on November 5, 2012, as OBWC General Counsel. Morrison served as interim administrator
before being appointed as the OBWC administrator and CEO, effective May 17, 2016.
17
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Asked Peter Quinn to work with CGI, StoneRiver and us to come up with a plan for
moving forward that’s realistic. Peter currently works as a contractor at DAS … He’s
committed to having an integrated plan complete by the end of February that he believes
will position us to successfully launch PowerSuite thereafter.
When questioned about the change of Quinn’s role, Martin told investigators, “Peter lobbied to
keep himself there because he was going to do wonderful things and we were all dumb as rocks,
so he needed to stay. And Stu said, ‘okay.’” Martin then commented that “Stu was paying for
him. We didn’t hire him or anything.” Investigators confirmed that ODAS paid Advocate
Solutions, LLC for Quinn’s services at OBWC.

CORE Project Leadership Changes
Within a year of Quinn arriving at OBWC, the OBWC CORE project leadership changed
significantly between February 2015 and February 2016. These changes, illustrated in the
following table, impacted who within OBWC was responsible for the hiring of consultants to fill
open CORE project positions.
OBWC CORE Project Leadership Changes
Position
As of February 2015
As of February 2016
Executive Sponsor
Jeremy Jackson21
Dale Hamilton22
Senior Sponsors
Dale Hamilton, Tracy
Unknown
Valentino,23 Kathy Martin
Program Manager
Kathy Martin
Cindy Afkhami24 and Larry
King25
Project Manager
Paul Campbell and Mary
Unknown
Lynn Monge
On January 28, 2016, Cindy Afkhami, a consultant hired to work on the OBWC CORE project,
created a document (Exhibit 1) summarizing multiple recommendations including changes at the
program manager level. The Project & Program Management recommendation discussed the
21

Jackson resigned from OBWC, effective January 9, 2016.
Hamilton resigned from OBWC, effective October 4, 2016.
23
Valentino resigned from OBWC as the chief of Fiscal & Planning, effective April 26, 2014.
24
Afkhami was hired by OBWC through Stonyhurst Consulting LLC, effective August 18, 2015.
25
King was placed in a temporary working level as the interim director of the Project Management Office, effective
March 6, 2016, and was promoted to this position effective October 16, 2016.
22
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transition of program manager duties from Paul Campbell to both Cindy Afkhami and Larry
King, an OBWC employee, effective February 5, 2016. The recommendation further stated that
Afkhami would serve in this position in “conjunction with Larry King” and “would retain
oversight for QA as well.”

On April 26, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General interviewed Larry King and
received a follow-up email on May 4, 2018, from King containing additional clarification of his
interview responses. King recalled that Quinn and Afkhami requested to meet with him on
February 5, 2016. King remembered discussing with Quinn and Afkhami the CORE project,
what needed to be done, and the next steps. King believed Quinn was “running the project and
can request anyone to be removed from the project or OBWC at any time.” King further
explained that when he (King) became the interim Project Management Office (PMO) director
that it was a “brand-new world to me.”
Hiring of Greg McCoy as Implementation Project Manager
Initial Contact
On February 23, 2016, Quinn emailed McCoy with a subject line that stated, “project manager
opportunity here ... if interested. Cindy and I would like to talk to you.” Subsequent email
correspondence revealed that a meeting between Quinn, Afkhami, and McCoy was set on Friday,
February 26, 2016, at 9:30 a.m. in the Nationwide Atrium.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined that Quinn had previously worked with
both McCoy and Afkhami on an Ohio Department of Medicaid project for several years. In a
November 4, 2016, news article about Quinn, McCoy stated that, “I have had the pleasure of
working with Peter for over a decade …” Afkhami was also quoted in the same article, stating
that Quinn was “a natural leader who knows how to drive outcomes in a demanding, fast-paced
environment.” (Exhibit 2) These comments further show a close relationship between Quinn,
Afkhami, and McCoy.
On March 2, 2016, McCoy emailed his resume to Afkhami’s personal Gmail account with a
comment, “Please let me know if you need anything else.” On March 3, 2016, Afkhami
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forwarded McCoy’s email to Quinn’s personal Yahoo email address. Shortly after forwarding
McCoy’s resume to Quinn, Afkhami created, at Quinn’s request, a word document titled
“summary scope of work for the project manager” (Exhibit 3) and sent it to Quinn stating, “edit
at will.” Quinn replied to Afkhami later that same day with the document indicating that he
“added BCP [Business Continuity Plan] and DR [Disaster Recovery].” (Exhibit 3)

The next day, March 4, 2016, Steve Zielenski of Stonyhurst sent Quinn the following email:

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined that Quinn and Zielenski26 had previously
worked on a variety of ODAS OIT projects with ODAS OIT employees, including Davis. This
began in 2012 when Zielenski was an employee of Top5 and continued when Zielenski was
employed by Stonyhurst starting in May 2015. Lastly, email correspondence revealed that
Quinn and Zielenski exchanged non-work related emails using their state email accounts and
socialized outside of work, further showing a close relationship between these two consultants.

Implementation Project Manager Position
On April 26, 2018, King told investigators that Quinn and Afkhami, as the project integrators,
would have provided input on CORE project staffing positions. King believed discussions with
OBWC staff about the need for an implementation project manager began in mid-March.
However, Quinn and Afkhami had created the position scope of work and received McCoy’s

26

These two employees and their employers were highlighted in the Office of the Ohio Inspector General report
2017-CA00014B issued on December 18, 2017.
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resume approximately 1½ weeks before this staff meeting. Emails confirmed a March 14, 2016,
meeting was held to discuss a CORE implementation position.

On May 9, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General interviewed then-interim OBWC CIO
Dylan Scott.27 Scott recalled discussing during a March 14, 2016, meeting the need for
experience in the insurance or health care industry, business continuity, and disaster recovery.
Neither King nor Scott recalled discussions during this meeting about a job description or
required skills being discussed. Scott did recall that Quinn and Afkhami mentioned that “they
had a thought of someone they, that they could bring in,” but did not mention a specific
individual. Scott then commented, “to me that seemed kind of odd.”

Both Scott and King told investigators that OBWC CORE Senior Sponsor Dale Hamilton
requested to meet with them following the March 14, 2016, meeting discussing a CORE project
position. Scott recalled expressing to Hamilton his concerns that Quinn and Afkhami already
had a person in mind for the position. Hamilton replied, “basically give them what they need.
Let’s work with them. Go from there. Um … Do it.” King also recalled Hamilton stating, that
they were “to keep Quinn and Afkhami happy and taken care of.” King further recalled that
Hamilton asked he and Scott, “Do you want to be fired now, or 6 months from now?” Both King
and Scott told investigators that they interpreted this statement to mean that if they did not do
what Quinn and Afkhami wanted, they would be removed from employment at OBWC.
On March 14, 2016, Scott sent an email (Exhibit 4) requesting the posting of a “request for a
Project Manager consultant for the CORE project.” Investigators reviewed the experience
requirements developed by Afkhami and Quinn (Exhibit 3); the experience requirements
specified in Scott’s email (Exhibit 4); and the resume submitted by Stonyhurst (Exhibit 5).
Investigators determined that McCoy’s resume far exceeded the experience requirements for
three of the required skills and had met the fourth required skill established by Quinn and
Afkhami. Quinn’s involvement in the development of the position specifications ensured that his
pre-selected candidate would meet these requirements.

27

Scott was appointed to a temporary working level position as the OBWC chief information officer in February
2016 and remained in this position until Jim McAndrew was hired in March 2017.
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Releasing the RFQ
On March 25, 2016, Quinn had sent ODAS Chief Technology Officer Tom Croyle28 an email
explaining the need for a consultant position and why the position could not be sourced through
Knowledge Services (KS).29 Quinn stated that his expectation was that this position “would be
procured through STS via the normal posting process.” Quinn further explained that this email
was sent to “insure [sic] we don’t end up with any significant delays with an expectation that we
go through KS.” Lastly, Quinn stated that Afkhami would reach out to Croyle on March 28,
2016, to schedule a meeting to discuss the position.

After the March 28, 2016, meeting with Croyle, Afkhami emailed King stating that the posting
for the new position should be sent directly to Croyle later that day. OBWC Senior Sourcing
Analyst JacLynn Romine emailed Croyle indicating OBWC was posting the RFQ using the
ODAS website. Romine further stated in the email, “Due to the complexity and cost, this
posting is submitted with the authority of Stu Davis.” Croyle confirmed that he was aware that
Davis had approved the issuance of the RFQ instead of posting the position with KS. On March
29, 2016, ODAS posted the RFQ on the state of Ohio Procurement website. (Exhibit 6)

Candidate Selection Process
The deadline for the resumes to be submitted to Romine in the RFQ was no later than close of
business on April 4, 2016. The RFQ further stated that interviews “consisted of two parts, a prescreening 15-minute phone interview, and if selected, candidate will advance to a face to face
interview.” King and OBWC Manager of Planning and Logistics Brian Galloway discussed the
high-level criteria used for screening the resumes and Galloway completed the initial screening
of the candidates.
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Prior to transferring to ODAS on March 31, 2013, Croyle was the chief information officer for OBWC and was
involved in the CORE project.
29
Per the ODAS website, the Ohio IT Staff Augmentation Services contract is used by the state as the preferred
method for procuring hourly time and material resources. This contract is currently managed by Knowledge
Services.
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On April 26, 2018, OBWC Manager of Planning and Logistics Brian Galloway recalled King
telling him that “Greg McCoy was Peter Quinn’s preferred candidate.” King confirmed that he
mentioned McCoy to Galloway. King then stated that,
Peter and Cindy mentioned that Greg would be a great candidate … plus Mr. McCoy,
Greg used to work, did a SharePoint implementation here at the Bureau many years ago.
So, I did go ask someone at the BWC staff that had worked with him previously what
their thoughts were on working with him.
King could not recall whether he shared the staff’s feedback with Quinn and Afkhami.

On April 5, 2016, King emailed Romine with the names of the three candidates that they wanted
to interview by phone. King explained that Quinn and Afkhami had approached him and
requested to be part of the selection process. After Galloway completed the screening, King
stated that he, Quinn, and Afkhami decided who they selected to interview. King commented
that it was his understanding that Quinn and Afkhami were going to be helping run the project,
and as such, they would help with the selection. When asked where he had obtained this
understanding, King replied, “I think it was an assumption on my part, a bad assumption.” King
further commented that “in the environment at that time with them so ingrained in the project, it
did not seem unusual.” According to the OBWC scoring sheet rankings, McCoy was the highest
ranked candidate at $180 per hour and the next two highest ranked candidates’ hourly rates were
$125 and $115 per hour, respectively.

The RFQ guidelines provided that both telephone and in-person interviews would be conducted.
However, King explained that he decided that only phone interviews would be scheduled
because OBWC “needed to get the position filled quickly.” On April 6, 2016, Quinn, Afkhami,
and King participated in the scheduled 15-minute interviews of the top three candidates.
Investigators questioned King as to why Quinn and Afkhami, two consultants, were invited to
participate in the interviews. King stated Quinn and Afkhami,
… approached me to request to be part of the selection process for the implementation
PM. At the time, Peter and Cindy were leading the CORE project. Based upon that
information and the directive from Dale Hamilton, I included them in the selection
process.
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King stated, at that time, that he did not “know what firms Peter and Cindy worked for. Only
later did I realize that Greg McCoy worked for the same firm as Cindy.”
On May 14, 2018, Afkhami confirmed during an interview that she participated in McCoy’s
interview. Investigators questioned Afkhami about whether, since she worked for Stonyhurst
and McCoy was a candidate from Stonyhurst, she had considered that this could be a conflict of
interest. Afkhami replied, “So ... No … probably not at the time.” Afkhami further stated that
she did not think anything about the conflict of interest.

After interviewing the candidates and evaluating their responses, King emailed Romine stating
that McCoy was the selected candidate. King further commented that “he has a lot of experience
with large implementation.” King initially told investigators that he (King) was the person who
decided who was selected. However, King acknowledged that Quinn and Afkhami provided
their input which supported the decision to hire McCoy. However, King later stated that McCoy
“was the candidate who best fit the specifications of the job.” King then commented, that “It’s
possible that Greg [McCoy] scored as the most qualified candidate because the specifications
may have been written to fit his work experience.”

Obtaining OIT Release and Permit Approval
On April 11, 2016, Romine entered a request for approval of Release and Permit #28878 to
“obtain the IT consulting services of Greg McCoy through Stonyhurst Consulting, LLC.” The
anticipated period of engagement was projected to be for 400 hours at a rate of $180/hour for the
period April 18, 2016, through June 30, 2016, at a total cost of $72,000. According to the
Decision Comments for R&P #28878, (Exhibit 7) Acquisition Analyst Jackie Flemmings
commented on April 13, 2016, that, “While this is a competitively issued RFQ, the rates seem to
be excessive … I am forwarding this request to management for further review.”

On April 13, 2016, Afkhami emailed ODAS Chief Technology Officer Tom Croyle with the
comment, “we are hoping we can get a little more help from you. As you know, we are trying to
get the implementation consultant into BWC to support the core project.” On April 14, 2016,
Afkhami sent a follow-up email to Croyle stating, “I think we might need some additional help.”
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Afkhami sent another follow-up email to Croyle on April 15, 2016, asking for an update and
stating that “we need Greg to start soon.”

On April 30, 2018, Croyle told investigators that he could not recall providing any additional
assistance to Afkhami or taking additional steps in response to her emails sent on April 14, 2016,
and April 15, 2016. However, Croyle acknowledged that he had some concerns during this
period because the requested resource (McCoy) was already under contract for another “very
critical project” and because of the relationships between Stonyhurst and Advocate.

On April 15, 2016, ODAS OIT EITC Acquisition Supervisor Curtis Brooks explained in the
Decision Comments (Exhibit 7) for Release and Permit (R&P) #28878 that EITC had reviewed
McCoy’s resume. This review raised questions regarding McCoy’s suitability because his
education and work experience requirements did not fully meet the RFQ’s specified required
skills. However, Brooks commented that it was possible the interviews “revealed more
experience than what was presented on the candidate’s resume.” Lastly, Brooks commented
prior to indicating this request was being forwarded for review and consideration that:

After meeting with ODAS OIT EITC Administrator Dan Orr the morning of April 18, 2016,
Croyle emailed Quinn and Afkhami requesting an explanation as to why he should become
involved in McCoy’s hiring since McCoy was already working on another critical state of Ohio
IT project. Croyle stated in the email:
Yes, I just was briefed on more of this story. Greg is already in contract with Ohio for
Ohio Benefits. I wish I had known this when you took me down this road. How do you
reconcile this situation? Rather than put this BS in an email, I would like to meet
with you to hear how this is something that I should want to participate in.
[emphasis added]
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It was at this time that Croyle began questioning this R&P. Croyle recalled thinking, “wait a
minute … Ohio Benefits … that’s a big project … I don’t think that is a benefit to Ohio to take
him off something that he is already working on to work on something new that he is not familiar
with.” Croyle noted to investigators that he spoke to ODAS Deputy Director Devin Mehta, who
oversaw the Ohio Benefits project, about the impact on the Ohio Benefits project should McCoy
leave. Croyle recalled that “he [Mehta] was very agitated at the possibility.”

On April 19, 2016, Quinn and Afkhami met with Croyle to discuss his concerns. Croyle
explained that “this meeting was to talk to Peter how does it benefit the state of Ohio to take this
resource from a very critical project that he’s been on for a while and put him … on another
critical project.” Croyle stated that, “having an Advocate employee um recommending uh
somebody who was going to turn out to be a Stonyhurst employee, the proximity that was, was
troubling.” Croyle explained that Quinn “minimized Greg’s involvement on Ohio Benefits.”
ODAS Deputy Director Mehta told investigators on May 23, 2018, that McCoy was “managing
critical components. I did not have a transition plan as far as I recall.” Mehta further stated that
he heard McCoy was being considered for an OBWC position on the CORE project “after the
fact. That I do remember since I was not happy. I was not aware.”

Investigators also identified the following email correspondence between Croyle and Quinn on
April 20, 2016, about OBWC’s R&P #28878 which contains a conversation about the top two
candidates interviewed for the implementation project manager position:
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After being shown these emails and a meeting appointment, Croyle was unable to recall at which
specific meeting (4/19 or 4/20) that the conversations with Quinn and Afkhami occurred. Croyle
further explained the #1 and #2 referred to in the emails were McCoy and the next ranked
candidate based on the OBWC screening results. Croyle also recalled telling Quinn and
Afkhami at one of these meetings that:
•

The request to pull McCoy off the Ohio Benefits project to work on another significant
project was not advantageous to the state of Ohio;

•

He had discussed the matter with Mehta who expressed his concern about McCoy’s
possible departure; and
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•

Lastly commented that he didn’t think that “this benefits the state of Ohio, this is a very
involved project, and taking a, uh, a, a consultant whose been on it for so long …You’ll
need to find another resource.”

Croyle recalled at one of the meetings that Quinn became “very agitated” after “I told him
[Quinn] that I was going to deny the request.” In discussing the matter with Quinn, Croyle
recalled:
[I] Did not like the representation of Greg and how that might look. Greg was working
for Ohio Benefits for company A [American Business Solutions] and is being pitched on
an RFQ at BWC for company B [Stonyhurst]. The state has a very close relationship
with company B [Stonyhurst]. … Peter [Quinn] is mixed in with that. I said, uh, I’m not
going to tell you how these dots are connected, but if I connect the dots myself by
implication, it stinks.

Croyle stated that Quinn did not have a direct affiliation with Stonyhurst. However, Croyle did
state that Quinn:
… was an Advocate employee, … those two companies, as I am sure you know as part of
an investigation, on getting preferential treatment, ... They know of each other, you know
… I am sure you know that Steve Zielenski works on 39, where I work, ... when you’re
that close, there’s information that gets shared, that’s one of our jobs is to make sure that,
you know, that nobody has an advantage over anybody else.

Croyle was unaware of the sharing of information between Quinn and Zielenski. However,
Croyle added,
… my challenge to Peter is that I was saying that it would be really easy to connect the
dots and say that, that had happened. And I don’t want the appearance of impropriety
that, that would result from that. That’s why I am denying this request.

Croyle stated that he had no knowledge of Quinn and Zielenski having conversations about this
position. Croyle said,
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… I don’t know what happened. … I said I didn’t want to know, I just was denying this
on the, on the appearance but the, the dot connecting that I shared with him is that uh,
Peter, you know Steve. You want Greg. … you know Greg. It would have been an easy
thing for you to go to Steve and say I want to bring … Greg over to BWC, can you
submit a proposal? And I’ll make sure he gets in. That’s not how it’s supposed to work.
Croyle then commented, “I don’t know that happened but that’s, that’s the appearance that I
wanted to stay away from. Somebody is going to see it that way and we can’t afford for that to
happen.”

Initially, Croyle was unsure whether he had discussed his concerns with his supervisors.
However, Croyle did recall talking with Davis, but that this conversation occurred with Davis
before he [Croyle] met with Quinn. Croyle explained he spoke with Davis:
… because it was my understanding that Stu had already approved the request and um, I
can see where I might have shared with him that, um, but I doubt it. I might have shared
with him the dot connecting thing ... but I doubt it … my objective going in to talk to Stu
was … to let him know that I was going to have this meeting with Peter and I was going
to deny the request and I want you to know that from me and not from him [Quinn]
because I get an opportunity to paint it my way. Peter’s going to paint it a different way
and Stu blessed it … said you’re doing the right thing.

On April 29, 2016, an additional meeting was held between Quinn and Croyle to discuss McCoy.
On the day before this meeting, King emailed Quinn the write-up of the candidate selection
process and summary of interviews; the scoring sheet; and the interview questions. During
Croyle’s interview with investigators, he noted he could not recall having seen these documents;
however, indicated that they would be documents he would want to review.
While discussing McCoy’s position with Quinn, Croyle recalled commenting that, “I can’t, can’t
get that from you, Peter, because you’re not objective source of that information.” Croyle’s
concern was that he “… can’t respond to Peter. Peter is a consultant.” During one of the
meetings with Quinn, Croyle responded to Quinn’s offer to speak with someone at OBWC about
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the R&P by stating, “let me talk to somebody at BWC that I know and, and can trust that Greg
was the guy that they need.”

On April 26, 2018, both Galloway and King confirmed that they each received a phone call
from Croyle regarding McCoy’s selection. After speaking with both King and Galloway, Croyle
believed that OBWC ultimately wanted McCoy for the CORE project. Croyle could not recall
whether King or Galloway provided this information.

Croyle stated had he known that Quinn and Afkhami were participating in the interviews as
consultants that he would have insisted that in order for “the RFQ to go forward, uh, your
interviewers have to be employees.” Croyle explained that his conversations with OBWC were
the only reason why ODAS/OIT reversed that decision. Lastly, Croyle stated, “from what all I
could tell, BWC felt they needed Greg, you know, from all the information that I had been able
to get ahold of.”

Investigators reviewed the May 5, 2016, Decision Comments for R&P # 28878 and discovered a
comment stating: “pending discussion with Tom Croyle.” Later that day, another comment was
added stating the R&P was being, “forwarded for consideration purposes … per direction of
Tom Croyle.” The Decision Comments reflected that Davis accessed the form on May 5, 2016,
but did not enter a comment. The R&P to contract with McCoy was approved by ODAS/OIT on
May 5, 2016, with an approval email sent on May 6, 2016.

Though Davis approved the R&P, investigators asked Croyle whether he believed Davis was
aware of the relationships between Quinn and Stonyhurst and Afkhami and Stonyhurst. Croyle
replied, “I know that he is aware … Peter and Steve know each other. I don’t know how much
he knew about Cindy, you know … I didn’t know her before she stopped over here on that first,
first meeting.”

Croyle explained that his initial concern with the R&P was that McCoy was under contract for
the Ohio Benefits project, a critical project, and that OBWC was requesting to transfer McCoy to
work on the OBWC CORE project, another critical project. Croyle stated that Quinn
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“minimized Greg’s involvement on Ohio Benefits.” Croyle was then asked how Quinn knew
about McCoy’s level of involvement on that project. Croyle stated, “apparently because of
Peter’s prior assignment … being the MITS project or something like that. He had involvement
with Medicaid. So, they had worked together in that context.”
Croyle further stated, “having an Advocate employee [Quinn] um recommending uh somebody
who was going to turn out to be a Stonyhurst employee, that proximity was, was troubling.”
Investigators then told Croyle that Afkhami was recommended by Quinn when her position was
going through the R&P approval process. Croyle commented “No, I wasn’t aware of that. I
don’t remember that rising up as an issue.” Had he been aware of this, Croyle acknowledged
that this would have been a concern.
On May 9, 2016, OBWC issued a purchase order for McCoy’s services from Stonyhurst at
$180/hour not to exceed $72,000. On May 23, 2016, McCoy started at OBWC and met with
both Quinn and Afkhami, but not his supervisor, King.
Hiring of Cindy Afkhami, QA Program Oversight Testing Lead
Based on the actions undertaken by Quinn, Afkhami, and Zielenski to influence the selection and
contracting processes for the hiring of Greg McCoy, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General
reviewed the process used by OBWC when hiring Afkhami to determine whether these contracts
were awarded in a similar manner.

Need Identification
Records provided by OBWC indicate the first mention of Quality Assurance (QA) testers
occurred in an April 27, 2015, email Quinn sent to then-OBWC Chief Information Officer Kathy
Martin regarding the establishment of a testing leadership team. Martin further explained that
Quinn was involved in every CORE project hiring decision and often provided recommendations
as to who could fill open CORE project positions. In many instances, Quinn’s recommended
candidates were selected for the open position. Martin further commented, OBWC was not in
control of “who was being brought in for what.”
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According to Martin, Quinn expressed concerns with the OBWC staff involved in the testing
phase for the CORE project. Martin was confident that it was Quinn’s dislike of existing OBWC
staff involved with the testing of the CORE project which resulted in discussions about the
project needing someone else to oversee the testing. According to the meeting notes from the
June 15, 2015, CORE project “touch base” meeting, Quinn was assigned the responsibility for
testing, which included taking “action to reform testing leadership.”

Martin believed the CORE quality assurance lead position Afkhami was eventually chosen for
was discussed prior to the June 15, 2015, meeting. When asked by investigators whether there
were discussions to either post this position with Knowledge Services or to issue an RFQ, Martin
explained,
Peter knew who he wanted so he did not want to go through Knowledge Services, I don’t
think. I think it was how can we bring this person in the best way. And if they were on
Knowledge Services that would be fine. But if they weren’t … cause I mean he knew
who he wanted. It was Cindy [Afkhami].
Martin commented that Quinn’s desire to hire Afkhami for this position was well known
amongst the CORE project staff.

Candidate Selection
On June 23, 2015, Martin received an unsolicited email from Stonyhurst Partner Steve Zielenski
regarding the “CORE Lead Testing/QA Advisory” position (Exhibit 8) stating:
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Attached to the email was a statement of work which contained the following fee proposal and a
copy of Afkhami’s resume on Stonyhurst letterhead: The fee proposal was for 2,016 hours at
$195 per hour or $393,120. (Exhibit 8)

Afkhami stated that prior to both being hired by Stonyhurst and working as a consultant, that she
had been employed by the Ohio Department of Medicaid (ODM). While at ODM, Afkhami
confirmed that she worked with Peter Quinn on the Medical Information Technology System
(MITS). Afkhami believed that somebody told her that the QA position was open at OBWC.
However, she could not recall who had told her about it, and stated it was possible that Quinn
told her about the posting.
On June 17, 2015, Zielenski sent a meeting invitation to Quinn with the title, “Peter Quinn Party
on the Porch” to be held on June 17, 2015, at 5:00 p.m. at a property owned by Quinn. This
scheduled meeting between Quinn and Zielenski was two days after Quinn became responsible
for testing for the CORE project and six days before Zielenski sent an unsolicited offer of
Afkhami’s services to Martin (on June 23, 2015).
After reviewing Zielenski’s June 23, 2015, email and the attached statement of work (SOW),
Martin was unsure why she received the SOW, but assumed “that Peter told them that they
needed to send it. Because I would not have contacted them.” Martin further commented, “I
believe we were just told that this was the person that we need to get. She’s going to solve the
world. This is who Peter wanted. Do what Peter says. And then, how do we do this.”

Martin told investigators that when she received the SOW from Zielenski,
I’m not sure that I was surprised. At the time, I’m sure he [Quinn] said that I have
somebody that I need to bring and had already gotten Sarah and the administrator to say
its ok to do it ‘cause money was set up for this.
On June 24, 2015, Martin forwarded Zielenski’s email to then-OBWC CORE project Executive
Sponsor Jeremy Jackson stating, “This is the proposal for Peter’s candidate for QA.”
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ODAS OIT Denial of R&P
According to ODAS OIT’s Acquisition Management system, OBWC Procurement Contracts
Administrator Rick Stoner submitted R&P #27508 on July 7, 2015, to “bring in a Lead QA for
testing, advisory and oversight to organize, orchestrate and support BWC in performing
Acceptance Testing leading to the go-live of the CORE Systems Project.” The request further
stated that Afkhami of Stonyhurst was the selected consultant to provide services for the period
of July 27, 2015, through June 30, 2016, for 2,016 hours at a rate of $195 per hour with a total
cost not to exceed $393,120. Stoner further noted that Afkhami was:
Recommended by Peter Quinn as a highly qualified resource due to her experience in
sourcing and project remediation/recovery engagements. Peter has had discussions with
the BWC Administrator Steve Buehrer along with BWC CIO Kathy Martin as well as
State CIO Stu Davis concerning this resource and all were in agreement that bringing in
this consultant would be the best course of action.
On July 10, 2015, ODAS OIT EITC Acquisition Analyst Carolyn Chavanne emailed Quinn to
verify that Quinn, a consultant, was “aware of this staff augmentation and that you and Stu iare
[sic] in agreement of the need for the consulting work.” On July 13, 2015, Quinn responded by
email to Chavanne indicating that there was an agreement to bring in the resource he was
recommending. Quinn further stated,
Stu is aware we are terminating the agreement with Accenture and the need to completely
redo the testing part of this project. I am not sure if Stu and I have this particular person
but he is aware I have a plan in light of the Accenture departure.

On July 16, 2015, OBWC staff received a R&P system-generated email regarding R&P #27508
stating, “after discussions with DAS/OIT management EITC is still requesting that BWC show
that a competitive process was conducted for the selection of the requested CORE Project
Testing Advisory/Oversight Lead position.” EITC identified four reasons for this request, which
included:
1. The selected resource was recommended by a vendor consultant,
2. The recommended/selected resource has no prior experience with BWC,
3. The total dollar amount ($393,120) of the engagement, and
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4. The single source selection process is inappropriate based on the State’s established
process for competitive selection.

Issuance of the Request for Quote (RFQ)
On July 16, 2015, Martin emailed Quinn stating that ODAS had asked OBWC to “put the QA
role out for bid.” Martin then asked Quinn if he had something already written up as a statement
of job duties which was needed to solicit the bids. Later that day, Martin sent an email to
OBWC Procurement Contracts Administrator Rick Stoner with a copy of the QA duties for the
RFQ from an unknown source. Investigators questioned Martin as to whether she drafted the
document. Martin said that she did not draft it, and stated, “I don’t use, write those words.”
Martin then commented that she assumed Quinn had provided it to her since she had emailed
Quinn earlier that day asking him whether he had something written up.

The statement of job duties Martin sent to Stoner were subsequently included in the RFQ (RSRFQ16-01) issued on July 16, 2015. Email correspondence showed that the RFQ was sent to
eight companies on July 16, 2015, at 5:07 p.m., with a request to respond by no later than noon
on July 22, 2015. Stonyhurst was excluded from the initial solicitation for responses to the RFQ.
However, two minutes after forwarding the initial email to Martin, at 5:08 p.m., Stoner emailed
the RFQ to Stonyhurst. When asked about her input of who was to receive the RFQ, Martin
replied that, “Stonyhurst had to be one of them.” Other than Quinn’s requirement that the RFQ
be sent to Stonyhurst who was submitting Afkhami as a candidate, and Quinn wanting Afkhami
for the position, Martin explained that the other vendors who received the RFQ were the typical
vendors who provided consulting services to OBWC.

Candidate Selection Process
OBWC received seven responses to the RFQ solicitation sent by email of which Stonyhurst’s
hourly rate was significantly higher than the other responses. The hourly rates reflected in the
seven responses were as follows:
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Date
7/18/2015
7/22/2015
7/21/2015
7/22/2015
7/21/2015
7/21/2015
7/22/2015

Vendor
Stonyhurst Consulting
Hire CIO Inc
ER Partners
Information Control Company
Quick Solutions LLC
UNICON International
Cluster Software

Hourly
Rate
$195.00
$135.00
$106.07
$102.00
$99.00
$96.00
$88.00

Amount
$390,000.00
$270,000.00
$212,140.00
$204,000.00
$198,000.00
$192,000.00
$176,000.00

On July 23, 2015, Martin emailed Stoner a word document (Exhibit 9) summarizing Afkhami’s
selection for the QA position which included a rate reduction request. The document also
concluded that, “while Cindy’s rate was above the rest of the candidates, her experience level
and ability to step in on long running difficult projects made her by far the strongest candidate.”
When questioned how this determination was made, Martin replied, “Because Peter said she
was.”
The selection summary document also requested Afkhami’s hourly rate to be adjusted from $195
per hour to the $145 per hour range for 2,000 hours. This adjustment “would put her rate
approximately 10% over the next highest rate within the applicant pool.” Martin explained this
rate reduction request was made by both her and Jackson, then-CORE project executive sponsor.
Martin was unable to recall the vendor’s response, but commented, “… I would fathom it was
ignored.” Investigators told Martin that the contract awarded to Stonyhurst for Afkhami was an
extra $100,00030 a year above the total cost for next consultant whose company responded to the
RFQ. When questioned how OBWC justified paying an extra $100,00031 a year above the next
respondent’s proposal, Martin admitted, “I don’t know if the agency justified it.” Martin
acknowledged that Afkhami was the person Quinn wanted.

Investigators noted that the concerns expressed by Martin and Jackson regarding the excessive
rates quoted by Stonyhurst were similar to concerns identified in the Office of the Ohio Inspector
This calculated as the difference between Stonyhurst’s actual ($195) and Hire CIO Inc’s quoted hourly rate ($135)
of $50 per hour for $2,000 hours, or $100,000.
31
This calculated as the difference between Stonyhurst’s actual ($195) and Hire CIO Inc’s quoted hourly rate ($135)
of $50 per hour for $2,000 hours, or $100,000.
30

27

General’s Report of Investigation 2017-CA00014B,32 which was released on December 18,
2017. That investigation included a review of numerous procurement issues, which included
whether the awarding of IT contracts was made using “the most cost-effective method balanced
with quality.” That investigation also suggested that Stonyhurst’s costs were “… outside the
normal range of its competitors.”

On June 13, 2018, Stoner confirmed Martin had requested that he try to negotiate a reduction in
Afkhami’s hourly rate to $145. Stoner recalled contacting Zielenski by telephone and
questioning whether Afkhami’s hourly rate could be reduced to the “$145 per hour range.”
Stoner recalled that Zielenski replied that “he doubted the rate could be reduced that far.”
However, Zielenski agreed to contact Afkhami and ask whether she would be willing to accept a
rate lower than “the proposed $195 per hour rate.”
Stoner stated that Zielenski called him on July 27, 2015, and stated that Stonyhurst “would be
willing to come down to $185 per hour, but that would be as low as they would go.” After
speaking with Martin, Stoner explained that it was agreed that OBWC would initially hire
Afkhami at the reduced $185 per hour rate through December 2015 for 1,000 hours “to see if the
consultant was a good fit.” Stoner recalled calling Zielenski and requesting that Stonyhurst
provide OBWC with a revised statement of work with the reduced rate for 1,000 hours.

After receiving an email with the revised statement of work from Zielenski on July 27, 2015,
Stoner submitted R&P #27697 on the same date to OIT for approval. The request was for
Afkhami’s services for the period August 10, 2015, through December 30, 2015, at $185 per
hour for 1,000 hours or $185,000. ODAS OIT approved the R&P on July 29, 2015.

ODAS OIT Approval of Release and Permit
ODAS OIT R&P #27697 Decision Comments specified that “a revaluation at the end of the
calendar year will be conducted by BWC management to determine status at that time.” Martin
was questioned as to whether OBWC re-evaluated Afkhami’s position and determined if it
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This investigation can be found at http://watchdog.ohio.gov/Portals/0/pdf/investigations/2017-CA00014B.pdf.
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should be extended, rebid, or eliminated. Martin responded, “I’m sure it was she’s staying.
There was never, never a thought in Peter’s mind that she wouldn’t stay.”

Stoner submitted R&P #28337 on December 4, 2015, for approval to modify the existing R&P to
“add additional hours for Cindy Afkhami from Stoneyhurst [sic] Consulting.” Stoner further
stated, “Cindy has proven to be a valuable resource on the project, and her experience in
sourcing and project remediation/recovery was a influential in her selection for this role.” Stoner
requested “an additional 1000 hours at a rate of $185/hr. for a cost of $185,000 for the period of
08-10-15 thru 06-30-16. This will bring the new total cost of this R&P, once modified, to
$370,000.”

Investigators reviewed the R&P #28337 Decision Comments maintained by the ODAS OIT
computer system and noted that on December 21, 2015, then-EITC Acquisition Analyst Dan Orr
commented, “Advise agency any future extensions will require transition to the state’s staff
augmentation program.” Contrary to this guidance, investigators noted that R&P #29953 was
submitted on July 12, 2016, to ODAS OIT “to renew IT consultant Cindy Afkhami for Fiscal
Year 2017 services” for 2,000 hours at $185 per hour for a total cost of $370,000. The R&P
request also noted, “BWC doesn’t have sufficient staff to support this function. Any re-bidding
will cause a loss of intimate and historical knowledge, and the risk of not meeting project
deadlines.”

OBWC Changes to CORE Project Management
On May 1, 2018, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General interviewed then-OBWC Chief of
Enterprise Services Shadya Yazback.33 Yazback explained that she became involved with the
CORE project in either late April or early May of 2016 and was designated as the CORE project
executive sponsor in mid-May.34 At a May 18, 2016, CORE project meeting with OBWC and
ODAS representatives, Yazback explained there were discussions about Yazback taking over the
project, the challenges with the project, project management team transitions, and that Quinn had

33

Yazback resigned from OBWC effective September 15, 2018.
On June 9, 2016, Morrison sent an email notifying certain staff of Yazback’s designation as CORE executive
sponsor.
34
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been or was about to be removed from the project. During the meeting, Davis provided his
thoughts from his perspective as state OIT CIO about the project and that ODAS was providing a
temporary part-time replacement for Quinn until an individual could be identified to finish the
project. Investigators learned that Quinn’s last day at OBWC was May 25, 2016.

Due to concerns about the size of the onboarding effort and that the temporary replacement
would not be assigned to the project full time, Yazback explained that OBWC believed it did not
make sense to onboard a temporary part-time replacement to fill Quinn’s position given that
OBWC was working to have their own staff to take over the project. Yazback recalled OBWC
discussing this decision with Davis and making it clear that they wanted to bring the position inhouse. In response, ODAS loaned IT Project Manager 3 Jim McAndrew to OBWC. Because
McAndrew had a positive prior working relationship with OBWC staff, ODAS loaned
McAndrew to OBWC for the duration of the CORE project. On March 5, 2017, OBWC hired
McAndrew as its chief information officer.

After McAndrew transitioned from ODAS to the CORE project, OBWC submitted R&P #29953
and R&P #29954 to ODAS OIT on July 12, 2016, to renew Afkhami’s and McCoy’s services for
Fiscal Year 2017 for 2,000 hours at a cost of $185/hour or $370,000 and $180/hour or $360,000,
respectively. Both R&Ps stated that “BWC doesn’t have sufficient staff to support this function.
Any re-bidding will cause a loss of intimate and historical knowledge, and the risk of not
meeting project deadlines.” Both R&Ps were approved on July 25, 2016. However,
investigators noted that OBWC only paid Stonyhurst for services rendered by Afkhami and
McCoy through August 5, 2016.
After Quinn’s removal, King told investigators that Afkhami started “floundering.” Also, during
the same time, McCoy was not performing at the level of ability that OBWC was informed
McCoy was capable of by Quinn and Afkhami. McCoy’s work product submitted to OBWC
was described as “very minimal.” King noted it was critical that OBWC complete the project.
Scott added that McCoy’s work product “was not very good from what I remember … was not
really getting anywhere with the implementation project.” Scott then commented that, “we were
starting to have questions about it ...” and “plus it was a lot of money.” Additionally, McCoy’s
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work product was described as often being reiterations of documents created by OBWC staff. At
the time of McCoy’s dismissal, Scott stated that OBWC believed that they had an available
internal project manager who could handle McCoy’s duties.

On August 5, 2016, then-Chief of Enterprise Services Shadya Yazback emailed select OBWC
staff notifying the staff of the cancellation of Afkhami’s and McCoy’s contracts, stating:
BWC has made the decision to end the consulting engagements because over the last few
months, the work that each of you and your team has done has significantly advanced
BWC’s progress on the Core Systems project. We are now in a place that the leadership
team on this project is confident the BWC staff can see this effort to completion.

After consultants took over the CORE project in May 2016, Yazback explained that one of the
challenges was the project accountability resided with those consultants (i.e., Quinn and
Afkhami) and not with OBWC staff. After participating in numerous meetings and reviewing
the project, Yazback said she believed that the best course of action was to transfer the CORE
project back to OBWC and replacing the consultants with OBWC staff. Yazback explained that
“it was our project and we needed to own it.” Because of the OBWC IT staff efforts, the new
computer system, PowerSuite,35 went live on November 14, 2016.
After taking over the project, Yazback explained to investigators that OBWC looked “at the
issue of contractors managing BWC staff” to ensure the contractors were managing the project
plans as opposed to supervising individual OBWC staff members. In addition, Yazback
explained that OBWC updated its existing policies and procedures to reflect guidance issued by
ODAS in the summer of 2017.
Other Issues
During this investigation, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General noted the following
weaknesses within OBWC’s internal control system:

35

PowerSuite is the new computer software solution implemented by OBWC for policy administration, billing, and
claims management.

31

•

No formal processes were implemented for OBWC staff to evaluate and determine
whether consultants were performing as expected.

•

No written policies or procedures existed explaining the IT Department’s process to
document the need for a position and what steps are to be completed to hire a consultant
to fill the position and the extent of the consultants’ participation in these steps.

•

No evidence was found indicating that after arriving at OBWC that Quinn or Afkhami
completed a consultant/contractor’s agreement with OBWC or that discussions were held
with them about the confidential nature of the data maintained by OBWC.

CONCLUSION
The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined from a review of emails obtained in prior
investigations that Peter Quinn of Advocate Solutions, LLC, and an ODAS executive IT
consultant, may have collaborated with another consultant to tailor position specifications to
favor a specific individual for inclusion in a Request for Quote (RFQ). Additionally, these
emails indicated that Quinn may have exerted influence on OBWC and ODAS employees to
award a contract to Stonyhurst Consulting LLC in fiscal years36 2016 and 2017 for the services
of Greg McCoy. The Office of the Ohio Inspector General conducted interviews and reviewed
records used by OBWC for awarding four contracts to Stonyhurst Consulting LLC for McCoy’s
services totaling $68,825 and for Cindy Afkhami’s services totaling $400,155.

Consultants Exerting Influence
ODAS PUR-001 Ethics states that the ODAS director has delegated authority to the Office of
Procurement Services (OPS) to make purchases on behalf of the state agencies. The policy
further includes “the guidelines that OPS will follow to protect this trust and to establish fair and
equal treatment of all suppliers who are interested in participating the procurement of these
supplies, services, and information technology.” Section IV(B) Supplier Responsibilities
provides that:
Any supplier that attempts to influence the evaluation and/or award of a contract either
directly or through an outside agent or representative may be disqualified and if
disqualified, will not be able to participate in the procurement activity. In addition, a
36

A fiscal year runs from July 1 through June 30.
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supplier who attempts to include an evaluation and award may be subject to penalties set
forth by law up to and including debarment.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General reviewed emails, OBWC records, ODAS Release and
Permit files, and conducted several interviews of key CORE project participants. Investigators
determined that Quinn (CORE project integrator and ODAS consultant), Afkhami (CORE
project co-program manager and OBWC consultant) and/or Steve Zielenski (Stonyhurst partner
and ODAS executive IT consultant) engaged in the following activities:
•

Selecting and meeting with the preferred candidate or their employer, Stonyhurst Consulting
LLC, prior to discussing with OBWC representatives, the issuing of a Request for Quote or
official OBWC position announcement.

•

Tailoring the project manager job specifications to match a candidate’s experience; soliciting
resumes from the preferred candidates; and in the case of McCoy, working with Stonyhurst
to ensure his resume met the specifications prior to discussing the position with OBWC or
the issuance of an RFQ.

•

Informing several OBWC staff that Quinn had identified the preferred candidate for the
CORE project implementation manager (McCoy) and QA (Afkhami) positions.

•

Participating in the interviewing of candidates to ensure their preferred candidate (McCoy)
was selected for the position.

•

Attempting to avoid the ODAS purchasing procedures requiring the competitive selection
process by recommending the hiring of Afkhami for the QA position.

•

Emailing and meeting with ODAS representatives without OBWC involvement or
knowledge to ensure ODAS approved the OBWC submitted R&P to hire McCoy, an
employee of Stonyhurst.

As a result of these activities, OBWC awarded Stonyhurst Consulting LLC the following
contracts in 2015 and 2016 at a significantly higher rate than the next qualified candidate:
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Stonyhurst Consulting LLC
Hours
Hourly Paid for
Amount
Rate
by OBWC
Paid
Consultant
Afkhami
$185
2,163
$400,155
McCoy
$180
381.25
$68,625
$468,780

Next Qualified Candidate
Hours
Hourly Paid for Calculated
Rate
by OBWC
Cost
Variance
$135
2,163
$292,005 $108,150
$125
381.25
$47,656
$20,969
$339,661 $129,119

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined that the conduct engaged by Quinn,
Zielenski, and Afkhami is contrary to ODAS PUR-001 Ethics and prevented OBWC and ODAS
OIT from ensuring “fair and equal treatment of all suppliers who are interested in participating in
the procurement” of information technology services. Section IV (B) Supplier Responsibilities
in this policy further provides:
Any supplier that attempts to influence the evaluation and/or award of a contract either
directly or through an outside agent or representative may be disqualified and if
disqualified, will not be able to participate in the procurement activity. In addition, a
supplier who attempts to influence an evaluation and award may be subject to penalties
set forth by law up to and including debarment.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General further determined OBWC placed an over-reliance on
consultants to perform functions such as managing the CORE project and interviewing of
potential consultants. These duties should have been completed by OBWC employees who are
in a position of trust, expected to maintain the highest ethical standards, and are required to
comply with applicable state of Ohio purchasing laws, policies, procedures, and the Ohio Ethics
Laws.

On May 1, 2018, then-OBWC Chief of Enterprise Services Shadya Yazback explained that one
of the challenges she found as she began managing the CORE project was that project
accountability resided with consultants and not with the OBWC staff. After completing an
assessment of the project, Yazback canceled the contracts with Stonyhurst for Afkhami’s and
McCoy’s services effective August 5, 2016, and transferred the duties to OBWC staff.
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Accordingly, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General finds reasonable cause to believe a
wrongful act or omission occurred in this instance.

ODAS Purchasing Procedures
ODAS Purchasing Procedure PUR-001 Ethics Section III. Policy provides that the Office of
Procurement Services (OPS) “will conduct all procurement activities in a manner above reproach
and with complete impartiality and preferential treatment to none.” Section IV. Procedures (B)
further provides,
Any supplier that attempts to influence the evaluation and/or award of a contract either
directly or through an outside agent or representative may be disqualified and if
disqualified, will not be able to participate in the procurement activity.

ODAS Chief of Technology Services Tom Croyle told investigators that he had concerns with
the R&P OBWC submitted to hire McCoy as an implementation project manager for the CORE
project and whether the request was advantageous to the state of Ohio. Croyle stated he:
Did not like the representation of Greg [McCoy] and how that might look. Greg was
working for Ohio Benefits for company A [American Business Solutions] and is being
pitched on an RFQ at BWC for company B [Stonyhurst]. The state has a very close
relationship with company B [Stonyhurst]. … um, and, uh, Peter [Quinn] is mixed in
with that. I said, uh, I’m not going to tell you how these dots are connected but if I
connect the dots myself by implication, it stinks.

Croyle explained that prior to telling Quinn and Afkhami he was going to deny the R&P, he had
spoken with then-ODAS state Chief Information Officer Stu Davis who he believed had
previously approved the R&P. Croyle believed that he had shared his concerns about the
“connecting of the dots.” At the end of this conversation with Davis, Croyle recalled that Davis
“blessed it [the denial] … said you’re doing the right thing.”
Although he was concerned about not wanting “the appearance of impropriety,” Croyle
ultimately directed his staff to move the R&P to Davis for approval. Croyle explained that the
only reason why ODAS/OIT ignored the EITC staff concerns and reversed the initial denial of
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the R&P was due to the short conversations he (Croyle) had with OBWC staff. Investigators
further determined that Davis approved the R&P without documenting how his “blessing” of the
initial denial had been addressed.

The actions taken by Croyle and Davis are contrary to ODAS Purchasing Procedure PUR-001
Ethics Section III,37 which provides that the Office of Procurement Services (OPS) “will conduct
all procurement activities in a manner above reproach and with complete impartiality and
preferential treatment to none.”

Accordingly, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General finds reasonable cause to believe a
wrongful act or omission occurred in this instance.

OBWC IT Consultant Hiring Process
The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined through a review of records and interviews
conducted that OBWC did not have written policies and procedures for OBWC employees to
follow when selecting an IT consultant to fill an open position. Investigators further noted:
•

Telephone interviews for the project manager position for RFQ JRRFQ16-204 were
conducted by Quinn and Afkhami, both consultants, and OBWC employee, Larry King.

•

Both Quinn and Afkhami were involved in the decision of which candidate was selected.

•

Afkhami participated in a telephone interview of McCoy, who was represented by her
employer, Stonyhurst Consulting LLC.

When questioned by investigators about her involvement in the candidate interviews, Afkhami
stated that she did not believe participating in McCoy’s interview would be a conflict of interest.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined Afkhami’s participation in an interview of
a Stonyhurst candidate, who is also her employer, is a conflict of interest as she has a vested
interest in the outcome of the interview. Furthermore, investigators determined the participation

Section II. Scope of this policy further states, “to the extent permitted by law, this policy also applies to all private
companies and their employees conducting business with or seeking to do business with the state of Ohio or with the
OPS.”
37
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of consultants in a traditional state employee function diminishes the effectiveness of the
safeguards in place to ensure the state’s limited premium and tax dollars are being spent
effectively, efficiently, and for the benefit of the state of Ohio and not for the vendor’s benefit.

Accordingly, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General finds reasonable cause to believe a
wrongful act or omission occurred in this instance.

Failure to Comply with Request for Quote Provisions
On March 29, 2016, ODAS posted RFQ Number JRRFQ16-2014 for an IT consulting position
for the CORE project at OBWC’s request on the ODAS procurement website. The position was
titled: “Project Manager to create and facilitate the CORE implementation plan, IT
Transformation, Sunset Plan, and DR.” According to the RFQ, the projected interview dates
were the week of April 4, 2016, with an estimated start date of on or about April 25, 2016. The
RFQ provided that the “interview consists of two parts, a pre-screening 15-minute phone
interview, and, if selected, candidate will advance to a face to face interview.” The face-to-face
interview would have afforded OBWC staff with a second opportunity to further vet the
prospective candidates and ensure the candidates possessed the needed skills.

The Office of the Ohio Inspector General determined that OBWC participated in a 15-minute
telephone interview with the top three candidates, but did not hold face-to-face interviews as
specified in the RFQ. OBWC’s Interim Project Management Office Director Larry King
explained that he made this decision to not hold face-to-face interviews because OBWC “needed
to get the position filled quickly.” Based on a 15-minute interview, OBWC selected McCoy, a
preferred Quinn candidate, who started at OBWC on May 23, 2016. On August 5, 2016, OBWC
canceled McCoy’s contract because his work was both “very minimal” and “… not very good.”
Additionally, McCoy’s work product was described as often being reiterations of documents
created by OBWC staff.

By not adhering to established RFQ procedures, the OBWC staff was unable to both thoroughly
vet the candidate’s experience and knowledge or confirm that the candidate possessed the
required skills. Had OBWC staff conducted a face-to-face interview instead of making a
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decision based on input from consultants, OBWC may have selected a more suitably skilled
candidate for the project.

Accordingly, the Office of the Ohio Inspector General finds reasonable cause to believe a
wrongful act or omission occurred in this instance.

RECOMMENDATION(S)
The Office of the Ohio Inspector General makes the following recommendations and asks that
the director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services and the administrator of the Ohio
Bureau of Workers’ Compensation respond within 60 days with a plan detailing how these
recommendations will be implemented.

Ohio Department of Administrative Services
1. Review the conduct of Stonyhurst Consulting LLC; Cindy Afkhami; Steve Zielenski; and
Peter Quinn to determine if any action is warranted including debarment pursuant to Ohio
Revised Code §125.25 for their engagement in collusive activities to restrain competition
for open CORE project positions and exerting influence on the award of a contract for
these open positions.

2. As recommended in Office of the Ohio Inspector General Report of Investigation 2017CA00014B released on December 18, 2017, ODAS should consider establishing and
implementing a statewide “contractor assessment process that is based on objective facts
which can be supported by program and contract management data. The assessment
should include, in part, performance, cost and schedule, both positive and negative.”
This will allow the state agencies to ensure state funds are expended in an effective and
efficient manner.
Ohio Bureau of Workers’ Compensation
3. Develop and implement a process to ensure the required onboarding and hiring
paperwork including network access forms and consultant agreements are completed and
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maintained in accordance with OBWC records retention schedules for consultants hired
by OBWC or who are loaned to OBWC by other state agencies.

4. Develop and implement written policies and procedures that provide guidance to IT
managers of the steps required to be completed when hiring a consultant. The policy and
procedures should address the requirements for identifying the need for a consultant, the
screening and interviewing of candidates, and the process used to select a consultant to
ensure the hiring occurs in a consistent, fair, and transparent manner.

5. Similar to the recommendation issued to ODAS in Office of the Ohio Inspector General
Report of Investigation 2017-CA00014B, released on December 18, 2017, OBWC should
develop and implement an evaluation process for consultants to determine during and
after the completion of the contract whether the services rendered met expectations. It is
recommended this information be considered in future decisions of whether to hire,
retain, or dismiss a consultant.
6. Develop and implement a protocol of who from OBWC should interact and respond to
questions posed by ODAS OIT during the Release and Permit process and what level of
involvement, if any, should consultants have in this process.

REFERRAL(S)
This report of investigation will be provided to the Ohio Auditor of State’s Office for
consideration.
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