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INTRODUCTION 
 
On August 23, 2018, the Department of Children and Families (Department) Office of 
the Secretary (OS)1 received a written complaint from an anonymous individual 
identifying themselves as a Florida State Hospital (FSH) employee.  The complainant 
expressed concerns about the conduct of former State Mental Health Treatment 
Facilities (SMHTF) Chief Hospital Administrator (CHA) Robert “Bob” Quam,2 as follows:   
 

• Mr. Quam recently returned from a trip to Africa with the manager of the FSH 
maintenance contract [Aramark Healthcare Support Services, LLC (Aramark)], 
one of the companies planning to bid on the FSH food service contract.   

 

• Mr. Quam “wreck[ed]” a rental vehicle, which he had FSH transportation staff 
repair and drive back to the rental company in south Florida.   

 

• Mr. Quam hired Frank Fela as a contractor.  Mr. Fela’s “criminal record is 
astounding” and he does not reside in the United States.   
 

The OS forwarded the complaint to the Office of Inspector General (OIG) for handling.  
On August 31, 2018, the OIG referred the complaint to former Assistant Secretary for 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health (SAMH) John Bryant3 for review and response to 
the OIG.  In responses dated November 9, 2018 and December 19, 2018, Mr. Bryant 
included a November 13, 2018 background screening letter on Mr. Fela and a 
December 18, 2018 memorandum from Mr. Quam.  Mr. Bryant noted the following:  
 

• When SAMH first received the complaint, they required Mr. Fela to provide 
fingerprints to initiate a background investigation; however, his fingerprints were 
not able to be processed and had to be resubmitted on November 6, 2018.  The 
November 13, 2018 background screening letter indicated that as of October 4, 
2018, a review of criminal history records found nothing that disqualified Mr. Fela 
from serving in the SAMH programs.4    
 

• Mr. Bryant noted that he discussed Mr. Quam’s response with him (Mr. Quam) 
and was “satisfied that there was no calculated effort of wrong doing.”  [sic] 

 

Based on information in Mr. Bryant’s responses confirming that Mr. Quam traveled to 
Africa with Aramark General Manager Richard Frey and that FSH transportation staff 
performed repairs on, and returned on Mr. Quam’s behalf, a state rental vehicle, the 
OIG initiated an investigation.  
 

                                                           
1 On August 24, 2018, the Executive Office of the Governor Office of Citizen Services received an identical complaint 
and forwarded it to the Department OS and the Department of Management Services (DMS) for review and handling.   
2 Effective October 8, 2019, Mr. Quam was no longer employed by the Department. 
3 Effective June 14, 2019, Mr. Bryant was no longer employed by the Department. 
4 Based on § 110.105(3), Florida Statutes (F.S.), allowing for employment of non-Florida residents, and the negative 
Level 2 background screening results provided by Mr. Bryant, the OIG did not further review Mr. Fela’s alleged 
criminal history.   
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personally.  At the time, there was no bid in place for food services at 
FSH.   
 

Since this was a foreign continent and Mr. Frey, had previously been to 
Africa, I felt that it would be safer to go with him since he had previous 
knowledge of the continent.  [sic] 

 
WITNESS TESTIMONY 

 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 

• Aramark General Manager Richard Frey 
 

Mr. Bryant opined that Mr. Quam was upfront about traveling with Mr. Frey because he 
(Mr. Quam) perceived it could be a problem; however, Mr. Quam came from the private 
sector, where this type of thing may have been viewed as “okay.”  To avoid any 
appearance of a conflict of interest, he advised Mr. Quam to be “very crystal clear” 
about making his own travel arrangements and documenting that he paid his own 
expenses.   
 

Mr. Bryant confirmed that around the time of the Africa trip, there was a food service 
contract up for bid; however, he did not believe that the Africa trip was an attempt by 
Aramark or Mr. Frey to influence Mr. Quam.  Mr. Frey was the Aramark Regional 
Manager and likely the Aramark chief negotiator for the contracts.  There were 
individuals within the chain-of-command between Mr. Quam and the procurement 
manager, but he agreed the process did not eliminate the potential perception of a 
conflict of interest.   
 

When asked, Mr. Bryant opined that Mr. Quam and Mr. Frey had a “developing 
friendship.”  He thought Mr. Quam had been to Mr. Frey’s home and probably had food 
and drinks while there, but he would have expected Mr. Quam, or any employee in such 
a position, to contribute appropriately for any meals and beverages.  He felt certain Mr. 
Quam understood that he could not be perceived as giving an advantage to anyone that 
was or might become under contract with the Department.  To his knowledge, Mr. 
Quam had not received any type of gift from Mr. Frey. 
 

Mr. Frey stated that when he told Mr. Quam about the Kuvhima safari he booked, Mr. 
Quam indicated that he would like to go one day, so he (Mr. Frey) said, “Well, why don’t 
you do it?”  He made the arrangements for the trip and told Mr. Quam to make sure he 
kept his receipts for everything.  They were invoiced and paid separately.  The costs 
associated with the trip were airfare to Johannesburg and Port Elizabeth (South Africa) 
in the amount of $2,800, two all-inclusive safaris, and animal-related costs.  He brought 
two guns, one of which Mr. Quam used during at least one of the hunting excursions.  
Mr. Quam hunted during the first safari, but only accompanied him on the second safari.   
 

When asked if he paid any expenses on behalf of Mr. Quam or vice versa, Mr. Frey 
recalled that Mr. Quam gave him a check for several hundred dollars, but could not 
immediately recall what it was for.  At first, he said that it was for shipping the trophies to 
the United States; however, later confirmed that he had booked and paid for airline 
tickets so they could sit together and said Mr. Quam gave him a check to reimburse his 
(Mr. Quam’s) airfare. 
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Mr. Frey explained a multi-step process to receive their animal trophies7 and said they 
were invoiced separately.  Because Mr. Quam was in the process of moving from 
Titusville to Sarasota and did not want to move his trophies twice, they agreed that the 
finished trophies could be shipped to his (Mr. Frey’s) home and stored in the garage 
until Mr. Quam could retrieve them.   
 

Mr. Frey was unsure when the food service contract was put out for bid but thought the 
bid was due the first part of November 2018.  He had limited interest in the food service 
contract.  He explained that Aramark is a large corporation and the food service 
division, their biggest business, is separate from his division.  Aramark is very good at 
food services; however, if they received the contract and there were problems, it would 
have reflected negatively on him, even though he had had nothing to do with it.  He had 
oversight of Aramark housekeeping and maintenance services for FSH.  He did not 
recall talking to Mr. Quam about the contract; however, he could not imagine that it did 
not come up at some point.  For the last food service procurement, he (Mr. Frey) knew 
that Aramark was going to bid on the contract, but his only involvement was providing 
information to the Aramark Director of Business Development Ed Calderon (i.e., 
information about the account and FSH).  When asked, Mr. Frey denied that Mr. 
Calderon asked him to win favors with FSH staff, including Mr. Quam.  He explained 
that FSH managers and Mr. Quam were not involved in the selection process.  He 
acknowledged the possibility that Mr. Quam might have some type of influence with the 
selection committee, but had the impression that Mr. Quam was not involved.  
Ultimately, the food service contract was not awarded and FSH kept food service in-
house.   
 

Mr. Frey considered Mr. Quam a good friend.  For the past two years, Mr. Quam 
stopped by his (Mr. Frey’s) house, usually to sit on the deck, have a drink, and look at 
the lake.  They talked about events at the hospital, such as the One Hospital Plan,8 
which was on the clinical side and had nothing to do with Aramark.  Sometimes they 
went to restaurants (such as The Whip) and shared a couple of meals at his home.  
Sometimes Mr. Quam brought “stuff.”  He denied giving a gift to or receiving a gift from 
Mr. Quam. 
 

RECORDS REVIEWED 
 

Department E-mails 
An OIG review of Mr. Quam’s Department e-mails revealed the following pertinent 
information: 
 

➢ Relating to housekeeping and contracts for NEFSH and NFETC  
 

• On July 29, 2016, NFETC Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Gibson advised 
Mr. Quam that NFETC had no dedicated housekeeping services for the secure 
area.  Mr. Quam asked if he had received a quote from the service used at FSH 
(Aramark). 
 

                                                           
7 Department e-mails showed several companies were involved. 
8 According to the SMHTF Annual Report for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016/2017, former Department Secretary Michael 
“Mike” Carroll had a vision to establish a One Hospital System for the three state-owned and operated psychiatric 
hospitals (NEFSH, NFETC, and FSH) to improve overall efficiency and consistency in operations by combining their 
resources and standardizing management structures, processes, and procedures.  Effective September 7, 2018, Mr. 
Carroll was no longer employed by the Department. 
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▪ Richard T Frey $307.45 
 

• Copies of processed checks reflecting safari payments 
o Check #3019 to Kuvhima Safaris, dated August 5, 2017,15 for $3,900. 
o Check #3020 to TAM Safaris (Trans African Majestic Safaris), dated 

August 8, 2018, for $10,380. 
 

• Bank statement showing a deposit of $2,944.71 on May 3, 2018, which Mr. Frey 
presumed was Mr. Quam’s reimbursement for airfare. 
 

• Mr. Frey provided a receipt from Coppersmith for $1,129, writing:  
 

…if I recall correctly Bob reimbursed me a little more than half since he 
had a little more than half of the shipment.  I don't have a record of his 
check, but I expect that he does.   
 

• As to the delivery of the trophies to his home, Mr. Frey wrote in a September 9, 
2019 e-mail:  

 

That charge was $525 and I paid that in cash with a $25 tip for the 
driver ($550).  I remember bob reimbursing me $275 for his half by 
check.  I didn't keep the receipt for this expenditure but the company 
that delivered them could probably give you one.  I believe that the 
trucking company was PacBell.  [sic] 

 

• Mr. Frey wrote in a September 20, 2019 e-mail that SCS confirmed his wire 
transfer payment of $749.6516 and Mr. Quam reimbursed him with a check for 
$650.  He advised that Mr. Quam’s share of the shipping cost was $400, but he 
could not remember the purpose of the additional $250.  He added:  
 

Had I known at that time that these questions were going to be 
asked eight months later I would certainly have kept better records 
and notes, but since this was a vacation I didn't see a need to do 
so.  If any further details should come to mind I will let you know. 

 

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

Former SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam stated that he first met Mr. Frey during a site visit at FSH, where Mr. Frey was 
the Aramark manager over FSH operations.  Since then, Department-contracted 
housekeeping services at NEFSH and NFETC had been added to Mr. Frey’s 
responsibilities and a Department contract manager, two or three levels down from him, 
is responsible for the contracts.  He (Mr. Quam) is not responsible for the contracts.   
 

He described his relationship with Mr. Frey as both “business” and “friends.”  His direct 
report, FSH OMCM John “Wesley” Pelham, works directly with Mr. Frey and other 
Aramark staff regarding the day-to-day operations of FSH; however, he (Mr. Quam) is 
involved with discussing issues, both good and bad, with Aramark staff, including Mr. 
Frey, Aramark Director of Maintenance Operations Robert “Rob” Elliott, and Aramark 
Director of Environmental Services Jimmy Smith (i.e., remedying a complaint about FSH 
housekeeping or maintenance assistance needed at NEFSH).  He explained that they 

                                                           
15 Although the year is written 2017, the check is marked as received on August 5, 2018. 
16 In a September 23, 2019 e-mail, Mr. Frey provided a copy of his bank statement reflecting a $799.65 wire transfer 
to SCS, which included the invoiced amount plus a $50 fee for an international transfer. 
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they were signed in 2019.  When advised that the RFPs were out from April 2018 
through June 2018, Mr. Quam initially stated that he was not involved in procuring the 
housekeeping contracts; he did not discuss the contracts with Mr. Frey until after they 
were in place; and there was no connection between the contracts and the Africa trip.  
Mr. Quam subsequently stated that he told Mr. Frey he would not be able to go on the 
Africa trip because of the potential perception of a conflict of interest with the RFPs for 
the housekeeping contracts; however, when he learned that the RFPs were withdrawn, 
he no longer saw a problem.  While on the Africa trip, he did not know that the single 
RFP for housekeeping services at NEFSH and NFETC was going to be put out in 
September 2018.  Although he was aware of the RFP after they returned from the trip, it 
was handled by Ms. Bradley’s staff and he had no involvement in the process.  When 
asked if he recalled being aware that Aramark was only interested in providing 
housekeeping services if both NEFSH and NFETC were part of the deal, he responded 
that it made sense that Aramark would not want to handle NFETC by itself due to it not 
being profitable.  When advised of the August 2016 e-mails surrounding NFETC and 
NEFSH and his response asking Mr. Gibson if he minded if he (Mr. Quam) spoke with 
Mr. Frey, Mr. Quam did not recall the exchange or whether he spoke to Mr. Frey.   
 

Mr. Quam advised that there were POs with Aramark for maintenance work performed 
at NEFSH and NFETC due to Aramark having more maintenance expertise than 
NEFSH and NFETC facility staff.  Mr. Quam subsequently stated that he knew Aramark 
completed work via POs, but did not know the specific details of the POs.   
 

Mr. Quam provided records to support his testimony concerning payments for the trip to 
Africa, as follows: 
 

• Wells Fargo Check Details for payments made to: 
o Kuvhima Safaris – Check #1034 for $7,600, dated August 5, 2018. 
o TAM Safaris – Check #1035 for $600, dated August 7, 2018.  
o Mr. Frey (3 checks) 

▪ Check #1030 for $2,944.71, dated May 4, 2018, noted, “Air Travel.” 
▪ Check #1037 for $650, dated February 8, 2019, noted, “Transport Animal 

Heads.” 
▪ Check #1040 for $275, dated August 12, 2019, noted, “Trophy shipment.” 
 

• Sales receipt from Animal Artistry, Inc. for $3,765, showing: 
o A deposit of $2,032.50 on March 22, 2019. 
o A final payment for $1,732.50 on July 29, 2019. 

 

LEGAL OPINION 
 

In response to an OIG request for a legal opinion as to whether the friendship between 
and activities conducted by Mr. Quam and Mr. Frey presented a conflict of interest, the 
Office of General Counsel responded, “…there is great potential to find ethically 
problematic behavior…” 
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WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 

• Agency for Persons with Disabilities (APD) Sunland Superintendent Marguerite 
Morgan19 

• Aramark General Manager Richard Frey 

• Aramark Director of Operations for FSH Robert Elliott 

• Aramark Transportation Supervisor John Harvell 

• Aramark Vocational Instructor Terrence Searcy 

• Aramark Assistant Clerk Macy Searcy 

• FSH Administrative Assistant II Melanie McClellan 
 

Mr. Bryant said that he first learned about Mr. Quam’s rental vehicle accident when the 
OIG complaint was forwarded to his office, at which time he asked Mr. Quam for a 
written response.  He did not remember why Mr. Quam was using a rental vehicle.  He 
did not necessarily consider it inappropriate for Aramark transportation staff to complete 
a minor repair; however, he opined that it could be viewed as inappropriate use of state 
personnel for Aramark staff to repair and return a state rental vehicle.  He estimated that 
buffing out a scrape on a vehicle would take a couple of hours and returning the vehicle 
from FSH to Jacksonville would take a full day for two staff as well as the use of a 
second vehicle for the return trip.  Mr. Bryant opined that it was likely Aramark 
supervisors knew something about it.   
 

Ms. Morgan recalled that when she was the FSH Hospital Administrator, she heard20 
“after the fact” that Mr. Quam brought a rental vehicle to maintenance for repair, 
maintenance staff completed the repair, and Mr. Elliott returned the vehicle to the 
Jacksonville area.  She also heard that Mr. Elliott was already going to Jacksonville and 
volunteered to return the vehicle, but did not know whether that was true.  When asked, 
Ms. Morgan indicated that repair and return of a rental vehicle were not services 
included in the Department contract with Aramark.  She opined that even if Mr. Elliott 
returned a rental vehicle on his own time, it would be considered a personal favor.  It 
was her understanding that Mr. Quam scraped the side of the rental vehicle on the 
metal railings of the bridge to Cypress Cove and went directly to Aramark to request the 
repairs.  The maintenance crew would not have completed repair work without it being 
authorized by Mr. Elliott or Mr. Frey.  The repair should have been on the books as a 
work order and Mr. Harvell, as maintenance supervisor, would have known at some 
point that the rental vehicle was being repaired.   
 

Mr. Frey thought that the body shop completed relatively minor work on Mr. Quam’s 
vehicle (unknown make), but he did not recall the details.  He had no knowledge of a 
rental vehicle being returned by Aramark staff.  When asked if Aramark policy allowed 
Aramark staff to repair or return rental vehicles, Mr. Frey said that he did not think he 
had ever been faced with that situation and would have had to seek clarification.  If Mr. 
Quam had a vehicle that was scratched and Aramark staff thought it was a state 
vehicle, state prison inmates would have completed the work under Aramark staff 
                                                           
19 Ms. Morgan was the FSH Hospital Administrator from May 8, 2012 through August 17, 2017.  From August 18, 
2017 through March 7, 2019, Ms. Morgan was employed as a SAMH OMCM.  Effective March 8, 2019, Ms. Morgan 
was no longer employed by the Department. 
20 Ms. Morgan did not recall who told her, but she did not believe that it was Mr. Frey. 
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supervision.  No one asked him whether Aramark staff could return a rental vehicle for 
Mr. Quam; however, Mr. Harvell or Mr. Elliott could have authorized staff to return the 
rental vehicle to Jacksonville.  When asked if it was justifiable to return a rental vehicle 
for Mr. Quam, Mr. Frey stated, “I would have a hard time seeing how it could be.  I 
mean, it’s possible it could be, but I would think it’s not a justifiable thing...”  The cost 
would be for two people21 to drive approximately eight hours roundtrip and possible use 
of a state vehicle.  
 

Mr. Elliott was not aware of Aramark staff repairing or returning a rental vehicle for Mr. 
Quam.  He recalled hearing, possibly from Mr. Harvell, about Aramark staff buffing out a 
scratch on the front fender of one of Mr. Quam’s vehicles; however, he did not see the 
vehicle and believed it was Mr. Quam’s (blue) state vehicle.  It would not be protocol for 
maintenance to repair a rental vehicle.  Aramark transportation staff travel to a hospital 
in Jacksonville, but would not do so to deliver a vehicle.  He stated, “If they did it, you 
know, of course it would [be] to help just get the vehicles logistically, but I don’t know, I 
don’t remember it happening, if it did.”  Mr. Elliott indicated that he or Mr. Harvell would 
be aware of Aramark staff returning a rental vehicle on behalf of Mr. Quam and 
suggested that Mr. Harvell could have made the decision by himself without informing 
him (Mr. Elliott).  When shown a March 30, 2017 e-mail string, on which he was copied, 
regarding the return of the rental vehicle, Mr. Elliott did not remember it.   
 

Mr. Harvell said that he is responsible for FSH fleet vehicle repairs and resident 
transportation throughout the state.  Aramark transportation staff repair only state 
vehicles, not rental vehicles.  He recalled that about two years ago, Aramark staff buffed 
out two or three minor scrapes on the passenger-side front fender of Mr. Quam’s state 
vehicle, a blue 2017 Chevrolet Malibu.  He was not certain, but he believed that the 
scrapes were caused by something falling off the back of a truck and hitting the vehicle 
while Mr. Quam was driving on the interstate.  He estimated that Mr. Searcy completed 
the work in no more than an hour while “on the clock,” so the only cost was about two to 
four dollars for the buffing compound.  Usually work orders are completed for every job; 
however, due to workload and the minimal time spent on the job, he may not have 
completed a work order.22  He did not know about Aramark transportation staff repairing 
and returning a rental vehicle for Mr. Quam.  When advised of Mr. Quam’s written 
statement regarding repair and return of the rental vehicle, Mr. Harvell recalled only that 
Mr. Quam showed them the scrapes and said they resulted from debris on the 
interstate.  Mr. Quam did not direct him to repair the vehicle.  Either Mr. Frey or Mr. 
Elliott would have had to authorize Aramark staff to return a rental vehicle.     

 

Mr. Searcy said, “If somebody scratches a state vehicle…I take care of it.”  Aramark 
staff do not work on rental vehicles.  All body work is completed at the request of his 
supervisor,23 not a customer.  Jobs are entered into the work order system; however, a 
small scratch is “not worth all the headache” of the paperwork.  He did not recall 
completing any body work for Mr. Quam on either a blue 2017 Malibu or a rental 
vehicle; however, he buffed out “so many scratches” on vehicles that he could not recall 
any specific vehicles.  He has everything on hand to complete buffing work.  Mr. Searcy 
said that he did not assign FSH vehicles and had no knowledge of anyone returning a 
rental vehicle to Jacksonville or south Florida. 
                                                           
21 Mr. Elliott testified that Aramark drivers earn approximately $15 per hour. 
22 Via July 22, 2019 e-mail, Mr. Harvell wrote, “I look there was not a work order wrote on that repair since it was just 
minor buff job.”  [sic] 
23 Mr. Searcy reports directly to Mr. Harvell. 
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Ms. McClellan stated that she was not involved with Mr. Quam’s rental vehicle.  She 
recalled Mr. Quam and Aramark transportation staff telephoning her about the rental 
vehicle receipt.  When shown the March 30, 2017 e-mail string concerning the return of 
the rental vehicle, she said that she left early that day because it was her birthday and 
assumed that since she copied Mr. Harvell and Mr. Elliott on the e-mail, they were 
involved.  She did not know who actually returned the vehicle.  Initially, Ms. McClellan 
had no recollection of damage to a state or rental vehicle driven by Mr. Quam; however, 
she later recalled that Mr. Quam had driven to the Cove and hit the metal handrails on 
the bridge, causing a scratch on the back of the vehicle, which she thought was one of 
the FSH fleet vehicles.   
 

RECORDS REVIEWED 
 

Department-Issued Purchasing Card (P-card) Transactions 
Mr. Quam’s P-card transactions from October 2016 through May 2019 showed one 
transaction with Enterprise for $968.10 on March 31, 2017.   
 

Enterprise Records 
According to records provided by Enterprise Holdings Account Manager, State of 
Florida Contract, Danny Grosenbaugh:  

 

• On February 25, 2017, Mr. Quam signed Rental Agreement (RA) #72JTV7 for a 
gray Dodge Journey, indicating that he received the vehicle at 11:19 a.m. and 
acknowledging that there were no additional drivers authorized to drive the 
vehicle.  

 

• On March 31, 2017 at 11:39 a.m., the vehicle was returned to the Orange Park 
location with 3,317 miles driven, and $968.10 was charged to Mr. Quam’s P-
card.  A $20.09 refueling charge for eight gallons of gas and $62.02 tax were 
added to the bill.24  

 

Department E-mails 
An OIG review of Mr. Quam’s e-mails showed the following pertinent information: 
 

• On February 23, 2017, Mr. Quam received an e-mail from no-
reply@enterprise.com, confirming his reservation for a full-size vehicle25 for pick-
up on Saturday, February 25, 2017 at 11:00 a.m. and return on Friday, March 3, 
2017 at 3:00 p.m. from the location at 1249 Park Avenue, Orange Park, at a rate 
of $186.16 per week plus fees and taxes.  Within the e-mail, Renter 
Requirements advised that additional drivers must appear at the rental counter 
with the primary renter. 
 

• On February 25, 2017, Mr. Quam received an e-mail from 
donotreply@enterprise.com, providing a copy of his full Rental Agreement and 
Terms and Conditions for RA #72JTV7. 

 

• On March 30, 2017, e-mails were exchanged between Mr. Quam, Ms. McClellan, 
former Headquarters SAMH Administrative Assistant I Donna Hollaway,26 Mr. 
Harvell, and Mr. Elliott about the return of the rental vehicle, as follows, quoted in 
pertinent part: 

                                                           
24 According to State Term Contract #78111808-15-1, in-state rentals of vehicles for business use that are billed 
directly to the renter’s P-card are tax exempt. 
25 According to State Term Contract #78111808-15-1, rentals for business use are to be compact vehicles unless 
upgraded by the Contractor. 
26 Effective July 7, 2017, Ms. Hollaway was no longer employed by the Department. 
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Fleet Tag Number DCFYK197 [Blue 2017 Chevrolet Malibu (the Malibu)] 
A review of Department e-mails, the Department Fleet Inventory Report, and the 
Department Vehicle Usage Record (Form CF 1345) for the Malibu revealed the 
following pertinent information: 
 

• Department E-mail – On March 29, 2017, Ms. Bradley sent an e-mail to Ms. 
Gregory thanking her for everything she did in assisting in the purchase of Mr. 
Quam’s state vehicle.  She noted, “It is absolutely beautiful and he is very 
appreciative of everything that you did to make this happen!” 

 

• Department Fleet Inventory Report – The Malibu, classified as “A-1:  Pool 
assignment,” was assigned to Mr. Harvell.  The vehicle was received and placed 
into service on March 29, 2017. 

 

• Department Vehicle Usage Record (Form CF 1345) – Mr. Quam documented 
travel with the Malibu, as follows: 
o March 30, 2017 – Tallahassee Headquarters, Miles Out 5, Miles In 7727  
o March 30, 2017 – Macclenny NEFSH, Miles Out 77, Miles In 221  
o April 1, 2017 – Titusville Home, Miles Out 221, Miles In 390  

 

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam said that he obtained the rental vehicle because he was tired of putting miles 
on his personal vehicle for work-related travel.  He rented the vehicle from Orange Park 
because it was near Macclenny, where he resided at the time.   
 

Mr. Quam stated that he had been involved in two incidents causing damage to state or 
state rental vehicles.   
 

• State Rental Vehicle – Damage was sustained from scraping the poles on the 
narrow bridge to the Cove at FSH.  While driving across the bridge, he was 
looking at an old paddle wheel, where there apparently had been a grist mill, and 
the vehicle pulled, scraping the poles on the bridge.  He indicated that he was 
going to take it to be repaired; however, Mr. Harvell saw the damage a few days 
later, while he (Mr. Quam) was pumping gas from the FSH pump into the state 
rental,28 told him that it would not take much to fix it, and offered to buff it out.  He 
thought the repair was completed the next day that he (Mr. Quam) was at FSH.  
He did not observe the repair being completed but believed the inmates in the 
body shop did the work. 

 

• The Malibu – Damage was sustained when he was driving on I-95 to his home in 
Titusville.  Another driver moved into his lane and hit the right side of the Malibu.  
The other driver readily admitted fault.  A deputy29 responded to the scene and 

                                                           
27 According to Mr. Quam’s Travel Voucher, Mr. Quam travelled from Macclenny to Tallahassee to meet with 
Headquarters staff on March 28, 2017; Tallahassee to Chattahoochee to meet with FSH staff on March 28, 2017; and 
return to Macclenny on March 30, 2017 at 3:00 p.m.  His P-card records showed a March 31, 2017 charge of $298 for 
the Hampton Inn of Quincy. 
28 Mr. Quam stated that he always filled the rental vehicle with gas from FSH, NEFSH, and NFETC since it was a 
state rental vehicle.  The OIG Investigator confirmed through Headquarters Staff Director for General Services 
Matthew “Matt” Howard and Assistant Staff Director for General Services Edgar “Pete” Shirah, Jr. that it was 
permissible to fill state rental vehicles from SMHTF gas pumps “as long as [they] are following the processes set up 
at the facility for dispensing gas…” 
29 Later identified from the Driver Exchange of Information document as Flagler County Sheriff’s Office Deputy Trevor 
Yeoman.  The document noted the date of the accident as July 14, 2017. 
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Issue 1 – Procurement Requirements 
 

Section 1.3.3. Department Procurement and Contracting Playbook (Playbook) 
The Procurement Manager may use small purchase procedures for procurements [not 
exceeding $35,000].42  Rule 60A-1.002, F.A.C., requires the following for small 
purchase procedures: 
 

• Procurements meeting or exceeding $2,500 in anticipated total contract value, 
but are less than or equal to [$35,000] must be completed using, at a minimum, 
two written quotes, written records of telephone quotes, or informal bids. Oral 
quotes must include the name and address of the company, and the amount 
quoted. If DCF receives only one quote, a written statement as to why DCF did 
not receive additional quotes must be prepared and filed in the Contract File...  
 

• Purchases approaching [$35,000] are often services of an ongoing or potentially 
extensive nature (i.e. temporary services), and the use of competitive 
procurement procedures should be considered. It is important that appropriate 
procurement procedures are followed... 

 

WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• SMHTF Accounting Services Analyst D Diana Nielsen 

• SMHTF Finance Accounting Director III Sarah “Anita” Bradley 

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 

• Contracted Project Manager Francis “Frank” Fela 
 

Ms. Nielsen said that she is a Florida Certified Contract Manager (FCCM).  In her role 
as SMHTF Financial Services Director, she is involved with almost everything related to 
purchases, payments, and day-to-day operations with SMHTF finance.  She advised 
that 99% of SMHTF purchases are through POs.  They do not use state term contracts 
(STCs) with many of their purchases because STCs require constant monitoring and 
involve a lot of paperwork; whereas a PO holds the vendor to the same standards and is 
completed electronically.  PO records are only maintained in MFMP, where the 
requisition is entered and approved and the PO is automatically sent by e-mail to the 
selected vendor.  The terms and conditions of the PO are like Part I of the state 
standard contract and what the vendor agrees to provide; the PO description contains 
the requested deliverables.  Requesters and reviewers of the PRs document their 
actions through comments in MFMP, including the justification for the type of 
procurement and certification that the deliverables are met and approved for payment.   
 

Ms. Nielsen stated that when consultant services are needed, they usually look on the 
STC website to determine if there is a vendor they can use, then they complete a PO 
with that vendor; however, that was not done for the POs with Mr. Fela.  Mr. Quam 
worked with Mr. Fela in the past and told Ms. Bradley that he wanted to bring in Mr. 
Fela, who specialized in revenue, Medicare, and Medicaid, to review their processes 
and make recommendations to bring revenue into their facilities.  Ms. Bradley asked her 
to initiate the purchase requisition on Mr. Fela’s behalf.  Because Mr. Quam wanted Mr. 
Fela in particular, they did not obtain quotes and went straight to the PO (#AFE1DB).  

                                                           
42 As defined in § 287.017, F.S. 
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Although she did not validate Mr. Fela’s background and experience, she heard his 
name before as having worked at SFSH.   
 

Ms. Nielsen confirmed that she certified deliverables as met for several invoices 
submitted by Mr. Fela.  Because she had no documentation to support the invoices for 
onsite and offsite hours, she relied on verification from Mr. Quam that Mr. Fela provided 
the deliverables before she certified in MFMP that the services were received.  She had 
no idea what Mr. Fela’s offsite hours entailed or who he met with.  She noted that Mr. 
Quam is not a MFMP user, so he could not enter or approve any steps in the process.  
After reviewing POs, she noted that there were duplicate deliverables and opined that 
likely the dollars budgeted for the previous POs had been depleted, the projects had not 
been completed, and additional POs were funded to continue the projects.  For the 
additional POs to be issued, Mr. Quam must have told her that the projects had not 
been completed and more money was needed.   
 

Ms. Nielsen opined that Mr. Quam was knowledgeable about contract and threshold 
requirements established in statute.  Mr. Quam never said they needed a PO; however, 
she believed Mr. Quam told Ms. Bradley that “we” needed to do whatever was needed 
to have Mr. Fela take care of the tasks that he (Mr. Quam) wanted completed.  To them 
(Ms. Nielsen and Ms. Bradley), that meant PO.  The amounts for the POs rose to 
$34,999 because Mr. Quam wanted to keep Mr. Fela’s services.  Ms. Gregory advised 
that the most they could do without going to another type of procurement was use the 
budgets from all four locations (NEFSH, NFETC, FSH-Civil, and FSH-Forensic) and 
complete POs less than $35,000 from each budget, since he was working at each of the 
locations.  Each facility has its own Purchasing Unit Indicator (PUI):  6027 for FSH, 6031 
for NFETC, and 6036 for NEFSH.  POs are issued to the CHA structure from 6036 and 
she completes journal transfers to move expenditures so each hospital has an equal 
share.  Mr. Fela’s work encompassed all of the facilities at one time.   
 
When advised of the January 24, 2017 e-mail attachment to PO #B06BA0, in which Ms. 
Gregory sought approval from Mr. Howard for Mr. Fela’s consulting services for January 
10, 2017 through June 30, 2017, Ms. Nielsen responded that she had no knowledge of 
the e-mail and said it appeared that two POs for $34,999 were approved instead of four.  
When asked if consecutive POs just below $35,000, totaling about $144,000 annually, 
met the intent of the statutory requirements, Ms. Nielsen said that she did not think it did 
and maybe they should have talked more with Mr. Quam about completing a formal 
procurement or a contract.  When asked if anyone advised Mr. Quam about the 
appearance of the consecutive POs just below $35,000, she responded that she 
mentioned they needed to go to a contract a few times, which they have now done,43 
but they should have done so sooner.  She let him know that if they were going to keep 
using Mr. Fela’s services, they needed to have something formal in place.  She did not 
know why Mr. Quam did not want to do something more formal.  She stated, “I do 
acknowledge the fact that we should have tried harder, that I should have tried harder, 
to get Mr. Quam to do… a state contract or something sooner for [Mr. Fela].”  
 

Ms. Bradley said that she is a FCCM.  As the SMHTF fiscal agent, she made sure Mr. 
Quam’s requests were facilitated if there was money in the budget to do so.  Mr. Quam 
wanted to bring in a consultant with knowledge in a variety of areas and identified Mr. 
Fela as having that knowledge and expertise from having built facilities in the private 

                                                           
43 A contract with Quarry Group was effective July 1, 2019. 
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sector.  She later learned that Mr. Quam and Mr. Fela had worked together at SFSH.  
Mr. Quam told her to get Mr. Fela on board; therefore, they did not solicit other vendors.  
She did not know if another vendor could have met the deliverables because the only 
way to make that determination would have been to put the requested service out on 
the VBS.  The first PO was issued around the time Mr. Quam sent her an e-mail 
advising that an individual, later identified as Mr. Fela, was coming to speak with her 
about revenue and review their records.  At the time, she did not know why he was 
coming because there already was a vendor44 in place to assist with revenue.   
 

Ms. Bradley said Mr. Quam did not tell her to use POs specifically; however, at the time, 
it seemed reasonable because she thought Mr. Fela would provide an overview of what 
needed to be done and help the facilities get up and running on all the projects.  She 
had no idea that the consulting services would continue for almost three years and the 
project list would expand.  She and her staff repeatedly spoke to Mr. Quam about the 
MFMP approval process and purchasing requirements and opined that Mr. Quam was 
aware of the $34,999 threshold; however, Mr. Quam wanted the POs to continue 
because Mr. Fela had the knowledge and expertise needed for the projects.   
 

Ms. Bradley said that she did not assign work to Mr. Fela and did not know if anyone 
other than Mr. Quam assigned work to him.  In order to pay Mr. Fela’s invoices, her staff 
had to rely on Mr. Quam to certify that Mr. Fela’s invoiced services were received.  She 
had personal knowledge of his work with Medicare Part D because she was responsible 
for revenue.  Sometimes she received e-mails showing Mr. Fela was working with 
vendors on projects, such as cameras and radios; however, she did not know what 
progress was made on the assignments.         
 

Ms. Bradley said that she expressed her concerns to Mr. Bryant about Mr. Fela’s 
arrangement.  As a matter of routine, she regularly met with Mr. Bryant to discuss the 
facilities, budgets, LBRs, contracts, and any issues with money.  Beginning in June 
2018, she raised the question several times as to whether she needed to continue 
budgeting for Mr. Fela’s consultation services at $140,000 per year.  She did not know if 
Mr. Quam, having come from the private sector, was aware of the rules and regulations 
that the state must follow, and she wanted Mr. Bryant to be aware of what Mr. Quam 
was telling them to do.  During one meeting, she shared her opinion that Mr. Fela was 
causing more problems than helping the facilities based on her personal observations 
and what others told her about Mr. Fela’s unprofessional manner45 with staff, vendors, 
and the hospital administrators.  During another meeting, she talked to Mr. Bryant about 
procurement threshold requirements and advised him that she did not feel comfortable 
completing another PO with Mr. Fela.  Mr. Bryant said he would talk to Mr. Quam.  She 
believed that Mr. Fela’s services would end on June 30, 2019; however, after Mr. Bryant 
separated from the Department, Mr. Quam informed her to continue Mr. Fela’s services, 
at which time they entered into the two-year contract with Mr. Fela for $288,000.   
 

Mr. Bryant estimated that Mr. Fela was hired within three to six months of Mr. Quam 
beginning employment with the Department.  Mr. Quam pitched Mr. Fela’s role to him 
(Mr. Bryant) by indicating that he needed certain things done by somebody with Mr. 
Fela’s background and experience.  The expectation was that Mr. Fela was available at 
critical times of the year when they were assessing facility issues, developing LBRs, and 
                                                           
44 Later identified as Public Consulting Group (PCG). 
45 Ms. Bradley stated that she observed a couple of incidents where Mr. Fela “basically belittle you.  He, um, 
screamed and hollered and rant and raved and cussed and carried on.” 
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completing remedial work associated with funding received in prior years.  He needed to 
be on site to provide supervision when these things were occurring.  When the action 
commenced, Mr. Fela was expected to be on site daily or weekly.  Since it was common 
to use POs for this type of service, he did not see it as a red flag.  He spoke with Mr. 
Quam about a complaint he received about Mr. Fela’s unprofessional behavior with staff 
and, to his knowledge, there were no further issues.  He had conversations with Mr. 
Quam about how much longer Mr. Fela was needed and Mr. Quam told him another six 
months.  When the anti-ligature issue came up,46 Mr. Quam wanted Mr. Fela to help 
with that, so he (Mr. Bryant) verbally approved the request.   
 

When advised that POs for Mr. Fela from October 2016 through September 2018 
totaled approximately $294,000, Mr. Bryant responded that he had a conversation with 
Ms. Bradley about the limits of POs and opined that if a vendor is to be retained 
consistently for more than two years, then something other than a PO must be 
completed, like a contract or an Other Personal Services (OPS) position.  When advised 
that there appeared to be overlapping POs, Mr. Bryant responded, “Well, that strikes me 
as being outside of the scope of the intent” in dollar amount and length of time and 
needed to be put out for contract.  He said that it was unacceptable for two POs to be 
processed simultaneously.  When asked about the POs that were $34,999, Mr. Bryant 
responded that he was not aware of that and agreed that it looked suspicious.   
 

Mr. Fela stated that he contacted Mr. Quam in 2016 looking for contract opportunities.  
Mr. Quam had a problem with revenue and asked if he (Mr. Fela) could come for a 
week.  He agreed, worked up a proposal, and e-mailed it to Mr. Quam.  Mr. Quam 
accepted the proposal and he (Mr. Fela) went to work.  Later, Mr. Quam and Mr. Bryant 
asked him to commit to working two years on the One Hospital projects.  At that point, 
he did not know what the state vendor process was.  Mr. Quam and Ms. Bradley 
developed a Project Manager description, which he believed was needed to give them 
the authority to issue POs as the mechanism for payment.  They had a “rolling PO 
process,” where POs were issued quarterly.  Mr. Quam told him what he wanted done 
and if he (Mr. Fela) was running out of PO money, he told Ms. Bradley, not Mr. Quam.  
If Ms. Bradley did not have the money for him to continue, he had her work through with 
Mr. Quam why he (Mr. Fela) was needed and what they (finance) were going to do.  He 
tried to pace the PO dollars to cover the quarter and did what he could on the assigned 
projects.  Frequently, they wanted more time from him than he was willing to give.  Mr. 
Quam and Ms. Bradley decided if they wanted to move forward or add on other 
projects.  When a new PO was issued, he received an e-mail indicating the PO number 
and the dollar amount, which he billed against.  Other than that, he did not pay attention 
to the notification and, even if there was a link in the e-mail to view the PO deliverables, 
he never looked at them.  He knew what Mr. Quam wanted him to do because he (Mr. 
Quam) told him.  He talked with Mr. Quam and Ms. Bradley almost every day and 
sometimes on weekends, especially in the beginning.   
 

Mr. Fela agreed that he billed for hours, not activities leading to the accomplishment of 
the goals or deliverables.  He completed invoices as a contemporaneous record about 
every two weeks based on his e-mails, telephone records, and notes.  He kept no 
calendar or activity log to support his invoices.  During the first year, his NEFSH office 
was 50 feet from the finance office, so they could see him coming to the office every 

                                                           
46 He said that over the course of the last year, people have come through their facilities and identified risks 
associated with individuals hanging themselves and Mr. Fela’s job was to remedy those types of situations. 
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appeared they wanted to pay the vendor a specified dollar amount and worked 
backwards to create the PO as the vehicle for the payment.  The Department FCCMs 
involved with the PRs and POs were not following statutory requirements.  There 
appeared to be an effort to get around the requirements by using de-centralized 
purchasing; however, one individual (the CHA) was guiding or telling them what should 
be done.  Mr. Merry opined that for the facilities to be separate purchasing entities, each 
purchasing office would have the authority to independently make purchasing decisions 
and carry out business.  Procurement and payment, from beginning to end, would be 
out of each separate budget, not paying out of one and re-allocating.  It was not clear 
how the vendor’s work related to one specific budgeting entity or facility.  The POs were 
vaguely written with no specific deliverables as to the work to be performed or the 
documentation requirements to evidence such work.  The vendor invoices were also 
vaguely written and not sufficient for the FCCMs to determine performance in order to 
process for payment.  There should not have been discrepancies with the vendor rate 
as written in the POs and what was invoiced.     

 

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

Former SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam said that he has known Mr. Fela for about 20 years.  Mr. Fela worked for him 
at SFSH and took the lead working with the contractor when the new hospital was built.  
They worked together at two or three different privatized hospitals, including South 
Florida Evaluation and Treatment Center (SFETC).  Shortly after being hired by the 
Department, he (Mr. Quam) hired Mr. Fela as a contractor for a couple of projects, 
primarily development of information technology systems, staff radios, and hospital 
cameras.  Mr. Fela had expertise relative to those things.  He thought that Mr. Fela 
probably provided documentation of his work history to Ms. Bradley at the time Mr. 
Quam brought Mr. Fela in.  He (Mr. Quam) already knew him, so he had seen his 
resume before and did not contact anyone as a reference.51     
 

Mr. Quam said that he was “clueless” about the financial process used to bring Mr. Fela 
on board.  He was aware that they recently bid the work out for a contract, but did not 
know what was done before that.  He claimed to have no knowledge of procurement 
requirements for the various threshold levels; Ms. Bradley handles that. 
 

LEGAL OPINION 
 

In response to an OIG request for a legal opinion as to whether the history of purchase 
orders and payments to Mr. Fela presented a conflict of interest, the Office of General 
Counsel responded, “…there may be ethically problematic behavior…” and that the 
matter “also raises an issue under procurement law…” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
51 He added that Mr. Reddick also knew Mr. Fela.  Mr. Reddick worked with Mr. Quam for 19 years before he came to 
work for the Department. 
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Issue 2 – Mr. Fela Working for Providers Under Contract With the 
Department 

 

WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• Contracted Project Manager Francis “Frank” Fela 

• Department Director of Background Screening Sherry Smyly 

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 
 

Mr. Fela said that from the very beginning, he told Mr. Quam and Mr. Bryant he would 
not work with the Department if he could not still work with Wellpath, and there was a 
verbal agreement between him (Mr. Fela), Wellpath, Mr. Quam, and Mr. Bryant.  While 
working with the Department, all of his Wellpath assignments (with one exception) were 
for out-of-state start-up and development or facility design.  In the beginning, he was 
traveling a lot; however, Wellpath has not opened any new facilities in the last year and 
hired a new vice president that covers some of the things he used to do for them.  The 
one exception was an assignment with SFETC at the time of Hurricane Irma52 in 2017.  
Prior to Hurricane Irma making landfall, he received a lot of calls from both the 
Department and Wellpath, since he had written the emergency management plans for 
the hospitals Wellpath was managing.  Although SFETC residents were not evacuated 
prior to the hurricane, they were evacuated after landfall when there was no power.  On 
the way back from evacuation, a resident jumped out of the bus and died on the Florida 
Turnpike.53  Wellpath called Mr. Quam and advised that they were ready to go before 
the Joint Commission regarding this critical event.  Mr. Quam agreed for him to go down 
to help with the presentation and the SFETC facility manager position, left vacant from a 
resignation just prior to the hurricane.  He did not know if Mr. Quam talked to Mr. Bryant 
about it; however, it was no secret that he went.  Wellpath paid him for his time; the 
state did not pay him for those days or his expenses.  When requested to assist the OIG 
with obtaining a statement from Wellpath regarding his employment history, Mr. Fela 
declined. 
 

Ms. Smyly stated that all mental health facility staff are required to be screened through 
the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) Clearinghouse.  On October 10, 
2017, SFETC requested a Level 2 background screening for Mr. Fela, who was 
determined eligible to be employed in a mental health program.   
 

Mr. Bryant stated that they received an allegation that Mr. Fela had a working 
agreement or purchase order with Wellpath/Correct Care.  He was not aware of Mr. Fela 
having contracts with other entities working with the Department and did not think that 
he was working in Florida.  Mr. Bryant opined that if Mr. Fela were working for 
Wellpath/Correct Care in Florida facilities with which the Department has contracts, it 
would be inappropriate.  If he worked in other states, he (Mr. Bryant) would not 
necessarily see that as a conflict; however, it would warrant a conversation between Mr. 
Quam and Mr. Fela to understand what Mr. Fela was doing through the other contracts. 
 
 
 

                                                           
52 Hurricane Irma made landfall in Florida on September 10, 2017. 
53 According to the Internet, the SFETC resident died on September 19, 2017. 
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Issue 3 – Personal Relationship 
 

Section 1.6.2. Department Playbook – Employee Relationships with Provider 
The following describes ethical considerations for a DCF employee involved in the 
procurement and contract management process: 
 

• DCF employees must be fair and honest in the selection, negotiation, and 
management process. 

• DCF employees must not pressure consultants and vendors to provide services 
beyond the scope of the contract or to provide services before an executed 
contract or an amendment to a contract is in place. 

• DCF employees must be vigilant to maintain the proper ethical standards and 
guard against even the appearance of collusion, particularly the acceptance of 
any gift. 

• DCF employees must avoid any appearance of impropriety by limiting their 
contacts with vendors who may respond to a procurement.  DCF employees do 
not discuss prices, other possible bidders, or provisions limiting bidders or giving 
any advantage to one bidder.  All emails and written documentation prior to a 
procurement are subject to public record laws, and disclosure of the contents of 
private discussions during a bid protest is possible. 

• Section 287.057 F.S. prohibits a vendor, its employees, agents, or 
subcontractors with a material interest in the contract, from knowingly 
participating in preparation of a procurement resulting in a contract with a state 
agency. 

 

WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• SMHTF Accounting Services Analyst D Diana Nielsen 

• SMHTF Finance Accounting Director III Sarah “Anita” Bradley 

• Agency for Persons with Disabilities (APD) Sunland Superintendent Marguerite 
Morgan  

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 

• SMHTF Contractor Francis “Frank” Fela 
 

Mr. Fela stated that his friendship with Mr. Quam goes back 20 years.  Mr. Quam hoped 
to recruit him to work for the state, but he was not interested in moving his family back to 
the United States and no employer, including Wellpath, was willing to accommodate his 
personal plan to spend a minimum of 10 days each month with his family in Peru.   
 

Mr. Fela said that when he went to NEFSH for the first assignment, Mr. Quam invited 
him to stay with him and his wife at their rental home in Macclenny.  When Mrs. Quam 
decided to spend less time in Macclenny and return to their Titusville home, Mr. Quam 
suggested that he stay with him at his house to save money.  Mr. Fela had the need to 
stay in Macclenny for longer periods of time, so he agreed partly because Mr. Quam did 
not like to live alone and also because they worked from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. or 9:00 
p.m. and used the time to talk about work.  He contributed $500 per month toward rent, 
which is money that he otherwise would have spent on a hotel.  Similarly, when Mr. 
Quam moved from Macclenny to a Tallahassee townhouse (1530 Kay Avenue, 
Apartment A), he (Mr. Fela) stays with Mr. Quam when in town and contributes $500 per 
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month.  He made the $500 per month arrangement with Mrs. Quam, not Mr. Quam, and 
paid by cash or check.  He did not want to lease a property for himself because the POs 
were on a quarterly basis and the government could stop funds at any time.  Regarding 
food, he and Mr. Quam did not cook a lot and did not eat the same things, so they 
bought food separately.  They also ate at restaurants but paid for their own meals.  
When asked about gifts, he said that he probably gave Mr. Quam a gift on his birthday.  
When asked if Mr. Quam has stayed with him, Mr. Fela said that Mr. Quam has not 
travelled to Ohio or Peru yet, although he (Mr. Quam) wants to travel Peru but Mrs. 
Quam has not agreed. 
 

Ms. Nielsen and Ms. Bradley said that they were aware Mr. Quam and Mr. Fela were 
friends and, when in Tallahassee, Mr. Fela stayed with Mr. Quam at his (Mr. Quam’s) 
townhouse.  Ms. Morgan said that she was aware Mr. Quam and Mr. Fela were close 
friends and heard from others (unknown) that Mr. Fela stayed with Mr. Quam.  Ms. 
Nielsen, Ms. Bradley, and Ms. Morgan indicated that a contractor staying with someone 
who controls the contract was concerning to them; however, Ms. Bradley did not think 
that the arrangement affected the facilities.  Ms. Bradley said that she had many 
conversations with Mr. Quam about how the state did things differently than the private 
sector and quoted polices to him that he, as a state employee, must follow, pointing out 
that separations were needed.  Ms. Morgan said that when she heard Mr. Fela was 
staying with Mr. Quam, she was concerned about potential ethical violations, so she 
informed Mr. Bryant. 
 

RECORDS REVIEWED 
 

Rent Checks 
Mr. Fela provided copies of cleared PNC checks (front and back) from Quarry Group to 
Ms. Quam, signed by Zachery Fela, as follows: 
 

• Check #1025 for $1,000, dated November 16, 2017, with the notation, “Oct + Nov 
Rent.”   

• Check #1063 for $1,000, dated May 14, 2018, with the notation, “April + May 
Rent” lined through and “Jan + Feb 2018” added.   

• Check #1079 for $1,000, dated August 23, 2018, with the notation, “March + April 
Rent.”   

• Check #1084 for $2,000, dated September 18, 2018, with the notation, “Back 
Rent March, April, May, June.”   

• All of the checks had been endorsed “Deposit only acct #415152987” or by Mrs. 
Quam. 

 

MFMP Vendor Detail 
The MFMP Vendor Information Portal shows the following two addresses for Mr. Fela: 

• 001 FFELA – 1530 Kay Avenue, Apartment A, Tallahassee, Florida.  

• 002 FFELA-OH – 2850 East Derbyshire Road, Cleveland Heights, Ohio. 
 

Florida Department of State Sunbiz 
On June 24, 2019, Quarry Group registered as a corporation with the Florida 
Department of State, listing Mr. Fela as the registered agent with 1530 Kay Avenue, 
Apartment A, Tallahassee as his address.  The principal address for Quarry Group is 
549 East Washington Street, STE 100, Chagrin Falls, Ohio.  
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State of Florida Warrants 
In February 2019 and March 2019, PO payments were issued via warrant addressed to 
Mr. Fela at 1530 Kay Avenue, Apartment A, Tallahassee. 
 

Department E-mail 
An OIG review of Mr. Quam’s Department e-mails revealed the following pertinent 
communications: 
 

• On December 12, 2018, Mr. Quam sent an e-mail to Mr. Fela advising that he 
and his wife would like to visit Lima for their 20-year anniversary and asked if it 
would be “ok to come down.”  Mr. Fela responded that it would work for them.  
Mr. Quam responded that his wife would make the arrangement but would need 
help from him (Mr. Fela). 

 

• On September 16, 2019, Mr. Quam sent an e-mail to Mr. Fela, quoted in its 
entirety: 

 

Frank we need to get some clarity on the rent situation and the IG 
investigation. I am not sure what the overall motive is with their 
investigation but I do know they are focusing on you also. Tomorrow, 
Tuesday I am going to asked [sic] again your renting from me. I had 
hoped the rent situation would be between Teri and you but right now it 
is left with me. Teri says you haven’t paid anything since December or 
January. I know your contract amount has changed but the agreement 
between you and Teri has not changed. If you figure the number of 
days in Tallahassee and the cost of hotel while you are here what you 
are paying for the town house is still a deal. I need for you to discuss 
this with Teri. I really don’t want to be in the middle of this. We can 
discuss further when you get here. Bob 

 

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

Former SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam confirmed that he knew Mr. Fela before he brought him in as a consultant for 
the Department.  He described their relationship at that time as “friend and 
professional.”  When they both lived in south Florida, they often went fishing in the 
Everglades using Mr. Quam’s boat.  He, Mr. Fela, and their wives once went on a 
week’s “thing” to the Bahamas.  He (Mr. Quam) was Mr. Fela’s best man at his wedding 
to his current wife.  When asked if their relationship was the same when he brought Mr. 
Fela to work with the Department, Mr. Quam agreed that they were friends.  Mr. Quam 
stated, “He actually rents a room from me at the townhouse.”  He explained that he and 
his wife pay $800 plus utilities for a two-bedroom townhouse in Tallahassee.  Shortly 
after his wife returned to Titusville, they rented the extra bedroom to Mr. Fela.  Mr. 
Quam said that he did not know how much rent Mr. Fela paid because it was an 
arrangement between Mr. Fela and his (Mr. Quam’s) wife.  He guessed that his wife 
probably asked Mr. Fela to pay half the monthly rent ($400).  He did not know how Mr. 
Fela paid his wife, but opined that Mr. Fela sent her a check since she had not been at 
the townhouse for a while.  Mr. Quam subsequently said that he learned from his wife 
that Mr. Fela was paying $500 rent almost monthly, but had not paid since January 
2019, even though he continued to stay at the townhouse.   
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When he (Mr. Quam) and his wife leased a home in Macclenny, Mr. Fela sometimes 
stayed with them, but he did not think Mr. Fela paid rent because he slept on an air 
mattress while there.  Mr. Fela never stayed with them in Titusville.  He has not visited 
or stayed with Mr. Fela in Peru, although they had planned a visit but decided not to go 
for family reasons.  Mr. Quam said that he had not been to Ohio.    
 

When asked if Mr. Fela had given him gifts, paid for meals, bought liquor, or vice versa, 
Mr. Quam said that when they go out to eat, sometimes Mr. Fela pays, sometimes he 
(Mr. Quam) pays, and sometimes they pay separately.  Mr. Fela bought groceries at 
times and he (Mr. Quam) bought groceries at times 
 

Additional Finding 2 

State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital Administrator Robert 
“Bob” Quam did not follow required procedures for reporting an accident with an 
Enterprise rental vehicle, in violation of Rule 60L-36.005(1) and (3)(b) and (e), F.A.C.; 
Section 1-8.c.(2) and (5), CFOP 60-55; Section 7.c.(2), CFOP 40-2; and Section 7 of 
Exhibit 6, Contract #78111808-15-1 between the Department of Management Services 
and EAN Services, LLC.  Finding:  SUPPORTED.   

 

WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individual was interviewed: 
 

• Enterprise Holdings Account Manager, State of Florida Contract, Danny 
Grosenbaugh 
 

 

Via e-mail, Mr. Grosenbaugh stated that he saw no damage report for the vehicle from 
the time Mr. Quam had the rental vehicle (February 25, 2017 through March 31, 2017). 

 

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

Former SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam stated that he did not inform Enterprise of the damage to the rental vehicle.  
He did not tell the individuals returning the vehicle to either inform or not inform 
Enterprise because there was no observable damage.  He was unaware that it was his 
responsibility to report any damage to Enterprise.   
 

Additional Finding 3 

State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital Administrator Robert 
“Bob” Quam misused Department fleet vehicles by allowing personal use for 
himself and staff, in violation of § 112.313(6), F.S.; Rule 60B-1.005, F.A.C.; Rule 60B-
1.008, F.A.C.; Rule 60L-36.005(1) and (3)(b) and (e), F.A.C.; Sections 1-8.c.(2) and (5), 
CFOP 60-55; and § 812.014(1)(b), F.S.  Finding:  SUPPORTED. 
 

Rule 60B-1.008, F.A.C., sets forth the requirements of “Special assignment” vehicles as 
follows: 

1) officially authorized as a prerequisite [sic] by [DMS], 

2) required by an employee after normal duty hours to perform duties of the 
position to which he is assigned, or 

3) assigned to an employee whose home is his official base of operation. 
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The rule further sets forth the following conditions on the use of “Special assignment” 
vehicles: 

Vehicles…may be driven to and from an employee’s home when used for the 
purpose or under the conditions stated below: 

…Perquisite54 – Employee is entitled to use of vehicle by virtue of his position 
and is so approved and authorized as a perquisite by [DMS]. 

…Law enforcement… 

…Emergency service – Employee is subject to emergency calls from his 
residence for the protection of life or property. 

…Employee’s home is office – Employee’s home is his official base of 
operation and vehicle is parked at home when not in use. 

 

WITNESS TESTIMONY 
 

The following individuals were interviewed: 
 

• Agency for Persons with Disabilities (APD) Sunland Superintendent Marguerite 
Morgan  

• SMHTF Finance Accounting Director III Sarah “Anita” Bradley 

• SMHTF Accounting Services Analyst D Diana Nielsen 

• SMHTF Operations Review Specialist Zebadiah Reddick  

• Former Assistant Secretary for SAMH John Bryant 

• DMS Bureau of Fleet Management and Federal Property Assistance (Bureau) 
Chief Cheri Ferrell 

• DMS Human Resources Management (HRM) HR Consultant Anthony Tipler 
 

Ms. Morgan advised that Mr. Quam authorized her to have a state vehicle assigned 
about two weeks after she started working at Headquarters, and she returned the 
vehicle on her last day of employment with the Department.  She was told that staff 
doing work for the different facilities were assigned vehicles due to their frequent travel.  
She questioned the arrangement because she was commuting daily to Headquarters in 
Tallahassee from her home in Chattahoochee, but was not traveling to a facility every 
day.  She kept the vehicle in her driveway when not using it.  She filled the gas tank 
mostly at FSH, instead of using the fleet card.  She maintained the daily mileage log, 
which she submitted to Mr. Harvell.  She was aware that former SMHTF Operations 
Manager C Kimberly Barnes,55 Ms. Bradley, Mr. Reddick, and Chief Medical Officer 
Carolyn Drazinic also were assigned state vehicles, which she believed were from FSH 
and NEFSH.  When asked if it was the intent for facility vehicles to be used in this 
capacity, Ms. Morgan agreed that previously, facility vehicles were used to transport 
clients to appointments and things like that; however, there was a change in approach 
after Mr. Quam was hired.    
 

Ms. Bradley said Mr. Quam told her to order a new state vehicle for his use and she did 
so through the state term contract.  Dr. Drazinic and Mr. Reddick also were assigned 
state vehicles for their exclusive use.  She personally did not have a vehicle assigned to 
her; however, a NEFSH state vehicle was available for use by any NEFSH staff.  A 
SMHTF vehicle was stationed at Headquarters for use by SMHTF Operations Manager 
C Perry Dollinger and former SMHTF Government Operations Consultant II Dr. Kevin 

                                                           
54 Merriam-Webster defines a perquisite as “a privilege, gain, or profit incidental to regular salary or wages.” 
55 Effective December 15, 2018, Ms. Barnes was no longer employed by the Department.   
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Bist,56 both of whom worked directly for Mr. Quam, and that vehicle remained at 
Headquarters for anyone to use.  She confirmed that Ms. Barnes was assigned a state 
vehicle, but did not think that Ms. Barnes drove the vehicle home.  She was unaware 
that Ms. Morgan was assigned a vehicle.  She advised that DMS had to approve fleet 
vehicle assignments to employees for exclusive use and believed that Ms. Nielsen had 
submitted the paperwork to DMS for Mr. Quam, Mr. Reddick, and Dr. Drazinic. 
 

Ms. Nielsen confirmed that Ms. Bradley told her to obtain a state vehicle for Mr. Quam.  
She understood that Mr. Bryant told Ms. Bradley to obtain the vehicle so Mr. Quam 
would not have to claim mileage reimbursement.  She was aware that Dr. Drazinic, Ms. 
Morgan, and Mr. Reddick also had assigned vehicles due to the number of miles that 
they drove.  The majority of Mr. Quam’s SMHTF staff with offices at Headquarters 
frequently travel to the facilities and are not often at Headquarters.  Dr. Drazinic and Mr. 
Reddick’s vehicles were assigned for their exclusive use.  She thought their vehicles 
were assigned from the available fleet inventory at the time.  She was not involved with 
vehicle assignments and thought that Mr. Bryant made that decision.  She had to 
research the process and approval requirements for Dr. Drazinic, Mr. Reddick, and Mr. 
Quam’s exclusive use of their state vehicles because “typically that’s not how our 
FLEET is assigned.”  The DMS website referred all perquisite approvals to the State 
Personnel System agencies, so she e-mailed Department Director of Human Resources 
Shelby Jefferson57 and Human Resource Consultant Susan King for guidance.  After 
speaking with Ms. King, it was determined that DMS gave prior approval for certain 
categories of perquisites, so she prepared the Request for Approval of Perquisites 
forms authorizing perquisite Category G1058 for Dr. Drazinic, Mr. Reddick, and Mr. 
Quam for Mr. Bryant’s approval and signature.   
 

Mr. Bryant said that a state vehicle may be assigned to an employee based on the 
employee’s scope of work and frequency of travel.  There are certain scenarios where a 
state vehicle may be driven 24/7 by the assigned individual, which includes personal 
use of the vehicle and taking the vehicle home; however, DMS must approve the use.  
Typically, they try to assign a state vehicle to somebody like Mr. Quam and Dr. Drazinic, 
who regularly travel between Tallahassee, FSH, NEFSH, and NFETC when needed.  
Both Dr. Drazinic and Mr. Quam are subject to being on call.  He did not know how 
often Mr. Quam was scheduled to be on call but opined it was 24/7, for the most part.  
Mr. Quam would need to respond in the case of natural disasters and has the authority 
to elect whether to respond to adverse incidents where there have been injuries.  He 
was aware that Mr. Quam occasionally went to his Titusville home and may have 
assigned Mr. Reddick or one of the hospital administrators to be on call while he was 
away.   
 
Mr. Bryant remembered submitting DMS paperwork for Dr. Drazinic; however, he did 
not remember if Mr. Quam was assigned a state vehicle when he was first hired or if he 
authorized or requested DMS final approval for Mr. Quam.  He was aware that Mr. 
Quam had an assigned state vehicle and that his personal vehicle was a truck.  He 
opined that Mr. Quam would be allowed to drive his state vehicle to Titusville or his new 

                                                           
56 Effective September 21, 2019, Dr. Bist was no longer employed by the Department.   
57 At the time, Mr. Jefferson was the Interim Director for Human Resources. 
58 According to the Descriptive Narrative, G10 is the “Special assignment of a state-owned or leased motor vehicle to 
an employee who is required to perform duties of the position after normal duty hours and whose incidental personal 
use of the vehicle has been determined to be in the best interests of the state and approved by the Division of Motor 
Pool pursuant to Rules 60B-1.005 and 1.008, F.A.C.” 
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home in Sarasota only if he had DMS approval.  Initially, Mr. Bryant said that Mr. Quam 
was probably using the state vehicle, but later opined that Mr. Quam was “pretty 
scrupulous” about taking the state vehicle home and would not have done so even 
though it was allowed.  Mr. Quam could use the fleet gas card or his state-issued P-card 
to pay for gas for the state vehicle.  When asked about Ms. Morgan’s use of a state 
vehicle, Mr. Bryant responded that he did not issue her a state vehicle; however, she 
may have used a state vehicle for a short time when she first transitioned from FSH 
Administrator to working at Headquarters.  She lived in Chattahoochee and commuted 
daily to Tallahassee.  He believed that she drove her personal vehicle for the commute.   
 

Ms. Ferrell stated that approval for the special assignment of vehicles under C-1 
Perquisite must be obtained from the Bureau.  Agencies are required to submit a 
Request for Approval of Perquisites or Sale of Goods and Services form for each 
perquisite request to the Bureau for consideration and approval.  She advised that there 
have been no state vehicle G10 Transportation perquisites approved in approximately 
five years.  If approved, employees would be responsible for tracking and recording 
commute mileage and reporting the value of the personal use of the state vehicle to 
DFS for taxation.  She stated DMS approval is required.59  
 

Via e-mail, Mr. Tipler advised that DMS HRM maintains a list of approved perquisite 
categories, which state personnel system agencies may grant (Approved Perquisite 
Categories form).  Additional categories can only be established if approved by DMS.  
He noted the following, quoted in pertinent part (emphasis as written):  
 

…The rule states, “Employee is entitled to use of vehicle…and is so 
approved and authorized as a perquisite by [DMS].”…DMS HRM’s 
Definition of Perquisite Categories form dated April 16, 2015 which states, 
“G10 Transportation: Special assignment of a state-owned or leased 
motor vehicle to an employee…and whose incidental personal use of the 
vehicle has been determined to be in the best interests of the state and 
approved by the Division of Motor Pool pursuant to Rules 60B-1.005 
and 1.008, F.A.C.  In order to request approval for the special assignment 
of vehicles under this code, agencies are required to submit a Request for 
Approval of Perquisites or Sale of Goods and Services form to [the 
Bureau] for approval. 

   
RECORDS REVIEWED 

 
Fleet Vehicle Usage Records (VURs) and FuelMaster Transaction Listing Reports 
An OIG review of VURs and FuelMaster Transaction Listing Reports for FSH state 
vehicles assigned to Mr. Quam, Ms. Morgan, and Mr. Reddick showed personal use, as 
follows: 
 

➢ Equipment Tag #DCFYK197, a 2017 Chevrolet Malibu (the Malibu), was 
assigned to Mr. Quam on March 30, 2017.   

 
 

                                                           
59 Rule 60B-1.008, F.A.C., requires DMS approval for the special assignment of vehicles under code C-1:  Perquisite. 











Office of Inspector General                                      Investigative Report #2019-0001 
 

 44 

Purchase Orders for State Vehicles 
An OIG review of MFMP revealed the following new vehicle purchases: 
 

Purchase Order #B0782E – 2017 Chevrolet Malibu 
On February 3, 2017, a PR was issued for the purchase of a 2017 Chevrolet Malibu 
for FSH.  Ms. Clemons noted that the vehicle was requested for the CHA.  On 
February 6, 2017, Ms. Clemons attached the following pertinent documents to the 
requisition:   

 

• A February 6, 2017 memorandum to Mr. Quam from Ms. Clemons in which she 
requested Mr. Quam review and approve the attached DMS MP6301 to acquire 
the vehicle.  By his signature on the memorandum, he approved the purchase. 
   

• The DMS MP6301 “DMS Fleet Management Request for Acquisition of Motor 
Vehicle(s) and Mobile Equipment,” signed by Ms. Bradley on February 5, 2017, 
authorized the Malibu as a B-1 Limited Use Vehicle assigned to Mr. Quam for 
business travel, estimated to be 10,500 miles.69  The Malibu was to replace a 
1979 Ford F700.  According to the form, B-1 assignment means that the 
employee has requirements for full time use of a vehicle during regular working 
hours, but the vehicle remains parked at the office overnight and when not in 
use.  In the “Detailed Justification of Motor Vehicle(s) and Mobile Equipment” 
section, it was noted, 
 

Vehicle is being purchased for Chief Hospital Administrator, 
required for Hospital business travel. 

 

On February 14, 2017, PO #B0782E was subsequently issued to Garber Chevrolet 
Buick GMC, Inc. for purchase of the Malibu. 

 

Purchase Order #B200F9 – 2018 Chevrolet Malibu 
On October 11, 2017, PR was issued for the purchase of a 2018 Chevrolet Malibu 
for FSH.  On October 12, 2017, FSH Purchasing Agent III Crystle Wells (FCCM) 
attached the following pertinent documents to the requisition:   

 

• Department e-mail string, indicating that on October 10, 2017, Ms. Bradley 
approved the purchase of the vehicle for the Medical Executive Director (MED). 
  

• A DMS MP6301, e-signed by Chaundra Ford on October 20, 2017, authorizing 
the 2018 Malibu as an A-1 Pool Assignment vehicle assigned to Mr. Harvell.  The 
estimated annual miles was noted to be 12,000 miles.  The 2018 Malibu was to 
replace a 1986 Dodge Ram Wagon B250.  According to the form, A-1 
assignment means pool vehicles for general use by employees that do not have 
a vehicle assigned to them.  In the “Detailed Justification of Motor Vehicle(s) and 
Mobile Equipment” section, it was noted,  
 

This 2018 Chevrolet Malibu…will be used to transport residents to 
doctors appointments and discharge locations encompassing the 
entire state.  This vehicle will also be used to transport staff to 
related state business to include the Medical Executive Director who 

                                                           
69 According to the form, projected miles less than 10,000 miles require agency head annually written justification for 
the need of a motor vehicle, pursuant to § 287.17, F.S. 
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In order to accomplish this, Mr. Quam is required to make rounds at all the 
facilities requiring the use of a State vehicle. 
 

o Mr. Reddick is the Safety Administrator for all three SMHTF’s [sic] under the 
One Hospital structure.  Mr. Reddick is required to make rounds at all the 
facilities requiring the use of a State vehicle. 

  

SUBJECT TESTIMONY 
 

Former SMHTF Chief Hospital Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam 
Mr. Quam stated that the first time that he heard the term “perquisite” was from Mr. 
Bryant.  He understood it to mean that he could use the state vehicle assigned to him as 
he pleased, within limits, and that is what he did.  When he drove the state vehicle to his 
home in Titusville and now Sarasota, he parked it in the driveway and did not move it 
until he went back to work.  He explained that when he accepted the CHA position, he 
understood that his work location would be in Tallahassee, although for the first year his 
office was at NEFSH due to a lack of office space at Headquarters.  For work purposes, 
he leased homes in Macclenny and Tallahassee; however, he maintained a family 
home in Titusville until he and his wife recently bought a home in Sarasota.   
 

Mr. Quam said that when he first was employed by the Department, the agreement was 
that they were going to give him a vehicle and pay his rent, but he decided not to follow 
through on the rent.  Mr. Bryant said that he could have a state vehicle and authorized 
the purchase of a new state vehicle for him.  He (Mr. Quam) told Ms. Bradley to order 
the vehicle for him.  He believed that he could use the vehicle for personal use 24/7.  
His business use of the state vehicle was mainly to drive from his leased homes to 
Headquarters in Tallahassee, FSH, NEFSH, NFETC, and the south Florida facilities 
managed by Wellpath.  Although he had on-call responsibilities, it entailed telephone 
calls but no after-hours travelling to a facility.  When advised that he (Mr. Quam) signed 
the purchase approval memorandum with an attached DMS Form MP6301 that 
authorized the vehicle for B-1 Limited Use (i.e., vehicle parked at the worksite when not 
in use for business), Mr. Quam responded that Mr. Bryant told him early on that he did 
not have to do that and he also understood from Mr. Howard that a vehicle assigned to 
an individual did not have to be returned to the worksite at night.  After receiving the 
state vehicle, he left his personal vehicle in Titusville and thought that Mr. Bryant knew 
that he (Mr. Quam) was driving the state vehicle to Titusville.   
 

He agreed that he tried to include stops at NEFSH and NFETC on his trips home to 
Titusville and Sarasota.  When asked if there was a need for the one or two-hour stops 
at NEFSH or NFETC on Fridays and Mondays surrounding those trips, he said there 
was a need for him to be there.  He stated, “I make it work for me.  I meet people and 
do things.”  He said that he also went to FSH to meet with people.  During facility visits, 
he fills the state vehicle with gas from the facilities’ gas pumps.  If he is not using gas 
from the three hospitals, he uses his own money to pay for the gas.  Most of his trips 
home included NEFSH, NFETC, or the private mental health treatment facilities in south 
Florida.  When advised that his state vehicle logs and travel records showed 
approximately 60 personal trips to Titusville, Sarasota, and Okeechobee that did not 
include trips to the south Florida facilities, he confirmed that he made the trip weekly or 
every other week to Titusville and Sarasota and the trips to Okeechobee were due to a 
medical emergency with his brother.   
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He authorized Ms. Morgan to drive a state vehicle early on when she first came to 
Headquarters; however, he did not know what transpired after she went to work for Mr. 
Bryant.  When reminded that he sent Ms. Morgan an e-mail noting that he spoke to Mr. 
Bryant and informing her she could drive the state vehicle until he (Mr. Quam) said 
otherwise, and advised that Ms. Morgan’s VURs indicated that she drove the state 
vehicle mostly to commute, Mr. Quam indicated that as far as he knew that was correct.   
 

Mr. Quam confirmed that when Mr. Reddick was first hired, he gave Mr. Reddick the 
state vehicle that had been assigned to him and drove his personal vehicle until he 
obtained the state rental vehicle and then shortly thereafter the new state vehicle.  
When asked about a March 2017 receipt for gas obtained in Tampa, for which he 
submitted for reimbursement while driving the rental vehicle, he initially responded that 
it would have been for a business meeting, but later checked his calendar and said that 
it was for personal travel to Sarasota for the St. Patrick’s Day weekend. 
 

Regarding Mr. Reddick’s use of the state vehicle, Mr. Quam said that he and Mr. 
Reddick alternated on-call responsibilities every other week and sometimes Mr. Reddick 
would have to travel after hours.  He did not think it was often, but he did not know how 
many times that occurred.  When advised that the Vehicle Usage Records that were 
available to the OIG did not show Mr. Reddick driving after hours but did show him 
driving the state vehicle back and forth from home to work.  Mr. Quam agreed that as 
far as he knew Mr. Reddick was using the vehicle to commute. 
 

Mr. Quam said that when they hired Dr. Drazinic, she wanted a vehicle and he 
authorized the purchase of a new state vehicle for her.  When read the DMS Form 
MP6301 justification for the purchase and assignment as an A-1-Pool Assignment, 
meaning that it is available for general use to employees who do not have a vehicle 
assigned to them, Mr. Quam asked if he signed the form and responded, “Thank God,” 
when told that he did not.   
 

Regarding the complaint about Dr. Drazinic driving her state vehicle for personal use, 
Mr. Quam said that was what triggered the issue of perquisites with Mr. Bryant.  When 
reminded of April 2018 e-mails, in which he (Mr. Quam) advised Mr. Bryant that he 
spoke to Dr. Drazinic about her personal use of a state vehicle, and asked why he 
continued personal use of his state vehicle, Mr. Quam responded that Dr. Drazinic 
bought a home and moved to Tallahassee, but he (Mr. Quam) did not consider 
Tallahassee to be his home base even though he had leased the Tallahassee 
townhouse.  He could not explain why Mr. Bryant signed perquisite forms for him and 
Mr. Reddick several months after he signed perquisite forms for Dr. Drazinic.  It was his 
(Mr. Quam’s) impression that Mr. Bryant knew they all were using the vehicles for 
personal use from the beginning, but needed to make it “legal” by completing the 
perquisite forms.   
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

Additional Information Issue 1 – Perquisite Approval Authority 
Ms. Nielsen advised that from her research of perquisites on the DMS website and 
consultation with Department HR personnel concerning the perquisite process, she 
understood that DMS gave the Agency Head and designees authority to approve 
Perquisite Category Code G10 – Transportation (assignment of a state vehicle including 
incidental personal use) for agency employees; however, DMS Bureau Chief Cheri 
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Ferrell and DMS HRM HR Consultant Anthony Tipler stated that only the DMS Bureau 
can approve this perquisite for state employees.  Ms. Ferrell stated that this perquisite 
has not been approved for anyone in at least five years.   
 

Additional Information Issue 2 – Background Screening 
As a vendor, Mr. Fela provided onsite services at state mental health treatment facilities 
from September 2016 through November 2018 without the completion of a background 
screening.  While Ms. Bradley agreed that one was required, she opined that one had 
not been completed because Mr. Fela was working under a PO and there was no 
contract manager involved.  Ms. Nielsen added that Mr. Fela had no resident contact.  
Mr. Fela stated that consultants visit the state mental health facilities all the time and do 
not complete background screenings. 
 

Additional Information Issue 3 – Budget Entities 
Ms. Bradley believed that because NEFSH, NFETC, FSH (Civil), and FSH (Forensic) 
had decentralized finance departments and separate budgets, POs for $34,999.99 
could be issued by each budget entity through a single source procurement for the 
same consultation services from Mr. Fela, even though the combined PO dollar amount 
was $144,000 per year.  He billed under the separate budgets, but he worked some 
projects for all the facilities at the same time.   
 

Additional Information Issue 4 – Missing Vehicle Usage Records (VURs) 
When the OIG Investigator requested work orders for Mr. Quam’s state rental vehicle 
(March 2017) and state vehicle (July 2017), none were available.  Similarly, Aramark’s 
response to an OIG request for VURs for state vehicles assigned to Ms. Morgan, Mr. 
Quam, and Mr. Reddick was incomplete, with missing records for each vehicle.  
Aramark Administrative Clerk for Transportation Macey Searcy, who is responsible for 
collecting the VURs, said that there is a problem with staff turning in the records and 
when there were late submissions, errors, etc., they were stored in a miscellaneous box.  
When the OIG requested the records, they realized the box had possibly been 
destroyed by water damage during Hurricane Michael (October 2018) and the 
destruction had not been reported.   
 

Additional Information Issue 5 – Vehicle Control Policies 
Neither FSH nor General Services had a complete record set for Mr. Reddick’s assigned 
vehicle.  According to Mr. Shirah and Ms. Gilmore, when a state vehicle is assigned to 
an employee, the employee should not allow another employee to use the vehicle, as in 
the case of Mr. Quam giving his assigned vehicle to Mr. Reddick, without formally 
making the exchange through the General Services fleet coordinator.  They added that 
state vehicle accidents should be reported to the Department, regardless of who was at 
fault.  Mr. Shirah did not believe that CFOP 40-2 included these issues and added that 
each Region and the facilities have their own policies for vehicle control.    
 

Additional Information Issue 6 – Non-Compliance with CFOP 180-4 
According to Department e-mails, citizen complaints of personal use of state vehicles 
were reported in April 2018, regarding Dr. Drazinic, and May 2018, possibly regarding 
Mr. Reddick.  These complaints were not forwarded to the OIG for review.   
 

In addition, Mr. Fela completed an internal investigation, assigned to him by Mr. Quam 
and Mr. Bailey, of alleged misconduct by a NEFSH employee, prior to the OIG 
becoming aware of the matter.  When advised of such, Mr. Bryant said he was not 
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• Mr. Quam admitted that his relationship with Mr. Frey was both “business” and 
“friends,” and he socialized with Mr. Frey; however, he stated they did not talk 
about the Aramark contracts. 

• Mr. Quam testified that he traveled to Africa with Mr. Frey and they were invoiced 
for and paid their expenses separately, except for shipping of their animal 
trophies, which were shipped to Mr. Frey’s home. 

• Mr. Quam admitted that while in Africa, he was a “tag-along” on a safari for which 
he (Mr. Quam) did not pay and received a helicopter ride and professional 
photographs with the rhinoceros shot by Mr. Frey. 

• In response to an OIG request for a legal opinion as to whether the friendship 
between and activities conducted by Mr. Quam and Mr. Frey presented a conflict 
of interest, the Office of General Counsel responded, “…there is great potential to 
find ethically problematic behavior…” 

 

The allegation that State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital Administrator 
Robert “Bob” Quam misused state resources by having Aramark staff perform repairs on 
a state rental vehicle is supported.   
 

The allegation that State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital Administrator 
Robert “Bob” Quam misused state resources by having Aramark staff return a state 
rental vehicle to the originating Enterprise rental location on his behalf is supported.   
 

The findings are based on the following:   
 

• In a December 18, 2018 memorandum to former Assistant Secretary for SAMH 
John Bryant, Mr. Quam wrote that “FSH Transportation staff” completed minor 
repairs to a rental vehicle and “Aramark staff agreed to deliver the state rental car 
back to the rental location in Jacksonville, Florida.” 

• Enterprise Rental Agreement #72JTV7 reflects that Mr. Quam rented a gray 
Dodge Journey on February 25, 2017 and it was returned to the Orange Park 
Enterprise location on March 31, 2017 at 11:39 a.m. 

• Mr. Bryant opined that it could be viewed as inappropriate use of state personnel 
for Aramark staff to repair and return a state rental vehicle.   

• Mr. Harvell testified that about two years prior, Aramark staff (Mr. Searcy) buffed 
out scrapes on Mr. Quam’s state vehicle, but was not aware of work on a rental 
vehicle. 

• Mr. Harvell testified that Mr. Elliott or Mr. Frey would have had to authorize 
Aramark staff to return a rental vehicle; however, neither Mr. Elliott nor Mr. Frey 
recalled authorizing such. 

• Mr. Searcy did not recall completing any body work for Mr. Quam on the Malibu 
or on a rental vehicle.  

• When asked if it was justifiable for Aramark staff to return a rental vehicle for Mr. 
Quam, Mr. Frey stated, “I would have a hard time seeing how it could be.  I 
mean, it’s possible it could be, but I would think it’s not a justifiable thing...”   

• Department e-mails exchanged between Mr. Quam and Ms. McClellan on March 
30, 2017 reflect that Ms. McClellan asked Mr. Quam for “rental paperwork to be 
turned in with the rental when it is returned to Orange Park tomorrow?  Guys in 
Transportation are asking…,” Mr. Quam responded that he did not have it and 
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“hope[d] they can turn in without it…,” Mr. Harvell and Mr. Elliott were copied on 
Ms. McClellan’s response stating, “…our guys are planning on leaving real early 
in the morning…,” and Mr. Quam responded that per Mr. Harvell, Enterprise 
would e-mail the paperwork when “they” return the vehicle. 

• Mr. Quam testified that Transportation staff repaired two vehicles for him; a rental 
vehicle and his state vehicle.   

o The rental vehicle was damaged when he drove across the narrow bridge 
to the cove.  A few days later, Mr. Harvell saw the damage and offered to 
buff it out.   

o His state vehicle sustained “crash” damage to the fender and door when 
another driver moved into his lane on I-95.  

• Mr. Quam initially thought he returned the rental vehicle to Orange Park himself, 
but opined that his written statement to Mr. Bryant in December 2018 was 
accurate because it was closer to the date of the incident.  

• When asked if the return of the rental vehicle was included in the Department 
contract with Aramark, Mr. Quam responded, “I doubt it.” 

 

The additional finding that State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital 
Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam created a conflict of interest and failed to safeguard 
his ability to make objective, fair, and impartial decisions in conjunction with Department 
contracting actions with Frank Fela is supported.  The finding is based on the following:   
 

Issue 1 – Procurement Requirements 

• From September 20, 2016 through June 30, 2019, 18 purchase orders (POs) 
were issued for Mr. Fela’s services, directly to him or through Quarry Group, 
totaling $401,845.94, under which he invoiced for and was paid $375,580.19. 

o Fifteen of the purchase orders were “Single Source” 

o Three of the purchase orders were “Informally quotes purchase not 
exceeding $35,000” 

o There were two POs issued on December 9, 2016 for $4,500 each; one 
for NFETC and one for NEFSH  

o There were two POs issued on August 1, 2017 for $34,999 each; one for 
NFETC and one for NEFSH  

• Procurement of services in excess of $35,000 is required to be completed via 
competitive solicitation process as set forth in § 287.057, F.S. 

• Ms. Nielsen testified that because Mr. Quam wanted to use Mr. Fela, they did not 
obtain quotes and went straight to POs.  She further testified that Ms. Gregory 
advised that they could use $34,999 POs from all four facility budgets to not have 
to go to another type of procurement, she mentioned to Mr. Quam a few times 
that they needed to go to a contract, and admitted that they should have gone to 
a contract sooner. 

• Ms. Nielsen and Ms. Bradley each testified that they had no documentation to 
support the invoices submitted by Mr. Fela for payment and relied on verification 
from Mr. Quam that Mr. Fela provided the deliverables. 

• Ms. Bradley testified that Mr. Quam told her to get Mr. Fela on board, they did not 
solicit other vendors, she did not know if another vendor could have met the 
deliverables provided by Mr. Fela, and at the time Mr. Quam brought on Mr. Fela, 
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there was already a vendor (Public Consulting Group) in place to assist with 
revenue. 

• Ms. Bradley opined that Mr. Quam was aware of the $34,999 threshold; however, 
he wanted the POs in order to continue using Mr. Fela.  She further testified that 
she and her staff repeatedly spoke to Mr. Quam about purchasing requirements 
and she also expressed her concerns to Mr. Bryant. 

• Mr. Bryant testified that it was common to use POs for the type of service 
provided by Mr. Fela, but agreed that the multiple POs for $34,999 looked 
suspicious. 

• Mr. Fela testified that he contacted Mr. Quam in 2016 looking for contract 
opportunities, Mr. Quam offered him work, and Mr. Quam gives him his work 
assignments. 

• Mr. Fela testified that he was paid by a “rolling PO process” where POs were 
issued quarterly and if money was running out, he told Ms. Bradley.  He further 
testified that he billed for hours and completed invoices as a contemporaneous 
record every two weeks and had no calendar or activity log.   

• In an August 1, 2016 e-mail, when Mr. Quam asked whether $35,000 was a 
monthly cost, Mr. Gibson responded that anything over that amount would 
require at least two bids unless it was a single source vendor. 

• Mr. Fela’s on-site consultation services began on September 12, 2016, prior to 
the issuance of the first PO. 

• DFS Division of Accounting and Auditing Assistant Director Mark Merry opined 
that there was a “systemic level of negligence” regarding the POs and there 
appeared to be a concerted effort to get money to Mr. Fela.  Mr. Merry expressed 
concern that FCCMs were not following statutory requirements. 

• Mr. Quam testified that he has known Mr. Fela for about 20 years and Mr. Fela 
had expertise relative to development of information technology systems, radios 
for staff, and cameras for the hospitals. 

• Mr. Quam claimed to have no knowledge of procurement requirements for the 
various threshold levels. 

• In response to an OIG request for a legal opinion as to whether the history of 
purchase orders and payments to Mr. Fela presented a conflict of interest, the 
Office of General Counsel responded, “…there may be ethically problematic 
behavior…” and that the matter “also raises an issue under procurement law…” 

 

Issue 2 – Mr. Fela Working for Providers under Contract with the Department 

• Mr. Fela testified that while working with the Department, all of his Wellpath 
assignments, with the exception of one post-Hurricane Irma incident in 
September 2017, were out of state, and Mr. Quam was aware of that work.   

• Ms. Smyly testified that SFETC requested a Level 2 background screening for 
Mr. Fela on October 10, 2017 and he was eligible for employment.  

• AHCA Clearinghouse background screen reflects Mr. Fela’s fingerprints were 
obtained on October 6, 2017. 

• Mr. Bryant opined that if Mr. Fela were working for Wellpath in Florida facilities 
with which the Department has contracts, it would be inappropriate.  If he worked 
in other states, it would not necessarily be a conflict; however, it would warrant a 
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conversation between Mr. Quam and Mr. Fela to have a good understanding of 
what Mr. Fela was doing through the other contracts. 

• Mr. Fela submitted invoices claiming onsite services for NEFSH or NFETC on: 

o September 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, and 21, 2017 (48 hours) 

o October 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, 2017 (64 hours) 

and offsite services for NEFSH or NFETC on: 

o September 1, 2017 through September 13, 2017 (16 hours) 

o September 22, 2017 through September 30, 2017 (16 hours) 

o October 1, 2017 through October 15, 2017 (7 hours) 

• Mr. Quam testified that Mr. Fela has done work for Wellpath in other states but 
not Florida, was working with Wellpath before the Department and continued to 
do so, and he (Mr. Quam) was certain that Mr. Fela was not working in Florida for 
any contracted provider.   

 

Issue 3 – Personal Relationship 

• Mr. Fela testified that he has known Mr. Quam for 20 years, they are good 
friends, and, after Mr. Quam invited him to stay, he made arrangements with Mrs. 
Quam to contribute $500 per month toward Mr. Quam’s rent and stays with Mr. 
Quam when in town.   

• Ms. Bradley testified that she had many conversations with Mr. Quam about how 
the state did things differently than the private sector and quoted polices to him 
that he, as a state employee, must follow, pointing out that separations were 
needed.   

• Ms. Morgan testified that when she heard that Mr. Fela was staying with Mr. 
Quam, she informed Mr. Bryant.   

• Mr. Fela provided copies of cleared checks that he wrote to Mrs. Quam reflecting 
$500 per month payments for October 2017, November 2017, January 2018, 
February 2018, March 2018, April 2018, May 2018, and June 2018.   

• MFMP Vendor Information Portal and Sunbiz reflect one of Mr. Fela’s addresses 
as 1530 Kay Avenue, Apartment A, Tallahassee, which is Mr. Quam’s 
Tallahassee address. 

• In a September 16, 2019 e-mail to Mr. Fela, Mr. Quam requested that, because 
of the OIG investigation, Mr. Fela discuss the rent with Mrs. Quam. 

• Mr. Quam confirmed that he and Mr. Fela are friends and that Mr. Fela rents a 
room from him through an arrangement with Mrs. Quam.   

 

The additional finding that State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital 
Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam did not follow required procedures for reporting an 
accident with an Enterprise rental vehicle is supported.  The finding is based on the 
following:   

 

 

• Via e-mail, Enterprise Representative Mr. Grosenbaugh indicated that he saw no 
damage report for the rental vehicle. 

• Mr. Quam admitted that he did not inform Enterprise of the damage to the rental 
vehicle and said he was unaware that it was his responsibility to report any 
damage to Enterprise.   
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The additional finding that State Mental Health Treatment Facilities Chief Hospital 
Administrator Robert “Bob” Quam misused Department fleet vehicles by allowing 
personal use for himself and staff is supported.  The finding is based on the following:   
 

• Rule 60B-1.008, F.A.C., specifies that “Special assignment” state vehicles may 
only be driven home by the assignee when certain conditions are met or 
approved by DMS. 

• Ms. Morgan testified that she was assigned a state vehicle, which she used to 
commute from home to work.  She further testified that Ms. Barnes, Ms. Bradley, 
Mr. Reddick, and Dr. Drazinic were also assigned state vehicles. 

• Ms. Bradley testified that Mr. Quam, Dr. Drazinic, Mr. Reddick, and Ms. Barnes 
were assigned state vehicles and that DMS had to approve assignments of fleet 
vehicles to employees for exclusive use. 

• Ms. Nielsen testified that she helped prepare Request for Approval of Perquisites 
forms to authorize Category G10 – Transportation (exclusive use of a vehicle) for 
Mr. Bryant to sign for Dr. Drazinic, Mr. Reddick, and Mr. Quam. 

• Mr. Bryant testified that DMS must approve personal use of a state vehicle and 
he remembered submitting DMS paperwork for Dr. Drazinic, but not for Mr. 
Quam.  Mr. Bryant opined that Mr. Quam would not be allowed to drive his state 
vehicle home if not approved by DMS. 

• Department e-mails reflect that Mr. Quam approved Ms. Morgan to use a state 
vehicle from February 21, 2019 through March 7, 2019. 

• Department e-mails reflect that in April 2018, Mr. Bryant wrote to Mr. Quam and 
Ms. Bradley regarding Dr. Drazinic’s personal use of a state vehicle, “that is a 
prohibited use,” and that Mr. Quam notified Mr. Bryant and Ms. Bradley that he 
spoke to Dr. Drazinic “and reiterated the vehicle can ONLY be used for official 
business.” 

• Department e-mails reflect that in May 2018, Ms. Nielsen informed Mr. Quam 
and others that perquisite G10 – Transportation can be approved internally and 
Ms. Bradley informed Mr. Quam that Mr. Bryant had the authority to give that 
approval. 

• Request for Approval of Perquisites or Sale of Goods and Services forms were 
signed by Mr. Bryant for Dr. Drazinic on May 29, 2018 and for Mr. Quam and Mr. 
Reddick on August 8, 2018. 

• Mr. Quam testified that he believed he could use the state vehicle for personal 
use and used it to drive to and from the facilities and his residences.   

• Mr. Quam admitted that he authorized Ms. Morgan to drive a state vehicle, he 
gave Mr. Reddick the state vehicle that had been assigned to him, he knew Mr. 
Reddick was using the state vehicle to commute, and he authorized the purchase 
of a vehicle for Dr. Drazinic to use. 

• When asked why he thought he was allowed to drive a state vehicle for personal 
use after discussing with Dr. Drazinic her personal use of a state vehicle, Mr. 
Quam responded that he did not consider Tallahassee to be his home base. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTIONS 
 

The OIG recommends that the Assistant Secretary for Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health take the following corrective action: 
 

• Review this report and ensure Mr. Quam’s personnel file is updated to reflect the 
findings of this investigation. 

• Ensure that all State Mental Health Treatment Facilities (SMHTF) staff acting in 
the capacity of a contract manager or purchasing agent receive additional 
training regarding statutory and Department purchasing requirements. 

• Review all vehicle assignments and use to ensure compliance with Rule 60B- 
1.008, F.A.C.  

• Consider an amendment to Contract #B1201 between the Department and 
Aramark to clarify the expectations and deliverables regarding FSH 
Transportation Department scope of service, vehicle repairs, documentation and 
recordkeeping, record retention, and adherence to DMS fleet vehicle 
requirements. 

• Consider training facility staff on permissible use of FSH Transportation 
Department resources, to include vehicles, vehicle repairs, and fuel. 

• Based on the Additional Information that background screening was not 
completed on Mr. Fela for more than two years after beginning consultant work 
for the Department, ensure that background screenings are conducted on all 
contractors or anyone working under a purchase order, including consultants, 
prior to the individuals conducting any work on SMHTF grounds. 

 

The OIG also recommends that the Assistant Secretary for Administration take the 
following corrective action: 
 

• Consider implementing a classroom leadership-level Ethics training for Senior 
Management Service (SMS) employees at initial hire into an SMS position with 
the Department and at periodic intervals thereafter. 

• Conduct a statewide review of all purchase orders to a single vendor in amounts 
slightly below the Level Two threshold ($34,999.99 and below), where there is 
more than one in or near that amount to that vendor per fiscal year or the 
purchase order is for consultation services.  

• Based on both testimony and Additional Information reflecting a general lack of 
clarity as to the perquisite approval process, consider revising CFOP 40-2 to 
detail the process for obtaining perquisite approval from DMS. 

• Based on the Additional Information regarding Mr. Reddick’s claimed on-call 
hours, determine whether his position classification should be eligible for on-call 
and conduct an audit of his hours submitted to ensure they were appropriate.   

 

The OIG also recommends that the Assistant Secretary for Administration, in 
coordination with the Assistant Secretary for Substance Abuse and Mental Health, take 
the following corrective action: 
 

• Based on testimony that state rental vehicles are being filled with gas from facility 
gas pumps, consider revising CFOP 40-2 to include controls that will ensure 
appropriate use of facility fuel resources. 





Office of Inspector General                                      Investigative Report #2019-0001 
 

 59 

REFERENCES 
 

CONTRACT INFORMATION 
 
Through Contract #BI201 (effective July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2017) and renewal 
Amendment 2 (effective July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2022), the Department contracts 
with Aramark Healthcare Support Services, LLC (Aramark), to provide environmental 
services (housekeeping, janitorial functions, and trash removal) and have total 
operating, maintenance, and repair responsibility for the Florida State Hospital facilities. 
 
Wellpath Recovery Solutions, LLC has contracts with the Department to operate the 
Florida Civil Commitment Center [Contract #LI702 for $25,868,880 (effective April 1, 
2009 through June 30, 2024)], South Florida Evaluation and Treatment Center [Contract 
#LI807 for $28,510,005 (effective January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2020)], 
Treasure Coast Forensic Treatment Center [Contract #LI808 for $26,321,453 (effective 
April 1, 2018 through March 31, 2023)], and South Florida State Hospital [Contract 
#LI809 for $37,027,444 (effective July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2023). 
 
Through State Term Contract #78111808-15-1 between the Florida Department of 
Management Services and EAN Services, LLC (effective September 30, 2015 through 
September 29, 2020), Enterprise and National provide rental vehicles to state 
employees according to the requirements of the contract.   

 
EXPLANATION OF TERMS 

 
AHCA 
Clearinghouse 

The purpose of the Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) 
Clearinghouse is to provide a single data source for background 
screening results of persons required to be screened by law for 
employment in positions that provide services to children, the elderly, 
and disabled individuals, which is shared among specified agencies 
when a person has applied to volunteer, be employed, be licensed, 
or enter into a contract that requires a state and national fingerprint-
based criminal history check (§ 435.12, F.S.). 
 

Contract A contract is a mutually binding legal relationship evidenced by a 
written agreement obligating a contractor to furnish commodities or 
contractual services to the Department, an agency, an eligible user, 
or another state.  A contract requires signatures of all parties. 

  
Energy 
Management 
Services 

A broad range of comprehensive energy solutions including, but not 
limited to, designs and implementation of energy savings projects, 
energy conservation, energy infrastructure outsourcing, power 
generation and energy supply, and risk management. 

  
Environmental 
Services 

All functions related to housekeeping, janitorial functions, and trash 
removal inside the buildings, including the provision of all necessary 
staff, equipment, and cleaning supplies. 
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Facility 
Maintenance 
Operations 

The total operating, maintenance, and repair responsibility for the 
facilities that including building systems (structural and non-
structural), interior and exterior repairs, cleaning, trash collection 
outside of buildings and removal from dumpsters, pest control, 
grounds maintenance, and oversight of all vendor contracts. 
 

Perquisite Merriam-Webster defines a perquisite as “a privilege, gain, or profit 
incidental to regular salary or wages.” 
 

PO A Purchase Order (PO) is a written agreement formalizing the terms 
and conditions under which a vendor furnishes commodities or 
contractual services to the Department or an agency. 
 

P-card The State of Florida Purchasing Card (P-card) is a restricted use, 
non-revolving credit card issued to state agency employees for 
official use only. 
 

Playbook The Department of Children and Families Procurement and 
Contracting Playbook (Playbook) is the primary source for procedure 
and policy for the procurement and contract management process 
and takes precedence over CFOP 75-02 in the event of a conflict.  
The objective of the Playbook is to provide instructions for any 
Department employee involved in the procurement process or 
management of contracts. 
 

Vendor A vendor is a person or entity that may provide or is providing 
commodities or contractual services under a PO or contract. 
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GOVERNING DIRECTIVES 
Case Number: 2019-0001 

 
I.  The Florida Statutes (F.S.) contain the following information in pertinent parts: 
 

§  112.313  Standards of conduct for public officers, employees of agencies, 
and local government attorneys. 

 

(6)  Misuse of Public Position--No public officer, employee of an agency, or local 
government attorney shall corruptly use or attempt to use his or her official position 
or any property or resource which may be within his or her trust, or perform his or 
her official duties, to secure a special privilege, benefit, or exemption for himself, 
herself, or others.  This section shall not be construed to conflict with s. 104.31. 

 
§  812.014  Theft 

 

(1) A person commits theft if he or she knowingly obtains or uses, or endeavors 
to obtain or to use, the property of another with intent to, either temporarily or 
permanently: 

 

(b) Appropriate the property to his or her own use or to the use of any person 
not entitled to the use of the property. 

 
II.  The Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) contains the following information in 
pertinent parts: 
 

Rule 60B-1.005 Vehicle Assignment Policy. 
 

(1) All state-owned or leased vehicles shall be assigned to and operated in 
conformance with the regulations pertaining to one of the following classes of 
assignment: 
 

Class A – Pool assignment 
Class B – Limited use assignment 
Class C – Special assignment 
Exceptions to this policy may be granted by the Division of Motor Pool on a case 
by case basis when justified by an agency to be in the best interest of the state. 
 

(2) Codes are used to describe the provisions of the assignment in each class. 
These usage codes will be used to maintain records on vehicle assignment. 
Records will include the description of vehicle, class assignment of vehicle and 
agency or individual to whom vehicle is assigned. 
 

(3) Except when otherwise specifically authorized by law, all state-owned 
vehicles shall carry an official state license 

 
Rule 60B-1.008 Special Assignment. 

 

(1) Special assignment vehicles are state-owned or leased vehicles which are: 1) 
officially authorized as a prerequisite by the Department of Management 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=Ch0104/Sec31.HTM
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=Ch0104/Sec31.HTM
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Services, 2) required by an employee after normal duty hours to perform duties 
of the position to which he is assigned, or 3) assigned to an employee whose 
home is his official base of operation. 
 

(2) Vehicles in this classification assignment may be driven to and from an 
employee’s home when used for the purpose or under the conditions stated 
below: 
 

Use Code C-1: Perquisite – Employee is entitled to use of vehicle by virtue of his 
position and is so approved and authorized as a perquisite by the Department of 
Management Services. 
Use Code C-2: Law enforcement – Employee is subject to special emergency 
calls from his residence for law enforcement. 
Use Code C-3: Emergency service – Employee is subject to emergency calls 
from his residence for the protection of life or property. 
Use Code C-4: Employee’s home is office – Employee’s home is his official base 
of operation and vehicle is parked at home when not in use. 

 
Rule 60L-36.005 Disciplinary Standards. 

 
(1) This rule sets forth the minimal standards of conduct that apply to all 
employees in the State Personnel System, violation of which may result in 
dismissal 
 
(3) Employees outside the permanent career service may be dismissed at will.  
Permanent career service employees may be suspended or dismissed only for 
cause, which shall include, but not be limited to, the following.  Examples under 
the categories listed below are not exhaustive. 

 
(b) Negligence. Employees shall exercise due care and reasonable diligence 
in the performance of job duties. 
 
(e) Violation of law or agency rules.  Employees shall abide by the law and 
applicable rules and policies and procedures, including those of the 
employing agency and the rules of the State Personnel System.  All 
employees are subject to Part III of Chapter 112, Florida Statutes, governing 
standards of conduct, which agencies shall make available to employees.  An 
agency may determine that an employee has violated the law even if the 
violation has not resulted in arrest or conviction.  Employees shall abide by 
both the criminal law, for example, drug laws, and the civil law, for example, 
laws prohibiting sexual harassment and employment discrimination. 
 
(f) Conduct unbecoming a public employee. Employees shall conduct 
themselves, on and off the job, in a manner that will not bring discredit or 
embarrassment to the state. 

2. Employees shall maintain high standards of honesty, integrity, and 
impartiality. Employees shall place the interests of the public ahead of 
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personal interests. Employees shall not use, or attempt to use, their official 
position for personal gain or confidential information for personal 
advantage. 
3. Employees shall protect state property from loss or abuse, and they 
shall use state property, equipment and personnel only in a manner 
beneficial to the agency. 

 

(g) Misconduct. Employees shall refrain from conduct which, though not 
illegal or inappropriate for a state employee generally, is inappropriate for a 
person in the employee’s particular position. For example, cowardice may be 
dishonorable in people generally, but it may be entirely unacceptable in law 
enforcement officers. By way of further example, people are generally free to 
relate with others, but it may be entirely unacceptable for certain employees 
to enter into certain relations with others, such as correctional officers with 
inmates. 

 
III.  The Children and Families Operating Procedures (CFOP) contain the following 
information in pertinent parts: 

 
CFOP 40-2, Vehicle Management 

 

7.c. Accidents involving Rental Cars. DMS’s Division of Fleet Management, Federal 
Property Assistance and Correctional Privatization maintains a rental car contract 
with a commercial rental car company. The contract provides for full collision 
damage coverage as a part of the rental rate. This enables state employees to 
avoid payment of the premium which rental agencies charge to cover the 
collision damage deductible portion of the standard rental contract. 

 

(2) Employees involved in an accident must report any accident involving a rental 
car to the proper law enforcement agency and the rental agent. They must 
cooperate with both agencies in providing information or completing reports 
relative to the accident. Any questions must be directed to the Division of 
Fleet Management, Federal Property Assistance and Correctional 
Privatization in Tallahassee at (850) 488-4290. 

 
CFOP 60-5, Chapter 5, Code of Ethics for Public Officers and Employees 

 

5-4. Principles.  
 

a. As stewards of the public trust, department employees shall use the 
powers and resources of the department to further the public interest and not for 
any financial or personal benefit or privilege.  
 

c. Department employees shall safeguard their ability to make objective, fair and 
impartial decisions by not accepting any gift, benefit or privilege that might 
appear to influence or reward a specific or future decision. Employees should 
avoid any conduct (whether in the context of business, financial or social 
relationships) that might undermine the public trust, whether that conduct is 
unethical or lends itself to the appearance of ethical impropriety. 
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5-5. Prohibited Actions or Conduct.  
 

a. Employees shall not accept a gift valued at over $25.00, or from prohibited 
sources.  
 

b. Employees as defined in paragraphs 5-3m and 5-3o of this operating procedure 
may not accept any gift from a non-lobbyist, regardless of value.  
 

c. No employee may accept a gift unless the employee can answer “no” to each of 
the following questions:  
(1) Is this gift given or accepted with the intent to influence the employee’s official 

action or judgment?  
(2) Does the employee know, or with the exercise of reasonable care should 

know, that the intent of the gift is to influence official action?  
(3) Is the value of this gift more than $25? (Employees defined in paragraphs 5-

3m and 5-3o may not accept any gift from a non-lobbyist, regardless of 
value.)  

(4) Has the employee accepted multiple, repeated gifts (even if nominal in value) 
from the same source, such that the gifts taken in the aggregate lend 
themselves to the appearance that they circumvent the prohibition against 
gifts? 

 

d. The following are exceptions to the prohibitions on the acceptance of gifts 
provided in paragraphs 5a and 5b above:  
(2) Gifts (including but not limited to birthday and/or anniversary gifts and gifts of 

hospitality) received from personal friends in the ordinary course of 
friendship, regardless of value, provided any such personal friend is not:  

(d) A person who (either individually or through a corporation) provides goods 
or services to the State under contract or agreement; or,  

(e) A person who (either individually or through a corporation or organization) 
is seeking such business with the State.  

(3) On site consumption of food and refreshment at receptions and/or other 
events (even if value is over $25.00), provided the employee’s attendance at 
such event is an appropriate exercise of the employee’s official duties, and 
the funding of such food and refreshment is not provided, directly or 
indirectly, by a lobbyist or principal of a lobbyist.  

 

NOTE: These five limited exceptions permitting the acceptance of certain gifts 
valued at over $25.00 do not, and are not intended to, permit the acceptance 
of any gift that is otherwise prohibited by Chapter 112, Florida Statutes.  

 

e. Employees shall not solicit or accept anything of value, such as a gift, loan, 
reward, promise of future employment, favor, or service, that is based on an 
understanding that their official action or judgment would be influenced by such 
gift. 

 

f. No employee, their spouse or minor child(ren) may accept any compensation, 
payment, or thing of value when they know, or with the exercise of reasonable 
care should know, that it is given to influence the employee’s official action (s. 
112.313(4), F.S.).  
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g. Employees are prohibited from using or attempting to use their official positions to 
obtain a special privilege for themselves or others (s. 112.313(6), F.S.).  

 

h. Employees are prohibited from disclosing or using information not available to the 
public and obtained by reason of their public positions for the personal benefit of 
themselves or others (s. 112.313(3), F.S.).  

 

j. No employee of the department acting in his or her official capacity as purchasing 
agent, or public officer acting in his or her official capacity, shall either directly or 
indirectly purchase, rent or lease any realty, goods, or services for the 
department from any business entity in which the officer or employee or the 
officer’s or employee’s spouse, child, or other relative is an officer, partner, 
director, or proprietor or in which such officer or employee or the officer’s or 
employee’s spouse, child, or other relative, or any combination of them, has a 
material interest. Nor shall a public officer or employee, acting in a private 
capacity, rent, lease or sell any realty, goods, or services to the department, or to 
any political subdivision of any state agency.  

 

k. An employee who participates in the decision-making process involving a 
purchase request, who influences the content of any specification or procurement 
standard, or who renders advice, investigation, or auditing, regarding the 
department’s contract for services, is prohibited from being employed by a 
person holding such a contract with the department.  

 

p. Employees offered gifts from prohibited sources should decline the offers. If that 
would publicly embarrass the giver, the gift should be returned or the giver 
reimbursed for the cost as soon as possible.  

 

q. Any gift that could not be received directly may not be received indirectly. Thus, a 
prohibited gift cannot be accepted by the spouse of the employee for his/her 
benefit. 

 

r. No employee shall have any outside employment or hold any contractual 
relationship with any business entity or any agency which is subject to regulation 
by, or is doing business with the Department of Children and Families. (See also 
CFOP 60-5, Chapter 11, paragraph 11-5.)  

 

s. Questions regarding the applicability of this operating procedure to specific 
situations should be sent by the appropriate regional managing director, deputy 
secretary or assistant secretary to the department’s designated Ethics Officer.  

 

t. Employees may sometimes be required to travel on State business, requiring them 
to spend evenings and weekends away from their homes and families. Per diem 
reimbursements often do not fully reimburse the employee for out-of-pocket 
travel expenses. As a matter of general policy, any frequent-flyer miles and/or 
bonus miles awarded to an employee as a result of State-reimbursed travel may 
be used for personal use by the employee.  
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Chapter 60-5, Chapter 11, Employee Relationships with Regulated Entities 
 
11-6. Employee Responsibilities 

 

d. In accordance with subsection 112.313(2), F.S., no employee who exercises 
regulatory responsibility shall solicit, accept, or agree to accept any gift from 
an entity or potential entity. 
 

CFOP 60-55, Chapter 3, Standards of Conduct and Standards for Disciplinary 
Action for Department Employees  
 
1-8. Standards of Conduct.   
 

c. The following are the minimal Standards of Conduct that apply to all 
employees in the Department, violation of which may result in discipline up to 
and including dismissal. (NOTE: Examples under the categories listed below are 
not exhaustive.)  

 

(2) Negligence. Employees shall exercise due care and reasonable diligence 
in the performance of job duties.  
 

(5) Violation of Law or Agency Rules. Employees shall abide by the law and 
applicable rules and policies and procedures, including those of the 
employing agency and the rules of the State Personnel System. All 
employees are subject to Part III of Chapter 112, F.S., and governing 
Standards of Conduct, which the Department shall make available to 
employees. The Department may determine that an employee has violated 
the law even if the violation has not resulted in arrest or conviction. 
Employees shall abide by both the criminal laws, for example, drug laws, and 
the civil law, for example, laws prohibiting sexual harassment and 
employment discrimination.  
 

(6) Conduct Unbecoming a Public Employee. Employees shall conduct 
themselves, on and off the job, in a manner that will not bring discredit or 
embarrassment to the state.  

 
(b) Employees shall maintain high standards of honesty, integrity, and 
impartiality. Employees shall place the interests of the public ahead of 
personal interests. Employees shall not use, or attempt to use, their official 
position for personal gain or confidential information for personal 
advantage.  
 
(c) Employees shall protect state property from loss or abuse, and they 
shall use state property, equipment and personnel only in a manner 
beneficial to the agency.  
 
 
 

I 
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IV.  Contract #B1201 between the Department of Children and Families and Aramark 
Healthcare Support Services, LLC (Aramark) contains the following information in 
pertinent parts: 

 
 Attachment I 
 

A.2.d.  Scope of Service.  The provider shall manage and provide EVS and FM to 
the Department at the Facilities.  The provider shall assume managerial 
responsibility for the operation of the Department’s existing Environmental 
Services and Facility Maintenance Operations departments, hire and 
supervise staff to provide services in those departments, and apply the 
provider’s programs and expertise as appropriate. 

 

B.1.b. Facility Maintenance Operations (FM).  The provider shall provide all 
physical plant operations and maintenance associated with FM.  These 
services shall include, but not be limited to; [sic]… 

 

 In addition, the provider shall provide Grounds Maintenance, maintenance 
and repair of all facility infrastructure, transportation equipment, and utilities 
equipment, and continuation/implementation of energy conservation 
programs. 

 

k. Extra Services.  The scope of EVS and FM is limited to the description in 
Section B; however, the provider may offer to schedule and provide other 
services as “Extra Services” at the Department’s request, for an additional fee 
(on which both Parties will agree).  Any recurring Extra Services may be 
added to this Contract via a purchase order, which will be limited in time and 
place. 

 

Exhibit E  Equipment and Systems Included in FM 
 
…Florida State Hospital Vehicles… 
 
NOTE:  ANY EQUIPMENT OR SYSTEMS NOT LISTED ABOVE ARE 

EXCLUDED FROM THE FM PROGRAM. 
 
IV.  Contract #78111808-15-1 between the Department of Management Services and 
EAN Services, LLC contains the following information in pertinent parts: 
 

Exhibit 6 Rental Vehicles Statement of Work 
Section 7  Vehicle Accidents 

 

Renters will notify Contractor of all accidents involving any rental vehicle in the 
Renters’ possession and will provide information and documentation concerning 
the accident, as requested by Contractor. Renters will reasonably cooperate with 
Contractor in the investigation of accident claims and demands and in the 
recovery of damages from liable third persons. 


