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4408 Forest Drive, Suite 300 / PO Box 999 (29202)
Columbia, SC 29206
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April 20, 2021

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Brian Lamkin

South Carolina Inspector General
Office of the State Inspector General

m Executive Center Dr., Suite 204,
Synergy Business Park, Enoree Building
Columbia, SC 29210

RE: Amy V. Cofield, Esq.

Dear Mr. Lamkin:

Thank you for the opportunity to include Ms. Cofield’s response to your report, which is
attached.

Your report accurately states that Globalpundits was the only firm to submit a bid, and this
was after no firm responded to the initial request for bids. You also correctly note that the
procurement officer with the Materials Management Office (MMO) advised Mr. Hansford, the State
Accident Fund (SAF) Deputy Director and procurement official, that “it would not be a problem”
to select Ms. Cofield’s husband as the project manager “so long as Amy’s husband has no ownership
stake in the companies and Amy is not involved in and does not influence the evaluation or
selection process in any way.” As Ms. Cofield’s response makes clear, she fully complied with these
instructions and did not influence the selection of Globalpundit’s in any way. Furthermore, Ms.
Cofield’s husband does not have, and has never had, any ownership interest in Globalpundits.

Lastly, Ms. Cofield adamantly disagrees with the implication in your report that she and/or
anyone at the SAF provided preferential treatment to Globalpundits. Your report does not fairly
and accurately address the matter involving Random Bit’s submission of questions to Mr. Hansford.
Mr. Hansford did not refuse to respond to these questions as your report suggests. Instead, Mr.
Hansford merely sought assurances that Random Bit intended to submit a proposal before the
deadline, stating “I will be more than happy to answer your questions.” Random Bit thereafter chose
not to proceed.

Please feel free to contact me after you have had an opportunity to review Ms. Cofield’s
response if you wish to discuss this matter further.
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With kind regards, [ am

Very truly yours,

James M. Griffin

cc: Leslie G. Wiser, Jr. (Via Electronic Mail)
Ms. Amy Cofield (Via Electronic Mail)



Amy Cofield’s Response to the |G Report

l. IG Summary —

SUMMARY RESPONSE:

The 1G’s summary is wrought with absences of critical information, citations of only
portions of script or conversations, as well as unsubstantiated, and inaccurate conclusions. The
report also eliminates any context from his alleged “facts”. Cofield was not provided all exhibits
at her interview so that she could properly respond. The report is prejudicial and includes
irrelevant and misleading information (i.e. TAPFIN salaries). Cofield has been led to believe that
there are many e-mails between Hansford and SFAA/Hutto and that he was also in possession of
his own notes as to conversations between them. These are excluded from the 1G’s report.

Concerning to Cofield was the 1G’s diatribe during her interview that he “only answers to
the Governor and no one else”. The one who terminated her.

Cofield was a state employee for approximately 18 months prior to the time in question.
On SAF staff was her Deputy Director and chief procurement officer, Matthew Hansford, and she
had hired a HR Director, Patricia Kiley. She relied on both of them for all hiring and procurement
processes.

Upon Cofield’s arrival she found SAF IT Department in serious jeopardy. They had lost
e-mail/internet access for weeks just prior to her hire. It was common throughout the Workers’
Compensation community the detrimental effects it had. Cofield then discovered a host of other
issues including a failing case management system, outdated and unprotected equipment and
programs, etc. There was not even anyone on staff who knew how SAF’s data/programs were
integrated and processed.

From the first week of her arrival Cofield sought the input and advice of her husband,
Jimmy Terrapin, who had extensive IT experience (30+ years) as there was no one on the SAF
staff with similar experience. (EXHIBIT 1, TIMELINE) In a minimum number of 7 other
instances prior to the RPF for a Project Manager, Terrapin provided his wife’s new agency
assistance only in an effort to assist his wife and her success as he was keenly aware of the IT
challenges she faced.

SAF had several projects being implemented in 2019 and 2020 that involved the
Procurement process. Hansford handled all of these for SAF.

The Procurement Official assigned to Case Management System RFP project was Nathan
Dawson. Dawson advised SAF to hire a Project Manager (PM) for the implementation of the Case
Management System. Hansford reached out to current contracts with the SAF to investigate their
abilities to provide this service. He discussed this with SAF’s Reinsurance Company (Guy
Carpenter) and also with the SAF’s auditors. Neither was able to act as a PM under their existing
contracts. A RFP became necessary to fill this position.



On 8/19/20, Hansford sought Terrapin’s input on a list of vendors approved through SFAA.
This list is public information and familiar to all who are on the list. This was, of course, prior to
the first RFP.  Cofield offered Terrapin’s input because she knew had familiarity with many of
the vendors and thought he could offer SAF some input on the vendors once they submitted a bid.

Cofield/Hansford requested input from Terrapin on 1) an RFP for a Programmer (Terrapin
reviewed the qualifications for Plummer), 2) on the RFP for the new case management system,
(Terrapin reviewed and replied, “Looks good” on 10/23/20), 3) and on the RFP for a Project
Manager (PM).  Terrapin’s ONLY assistance was to provide Hansford with “Boiler Plate
Language” he found on the internet (EXHIBIT 2)

A comparison of the “Boiler Plate Language” provided by Terrapin has very
resemblance to the RFP /SOW completed by Hansford. (EXHIBIT 3) Nothing in this
information gave rise to a violation of SC Code Reg 19-445.2127

The first RFP failed (produced NO bids) after being posted for 30 days.

Following the first failed RFP Hansford/Cofield/Kiley sought alternatives for the PM.
Hansford reached out to Kristen Hutto at SFAA during this time to discuss options. Consideration
was given to a recent hire (Sandy Harrington). An informal interview with her confirmed her
interest. However, because Harrington lacked technical IT experience Cofield/Hansford/Kiley
then discussed other hiring options (TAPFIN and Third Party Consulting). It was recommended
to Hansford that a Third Party Consultant would be best.

It was only AFTER this date (12/3/20) that a meeting took place between
Cofield/Hansford/Kiley to discuss options for hiring. Cofield expressed frustration and surprise
that no one had responded to the RFP. She had personal knowledge of Recruiters looking for
candidates as her husband had received several calls requesting to submit him as a candidate for
the position. Each time he indicated he couldn’t be considered because it was “his wife’s agency”.

Cofield inquired of Hansford and Kiley to explain the differences between TAPFIN/Third
party contract.  During the conversation a comment was made, “Too bad Jimmy can’t do it”.
Cofield expressed a concern over a conflict situation. Kiley then offered that “if he wasn’t our
employee and not supervised by you it may not be a conflict”. Kiley had worked in HR for the
state for many years and Cofield trusted her guidance in all hiring matters at SAF. Previously,
SAF had hired an adjuster, brother to Abby Sellers. Cofield was instructed that this process was
fine as long as the supervision remained separate and apart. This discussion was followed with
Hansford calling SFAA/Hutto for clarification

Hansford indicated that he would discuss the possibilities with Hutto/SFAA and report
back. Hansford then called Hutto/SFAA which is confirmed with an e-mail (EXHIBIT 4) and
confirmed what Kiley had suggested. He instructed Cofield that he would keep her completely
“out of the hiring process and that she would not be supervising his work”. Cofield understood
from Hansford that Hutto/SFAA was involved in every step of process. After this Cofield
remained absent from the “hiring process”.



Following that conversation Cofield was instructed to “stay out of it” and Hansford assured
her he would do everything necessary. Cofield never had any direct contact with Hutto or anyone
else at Procurement as she was directed to “stay out of it”. She also understood from Kiley and
the telephone call Hansford had with Hutto that if these steps were followed there would BE NO
CONFLICT. Itwas Cofield’s understanding from Kiley and Hansford that the conflict would arise
IF she participated in the hiring or supervising.

Cofield had no knowledge of Hansford’s further conversations with Hutto until after she
was questioned by Thomas Limehouse, from the Governor’s office, in January 2021. Following
that conversation, Cofield conveyed to the staff involved that questions had been raised. Cofield
requested that Hansford carefully maintain all written communication and e-mails. He responded,
“she would never give me anything in writing, but | have every e-mail that details the process”.
This was the first notice Cofield had that Hansford had not gotten a specific waiver in writing.
Hansford said he was very careful to keep Hutto in the loop through the whole process.

Because of her legal background, Cofield knew that a “written disclosure and waiver”
could certainly be discerned from multiple e-mails between Hansford and Hutto.

A review of Terrapin’s personal timeline and his e-mails confirm that he was interviewing
for other jobs and eventually accepted a position with Blue Cross/Blue Shield on 9/29/20.
(EXHIBIT 1) Clearly, there was no consideration of Terrapin applying for the PM position
during the time he was assisting SAF with the RFP’s.

The IG includes in his report an e-mail that Cofield received from one of the vendors
(Random Bit) who expressed an “INTENT TO BID”. Cofield forwarded this e-mail to her
husband. )b ) She did this because she had heard of Random Bit and wanted to ask her husband
how she knew of them.

The sharing of another vendor’s “Intent to bid” was in no way confidential or prejudicial
to either vendor. The list of potential bidders is public. Further, Random Bit NEVER bid. Sharing
this info with Terrapin could, at the worst, indicate there MAY be competition. This was already
understood.

The important thing is that Cofield never relayed to Hansford or any of the SAF’s hiring
directors any information she knew about Random Bit or any other vendor.

At the end of the second RFP period only Global Pundits had submitted a bid. They hired
Terrapin after their bid was selected. Hutto/SFAA sent Hansford an e-mail December 14, 2019
on stating that no interview was necessary and that he could just issue the purchase order. Hansford
advised Cofield that he was ready to issue the purchaser order. Cofield, in turn, requested that he
and all the SAF Director’s and Chief Attorney interview Terrapin even though it wasn’t required.
Cofield took this additional step to allow the Directors and Chief Attorney to feel comfortable with
Hansford’s decision and to have a private opportunity to discuss without her presence. (EXHIBIT
5)

Hansford scheduled the interview with Joe Doyle and then Hansford and the SAF Directors
and Chief Attorney interviewed Terrapin in Cofield’s absence on December 18, 2019. The
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interview had nothing to do with the selection process as Global Pundits was the sole bidder.
Following that interview (that was only done on Cofield’s insistence) she phoned Abby Sellers to
see if there were any concerns she should be aware of. Sellers told Cofield that it was fine, that
they all discussed the potential office gossip, but Sellers conveyed to Cofield that the only concern
raised was her concern with the cost of hiring any PM. Cofield offered no other input other than
to advise Sellers to take that up with Hansford. Cofield had no knowledge of how much was bid
or negotiated between the parties. No other concern about the process was conveyed to Cofield.

The IG finds in his opinion, Cofield committed an ethical violation when she failed to
disclose and receive a written waiver of the conflict. Although Cofield was not privy to any of the
e-mails between Hansford/Hutto/SFAA the ones that were chosen by the IG to include in his report
indicate that Hutto had full knowledge of the potential conflict from the beginning. Cofield
received one e-mail that Hutto sent Hansford which reads,

“I spoke to Stacy and based on the information
provided, we don’t believe it will be a problem so
long as Amy’s husband has no ownership stake in
the companies and Amy is not involved in and does
not influence the evaluation process or selection
process in any way. | encourage you (and Amy) to
review the new regulation on conflict of
Interest...having the knowledge of all the facts and
details of the situation to ensure there is no conflict
of interest present before proceeding.”

(EXHIBIT 6A and 6B)

Terrapin had no ownership interest in Global Pundits. He wasn’t even hired by Global
Pundits until after the contract between Global Pundits/SFAA/SAF was signed. Cofield was to
have no supervisory role in regard to the PM position. THERE WAS NO CONFLICT OF
INTEREST revealed in a review of that statute.

Even if a Conflict of Interest existed solely because Terrapin was Cofield’s spouse, the e-
mails and phone calls between Hansford and Hutto/SFAA clearly establish a disclosure and
acknowledgment of that potential conflict took place. Because Terrapin had no ownership interest
in Global Pundits) the e-mail from Hutto confirmed that it was not a problem...not a conflict.



Because she was advised by the controlling state agency that there was no conflict, she had no
need to disclose further.

Background

RESPONSE:

A. Predicate - No issue

B.
C.

Scope and Objective - No issue

Methodology — The explanation of the process is not challenged. However, the
“methods” used were not sufficient and may be prejudicial. Cofield has not been
provided with ANY information or allowed to even speak with SAF staff since her
termination.  She has not had the access to her own e-mails or those of
Hansford/Hutto. The 1G’s “findings” are pre-mature, prejudicial, and incomplete.

State Accident Fund

A. Establishment — No issue

B.
C.

Claims Management System — No issue
Statewide Contracts: TAPFIN or Third Party Consulting

RESPONSE -

Matthew Hansford was the Deputy Director and chief procurement person at
the SAF. Patricia Kiley was HR Director. Together they had over 20 years of
state experience. Cofield relied heavily on them for any hiring/procurement done
by SAF. Kiley was specifically hired by Cofield soon after her arrival as she
discovered no one at SAF was qualified to help with HR matters in any way (hiring,
firing, etc.). Hansford handled all of SAF’s procurements and had also participated
in specific training for certification.

1. TAPFIN

At the beginning of the meeting held between Cofield/Hansford/Kiley
referenced above on or about 12/3/20, Cofield inquired of both Kiley and Hansford
the differences between TAPFIN and Third Party Consulting. SAF had not had
good luck with TAPFIN previously. Nathan Dawson (SFAA) recommended to
Hansford that he go the Third Party Contractor route and NOT TAPFIN.

The 1G’s report prejudicially includes a graph of pay for TAPFIN hires. The
IG did NOT include the relevant information for Third Party Consulting for IT
positions. SFAA Procurement approved salaries for Third Party Consultants are
different from TAPFIN.



Global Pundit submitted Terrapin as a candidate with 30+ years of experience.
The rate for this type of experience would most likely be a “Senior Consultant with
approved rates of up to $345/hour.

Global Pundit submitted their rate at $150.00.  According to SFAA this
correlates to a an “Intermediate Associate”. This pay grade is 4 steps lower than
Terrapin’s actual qualifications.

The Contractor rate is for the Vendor who hires its’ contractor to perform the
service. The rate quoted for Global Pundits was $150/hour. Terrapin was to receive
$111/hour.

(EXHIBIT 7)
2. Third Party Consulting

The IG correctly points out that there were 18 vendors available to an
agency.

However, his report indicates that a JOR is only submitted to 2 candidates.
It is my understanding that the first RFP was sent to all 18 vendors. It was only
after none responded that SFAA appears to have directed Hansford to send the JOR
out to two of them.

V. Investigation and Analysis

A. Statement of Work Development and Initial Job Order Request Solicitation.
RESPONSE

It is clear from the Timeline attached hereto (EXHIBIT 1) that Terrapin
assisted Cofield with IT questions and assistance from the first week she started.
This outline demonstrates that Terrapin assisted the SAF at least 7 times in about
18 months prior to the RFP for the project manager. Terrapin assisted Cofield/SAF
with no intentions other than helping his wife and the SAF.

The 1G reports that on 8/19/20 — Hansford sent Cofield, and Cofield, in turn,
sent to Terrapin a list of the 18 vendors to review. The IG is correct. Hansford
needed, and requested, any input Terrapin may have regarding these vendors.
Hansford had no IT experience. As it turned out Terrapin indicated that he did
have experience with some, including Random Bit. He had worked with some
contractors from Random Bit at SCDHHS, and that they did good work there. This
list was provided to Terrapin for input prior to the first RFP.



Further, this list of vendors is public information and found specifically
at:

https://www.procurement.sc.gov/files/contracts/third%20party%20consulting%20
march%203%202020.pdf

(EXHIBIT 8)

The IG reports, “In and e-mail dated 8/28/20, Terrapin provided Cofield a
list of “Required Qualifications” along with the message “See how this looks for
the PM role. Please make mods as you see fit. Thirteen minutes later Cofield
forwarded Terrapin’s e-mail recommendations to Hansford.” (EXHIBIT 9) If
the 1G would look closer at the e-mail strain Plummer initiated the e-mail to Cofield
on 8/26/20 the Qualifications for the PROGRAMMER POSITION. Cofield sent
this to Terrapin. Terrapin responded to that e-mail the “Boiler Plate language” for
PM position shown in It is confusing because the Terrapin response kept the Subject
as “Qualifications”. What Terrapin replied with were not actually qualifications.
Also, Hansford replied, “I thought of a few more things to add. I’ll have a rough
draft for you next week.” Terrapin’s assistance with the “Boiler Plate language”
was provided to assist Hansford in the rough draft of the RFP. This is the only
information Terrapin assisted with as far as the PM RFP is concerned

Terrapin’s only contribution toward any SOW consisted of only “Boiler Plate
language” he gleaned from the internet. Very little of this was used in Hansford’s
rough or final draft of the RFP.

(EXHIBIT 10— Terrapin’s boiler plate language and EXHIBIT 3 SAF’s Final
Draft)

The IG insinuates that these exchanges were somehow interfering with the RFP
process. During this time, it is clear, that Terrapin was assisting
Cofield/Hansford/Plummer with several IT efforts. This was NOT done to gain
any advantage in the process because no involvement in the process was
contemplated by any party until 12/3/20 after the failure of the first RFP.

There is e-mail correspondence (probably more than has been included in the 1G’s
report) where Hansford consults with Hutto/SFAA and informs her of 1) The RFP
being sent out 2) No responses 3) Consideration being given to an internal
employee (Sandy Harrington), etc. Hansford, Kiley, and Cofield even scheduled a
meeting with Harrington to discuss the possibility. Although she had a good deal
of experience, she had no technical experience, and SAF desperately needed
technical help. (EXHIBIT 11) This solidifies Cofield’s position that there was no
contemplation of Terrapin being considered for the position.
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Between 8/20 and 10/23/20 — When Cofield requested Terrapin assist Cofield/SAF
with looking for a Programmer, a Case management System, and later, a Project
Manager, Terrapin was applying, interviewing, and was hired for a job at Blue
Cross Blue Shield that started 10/19/20. He had rejected several recruiters offers
during the first RFP. There was no ulterior motive when Terrapin assisted SAF in
these matters.

(EXHIBIT 1 - Timeline)

B. Second Job Order Request Solicitation
RESPONSE -

The history as provided by the IG is correct. However, the idea that Procurement had
no knowledge of Terrapin’s name is ridiculous. The continued communications
between Hansford and Hutto clearly established that she KNEW the ONLY applicant
was Cofield’s husband. But for the fact that it was Cofield’s husband, Hutto’s guidance
would not have been requested by Hansford. (EXHIBIT 4)

Cofield received the copy of the e-mail from Hutto citing the conflict statement the
afternoon after Hansford advised her to have no further part in the procurement and
that he had it all under control. Cofield had delegated any authority to her Deputy
Director, the ONLY person at SAF with Procurement experience.

Cofield was assured by Hansford that Procurement/SFAA/Hutto had complete
knowledge of the situation and had had done everything they had required. She “stayed
out of it” as instructed. The e-mail from Hutto confirmed there was no conflict due to
Terrapin being Cofield’s spouse, and a review of the attached statute also presented no
conflicts.

C. Vendor Quotes and Responses
RESPONSE -
1. The Random Bit Response

The 1G’s first paragraph is correct. However, Cofield has no information
as to why she received these e-mails, and assumes Hansford copied her by
mistake, as he copied her on most e-mails for SAF business. Random
Bit/Ungerer “replied to all”. The e-mail only conveyed an INTENT to bid.
No confidential information provided in this e-mail. No information regarding
an actual bid was ever shared. This e-mail only expressed an “intent”. An
“intent” that never came to fruition.



Cofield did forward the Ungerer e-mail to Terrapin. Cofield recalled
Terrapin having information about Random Bit but couldn’t recall exactly what
it was. Terrapin gave her the details later that day confirming Cofield’s
memory. As stated previously, Terrapin had worked with some of Random
Bit’s contractors at SCDHHS.  Cofield never shared the information she
gleaned from her husband (regarding Gerhard/Random Bit) with anyone at
SAF. That information could have been prejudicial.

After receiving the Ungerer e-mail Terrapin responded, “Yep, that’s
Gerhard’s wife...”, who Terrapin had worked with at SCDHHS. He also stated,
“Will we know her per hour rate in time to make sure ours comes under”.
Cofield responded, “Hopefully I don’t technically have to choose the lowest
rate though. 1 just have to explain why not.”

The fact that an agency is not required to take the lowest bid is a SFAA
standard and vendors involved in the procurement process are well aware of
this policy. The IG even shared his knowledge of this policy during Cofield’s
interview. The sharing of this policy with Terrapin was not confidential, and in
no way prejudicial to any of the bidding process.

This exchange, again, shared NO CONFIDENTIAL information. Cofield
would have never been privy to any bidding, she had been excluded.

On 12/4/20 Ungerer sent an e-mail thanking Hansford for providing
Random Bit this (second) opportunity, and stated, “We will put a proposal
together and get it back to you by December 18"

Before the IG’s report Cofield had no personal knowledge of when either
Global Pundits or Random Bit/Ungerer sent Hansford any “questions”. At some
point Hansford told Cofield that Random Bit had requested some information from
him, but that they were REQUESTING A TWO WEEK EXTENSION.
(EXHIBIT 12 — Entire Random Bit e-mails)

The first RFP gave vendors 30 days to respond. This was already Random Bit’s
second opportunity.

The context of the conversation was this:
COFIELD: I thought this WAS their two week extension?
HANSFORD: yes ma’am

COFIELD: Did they request a lot of information and do we have time for a two week
extension? This will push the process probably into February. (We already had dates set



for the Case Management System RFP to be presented, and this was just before the two
week holiday period).

HANFORD: It’s a lot and not really.
COFIELD: Thendon’t. It’s your call.

Now that the e-mail has been shared with Cofield in the IG’s report, (EXHIBIT
12) Hansford did not “refuse” to answer any questions for Random Bit as the IG’s report
falsely states. He responded that he would be happy to answer the questions, but wouldn’t
agree to another extension.

Ungerer (Random Bit) responded the next business day and said (still 10 days out
from due date) that they wouldn’t have time to present a “response that we can be proud of
within the timeframe required”. She also expressed that she knew this put him in a bad
position and apologized.

The IG states reports that Hutto had stated, “that all respondents should be treated
equally) Appendix D. HOWEVER, to allow Random Bit extra time beyond the
Due date would not have been treating Global Pundits fairly as they were not given
any extension.

Before this report was submitted to Cofield, she had no knowledge of any questions
presented by Global Pundits, and had no information as to information requested
by Random Bit along with their extension request.

The 1G’s report alleges that Hansford’s refusal to answer questions for
Random Bit when he answered questions for Global Pundits was not fair to
Random Bit. He further quotes Hutto in saying “that all respondents should
be treated fairly.” However, it was Random Bit that unfairly requested extra
time. The IG’s failure to include the information regarding the simultaneous
request for an extension appears to be made in an effort to slant the truth.

2. The Global Pundits Response

Cofield was not privy to any of the discussions or e-mails in these responses.
She had no knowledge of any rates proposed by the SAF or Global Pundits until
after the contract had been signed. In a conversation with Hansford, he
informed her that when Hutto had the contract to sign she called to confirm
Terrapin’s 30+ years of experience. Hansford told Cofield that Hutto stated,
“that’s even better because someone with that much experience can charge a lot
more”.

The 1G’s inclusion, again, of the TAPFIN comparison is not relevant and
appears to be an attempt to discredit Global Pundits rate. This comes even after
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Procurement had recommended the use of the Third Party Contract instead of
TAPFIN, and Hutto’s statement above to Hansford.

D. Evaluation and Selection of Global Pundits

The 1G’s report correctly summarizes the fact that Global Pundits was the sole
respondent to the second JOR solicitation and that Hutto’s e-mail declared that an
interview was not necessary.

The fact that the interview was scheduled at Cofield’s insistence was conveniently
omitted from the report. She did this only in an effort to make sure all Directors
and the Chief attorney were involved and comfortable with his hiring.

1.

Post-interview Discussion

Cofield was not privy to this discussion. It is interesting that all participants
even questioned the necessity of the interview. Hansford knew that Cofield had
suggested the interview so that he would not be the “sole decision maker”.
Cofield was advised after the meeting by Abby Sellers that the only “heated
issue” was regarding the budget. She did not convey that there was any “heated
discussions” regarding a conflict.

The Global Pundits Proposal and Contract Execution

This complete section is a misrepresentation of the facts. Respondent would
suggest the IG “refresh Doyle’s memory” with the attached text and email and
edit its report.

(EXHIBIT 13) Terrapin sent a text to Doyle on 12/7/20 regarding what he
may need to prepare the proposal. Doyle requested Terrapin’s resume which
was provided. Terrapin later sent Doyle some information to assist with the
section titled PROPOSED METHODOLOGY/WORK PLAN on p. 5 of the
submission. This is the only section prepared by Terrapin. That is evidenced
by the text sent, on D12/8/20 at 10:09 that states, “Just sent you my response
for the RFP”. The e-mail attached sent at 9:40 attaches the only portion that
Terrapin helped prepare.

Doyle prepared the rest of the submission. In reading the questions and
responses they ALL apply to Global Pundits and NOT Terrapin.

Doyle then asked Terrapin to review the final proposal in an e-mail on
Terrapin asked Doyle about his answer regarding the “conflict of interest”
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statement to which Doyle replied, “they’ve already said it’s not a conflict, so |
don’t think I need to say anything.

V. Conflict of Interest in a Procurement Matter

A. Organizational Conflict of Interest — State Accident Fund

The 1G begins this section by referring to the e-mail from Hutto on 12/3 where
Hutto attaches a statute reference. This is the entire e-mail:

“1 spoke to Stacy and based on the information provided, we don’t
believe it will be a problem so long as Amy’s husband has no
ownership stake in the companies and Amy is not involved in and
does not influence the evaluation process or selection process in any
way. | encourage you (and Amy) to review the new regulation on
conflict of interest...having the knowledge of all the facts and
details of the situation to ensure there is no conflict of interest
present before proceeding.”

The second paragraph of the report is fabricated. First, as stated above with the
text/e-mail verifications, Terrapin only prepared the information in the first couple of
paragraphs on page 3 (Exhibit 14 highlighted in yellow). Terrapin NEVER told any
recruiter that he could not be submitted for a position because he “worked on the SOW”.
The only reason he ever gave was “because my wife is the Director”.

The IG alleges that Hansford did not waive SAF’s organizational conflict of
interest. First, the potential conflict of Terrapin being the Director’s spouse was disclosed,
acknowledged, and advised by Hutto “not to be a problem so long as Amy’s husband has
no ownership stake”. Terrapin had NO ownership stake. There was no conflict. If the IG
believes it to be a conflict, Hansford’s e-mails substantiate his disclosure and waiver.

There was no conflict interest anywhere else according to the regulation (19-
445.2127). The IG’s act of telling the SAF staff that Terrapin drafted the SOW is false.
The only assistance Terrapin provided Hansford was minimal, boiler plate language, that
was ultimately mostly excluded from the final RFP. Nothing in Terrapin’s actions rise to
the level of any conflict as described in this statute.

Evaluation of SC Code Reg. 19-445.2127 - Organizational Conflict of Interest.

This is the Statute sent to us by Hutto/SFAA to confirm no conflict of interest. There’s
nothing in this statute about a “spouse”. Hutto had already acknowledged in her e-mail
that Cofield’s spouse wasn’t considered to be a conflict IF he had no ownership interest in
the company and Cofield did not supervise his work.
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2. Unfair Competitive Advantage — The 1G alleges that Terrapin’s assistance with the SOW
constituted an “unfair competitive advantage.” There is absolutely nothing in the “Boiler
Plate language” provided by Terrapin that gives rise to any “unfair competitive advantage”.
If anything, Terrapin’s suggesting on “5 years experience” would be contrary to his
position since he has 30+ years. Also, most of the language forwarded to Hansford was
omitted from his final draft.

a.

19.445.2127A(2)(b) — defines “unfair competitive advantage — none of this existed or
resulted from any of Terrapin’s actions

19.445.2127C. Preparing specifications or work statements — requires the furnishing
of “specifications”, then the contractor may not be allowed to furnish these items for a
“reasonable period of time, including, at least, the duration of the initial contract for
purchase of the items.”

Terrapin was not a “contractor” at the time any assistance was given to
Hansford;

Terrapin was not submitted as a potential candidate by Global Pundits until after
a full RFP passed and failed to produce any bids; At the time Terrapin provided
the “Boiler plate language” there was no intent by either party that Terrapin
apply for the position. The space in time and the failure of the entire first RFP
makes it evident that this section does not apply.

C(2) — if contractor assists in preparing a work statement to be used in a specific
acquisition of a system or services...”leading directly, predictably, and without
delay” to such a work statement. Terrapin’s assistance with “boiler plate
language” he found on the internet and provided to Hansford. Hansford used
very little of the initial assistance as can be seen comparing Terrapin’s initial e-
mail and the final SOW.

IG alleges that the actions of the SAF gave an unfair “competitive advantage” to
Terrapin because “Terrapin provided advice to SAF [Cofield and Hansford] in the
SOW development prior to the JOR solicitation.

Once again, the 1G is using selective information in his determination that the
actions by the SAF gave an unfair “competitive advantage” to Terrapin.

The timeline of Terrapin’s assistance to Hansford along with Terrapin’ clear
intention (EXHIBITS 1,2 and 11) during this time of searching for and accepting
another job, at BC/BS substantiate Also, if Terrapin had any intentions of applying
for the SAF’s Project Manager position he would have done it during the first RFP
when several Recruiters requested him to do so.

It is also clear from Hansford’s communications with SFAA/Hutto after the first
RFP that the SAF had no consideration of Terrapin for the position until after the
first RFP failed.
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VI.

(EXHIBIT 10)

B. Personal Conflict of Interest — Amy V. Cofield

Cofield relied on her Procurement specialist and HR Director to handle the
procurement process of the PM. The potential conflict that Cofield’s husband was being
considered was divulged by Hansford to SFAA and acknowledged by them on multiple
occasions. Further, Hutto advised that there was NO conflict if Terrapin did not have an
ownership interest in the company. He didn’t. Cofield had no “actions or decisions” to
make as they were being handled by Hansford.

The IG reports that Cofield and Terrapin “potentially violated Section 8-13-725
when she and Terrapin discussed Random Bits ”POSSIBLE BID and RATE
INFORMATION”. An intent to Bid is not confidential information and the expectation of
a bid is presumed. The potential bidders are all listed on the approved vendor list which is
public information. Th e-mail exchange regarding the Procurement policy of not having
to choose the lowest rate is also public policy and not in any confidential or prejudicial
information. There was NO confidential information in this exchange.

The 1G’s opinion that Cofield failed to recuse herself and remained involved in the
selection process is false and not supported by any of the evidence.

Cofield did NOT continue to engage in the selection process. The “Selection” was
never a selection. There was only one bidder. The interview process was NOT
REQUIRED in the selection process. The only reason an interview was done at all is
because Cofield requested it so that the Director’s would all be part of the hiring and allow
them an opportunity to discuss the process with Hansford without Cofield’s presence. The
“Selection Process” had ended. Cofield suggested the interview to Hansford so he would
not be the “sole decision maker”. He agreed that this was a good idea.

The conversations that took place between Cofield and the staff following the
interview were regarding a multitude of subjects. It was the last day of work for the agency
before Christmas break. Cofield was not in the office that day and a lot of “wrap up” issues
had to be discussed prior to the holidays. She did not ask anything about Terrapin’s
performance, only if the Director’s had any concerns with Hansford’s decision.

Conclusion

For the 1G to allege that Cofield’s actions in any way “tainted” the procurement process is a
stretch and a misinterpretation of the facts. Cofield DID recuse herself and Hansford conducted
the procurement process. No ethics laws were violated as SFAA/Procurement advised that there
was no conflict if Terrapin had no ownership interest in the bidding company.

The identity of any possible bidder was clearly known to all vendors prior to the RFP. The
vendor list is public information and all vendors are well aware of who their competitors are. An
“intent” to bid that never even came to fruition is not confidential information that would give
anyone (Global Pundits) any unfair advantage. Further, Cofield only conveyed the procurement
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policy of selecting bids. There was no conveyance of confidential bidding. Actually, there never
was ANY bidding by anyone other than Global Pundits.

The 1G alleges that the SAF “disadvantaged” Random Bit when Hansford refused to answer
their questions and answered Global Pundits. This is a very inaccurate conclusion. The request
by Random Bit did not consist of just “questions”. It submitted a list of questions along with a
request for a two week delay. If an extension had been granted to Random Bit then that would
have been unfair to Global Pundits. Hansford also specifically told Random Bit he was happy to
answer their questions if they could make the deadline. The failure to answer the questions did
NOT affect Random Bits failure to respond. They knew, “the position they put [Hansford] in and
apologized when they indicated the very next day that they could not make the deadline.
(EXHIBIT 12)

Cofield agrees with the 1G in ONE aspect. In the words of “Mark Twain” the IG is correct,
“it is never wrong to do the right thing”. The IG and Governor McMaster should reconsider ALL
the information and apologize for jJumping to incorrect conclusions. THAT would be the right
thing.

It would also have been “the right thing” for the IG to fully investigate Tommy Windsor’s
involvement in providing inaccurate information to the Governor’s office as well as the extreme
measures taken to damage Cofield’s reputation. This charade is purposeful and done as a
retaliation against Cofield for reprimanded and demoting Tommy Windsor, a long- time friend of
the Governor.
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