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I. Executive Summary 
 
The opioid epidemic has devastated communities across the nation, including in New Jersey, 
causing immense suffering and loss. Over the past two decades, opioid addiction has 
overwhelmed public health systems, strained community resources, and created an urgent need 
for meaningful intervention and support. In response, New Jersey and many of its local 
governments initiated lawsuits and negotiated settlements with pharmaceutical manufacturers 
and distributors, aiming to provide financial resources to help affected communities. These 
opioid settlement funds—totaling over $1 billion and counting—are intended to support 
prevention, treatment, and recovery initiatives for opioid addiction.  
  
The Township of Irvington (Irvington or the Township) is one of many municipalities receiving a 
share of these funds—money intended to combat a deadly public health crisis. Irvington is 
responsible for ensuring the funds are used in compliance with state law and the settlement 
terms. The Office of State Comptroller (OSC), which has been designated by the Legislature to 
coordinate with the Department of Human Services (DHS) and the Office of the Attorney General 
(OAG) to ensure opioid funds are spent appropriately by local governments, investigated whether 
the Township has satisfied these duties and found it failed to do so in multiple ways: 
 

• The Township wasted and misspent over $632,000 on two “Opioid Awareness Day” 
concerts in 2023 and 2024. The Township spent exorbitantly to promote and hold events 
featuring numerous musical performers, multiple DJs, and prominent billing for Irvington 
Mayor Tony Vauss.  

 
• The decision to spend opioid funding on concerts was made by the Mayor and other high-

level Township officials without consulting Irvington residents or public health experts. 
Neither Irvington’s Director of Health and Senior Services nor its Director of Public Safety, 
who are on the front lines of responding to the opioid crisis, were consulted. Although the 
Township was required to spend its opioid funds in an evidence-based or evidence-
informed manner, it allocated these funds to concerts without relying on any objective 
evidence that such large expenditures would help address the public health crisis.  

 
• A substantial portion of the opioid funds--$368,500—was paid to a Township employee, 

Antoine Richardson, who was hired to secure musical performers for the event. Township 
officials do not know—and never asked—how Richardson actually spent the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars he received. In interviews with OSC, Richardson’s wife refused to 
account for the money, while Richardson claimed not to know or recall how the money 
was spent. 

 
• The Township spent over $200,000 on billboards and other promotional materials 

advertising the events, including $16,000 for mobile billboards prominently featuring 
Mayor Vauss and $34,445 on t-shirts. None of the billboards, promotional materials, or t-
shirts that Irvington provided to OSC included information about obtaining treatment or 
avoiding abuse of opioids—they simply promoted the concerts. The Township also used 
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opioid funds to pay nearly $13,000 to rent luxury trailers for the performers, and $29,000 
to purchase generators and food supplies like popcorn machines, cotton candy machines, 
and shaved ice.   

 
• The substantial funding expended by the Township on the concerts was wasted because 

the events did little to promote opioid awareness or provide opioid-related services to 
people dealing with opioid addiction. Relative to the funds spent, only a superficial effort 
was made to raise awareness through, for instance, short speeches from the stage. The 
Township also invited service providers to interact with members of the public and share 
resources and Narcan at the concert, but these were afterthoughts and could have 
happened at any community event, without wasting hundreds of thousands of dollars on 
musical guests, luxury trailers, and popcorn machines. And the Township notably 
requested a donation of Narcan, without using any of its opioid funds, even though this 
life-saving drug was the only clearly effective measure at one of the concerts that could 
directly address the crisis and potentially save lives. 

 
Public entities entrusted with opioid funds have a legal and ethical obligation to spend them 
transparently and responsibly. These funds are meant to address an ongoing public health 
emergency that continues to claim lives. When municipalities like Irvington fail to meet that duty, 
they not only waste resources but erode public trust and betray the communities most in need of 
support. 
 
Irvington’s conduct shows that the State must do more to ensure the opioid settlement funds are 
used for their intended purpose. State law designates the DHS as the lead agency for ensuring 
appropriate use of opioid funds, but DHS claims to have no oversight role involving local 
governments beyond collecting annual reports. It does not provide guidance to local governments 
on evidence-based or evidence-informed spending—despite having the expertise and institutional 
resources to do so. This undermines the intent of the settlements. 
 
In conducting this investigation, OSC also uncovered that Richardson holds what is effectively a 
low-show job—a government position that offers a full-time public salary and benefits for part-
time work—while at the same time collecting six-figure vendor payments from the Township. He 
is officially employed by Irvington under the misapplied civil service title “Keyboarding Clerk I,” 
though his only job duty is DJing Township events and providing sound and audio services. He 
does not report to an office, has no set work hours, and has never received a performance 
evaluation in that role. Despite technically being a “full-time employee,” Richardson told OSC that 
he provides these services on an “as-needed” basis that does not amount to every workday —and 
there are occasions where he does not perform any work for the Township for periods of one to 
two weeks.  
 
From 2021 through 2024, Richardson was paid over $180,000 in salary while receiving full 
benefits and pension-eligible service time. Meanwhile, since 2019, the Township has awarded at 
least $468,900 in small and large public contracts to businesses owned or controlled by 
Richardson, his wife, or his son for services that also included DJing and thus overlap with his 
assigned job duty. Those contracts included over $360,000 of opioid funds paid to the family’s 
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businesses to DJ at concerts and to book additional performers. In other words, the Township 
paid a full-time employee again, as a vendor, through businesses he and his family controlled—a 
double payment for the same work. OSC found no evidence he ever worked close to the minimum 
hours he was already being paid for each week.  
 
OSC also found that other funds intended for public health emergencies were funneled to 
Richardson. During the COVID-19 pandemic, the Township used grant funds to organize a series 
of “COVID Village” events and awarded a $38,000 DJ contract to Richardson through bid rigging. 
Two quotes came from businesses owned by Richardson or his wife; a third was submitted under 
his wife’s name, and the fourth—nearly identical in format and language—came from a DJ who is 
employed and managed by Richardson’s wife. The evidence suggests that Township officials 
solicited the quotes in full understanding that they all came from businesses owned by 
Richardson or his wife, in order to create the appearance of a competitive process without 
genuine competition. 
 
In light of the findings in this report, OSC makes 31 recommendations to Irvington, other state 
agencies, the Legislature, and the public.  
 
OSC is also making referrals to appropriate agencies for further investigation into its publicly 
reported findings and other concerning conduct identified during the investigation. These 
agencies include the Attorney General, the Treasury Department’s Division of Pensions and 
Benefits, Pension Fraud and Abuse Unit, Division of Purchase and Property, and Division of 
Taxation, as well as the Department of Community Affairs, Division of Local Government Services 
(DLGS). The misuse of these funds demands accountability and corrective action to ensure future 
spending serves the public interest—and the people harmed most by the opioid epidemic. 
 
OSC’s oversight of opioid settlement spending is ongoing. Members of the public are encouraged 
to submit relevant information or tips—anonymously or with contact information—through the 
“Report Fraud, Waste, or Abuse” form available on OSC’s website. 
 

II. Background 
A. New Jersey and the Opioid Crisis 
 
The U.S. opioid epidemic began in the 1980s with claims that opioids could safely treat non-
cancer pain with low addiction risk, often based on weak evidence. In 1995, the FDA approved 
OxyContin, Purdue Pharma’s time-release oxycodone. Purdue’s aggressive marketing trained 
healthcare providers, funded educational programs, and backed groups promoting opioids for 
chronic pain, popularizing “pain as the fifth vital sign” and increasing prescriptions. By the early 
2000s, OxyContin was the most prescribed and most used branded opioid. Even after abuse-
deterrent versions launched in 2010, overdose deaths from natural (e.g., morphine) and semi-
synthetic (e.g., OxyContin) opioids nearly quadrupled from 2000 to 2011, prompting the CDC to 
declare an epidemic. The crisis evolved through four waves: prescription opioids, heroin, illicit 
fentanyl, and, since 2020, polysubstance overdoses worsened by the COVID-19 pandemic. Since 
1999, over a million Americans have died from overdoses, mostly involving opioids, costing over 
$1 trillion annually. Nearly a third of U.S. adults knows someone who died from overdose. 

https://nj.gov/comptroller/connect/complaint/complaint.shtml
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New Jersey has been severely impacted, ranking among the top U.S. jurisdictions for heroin 
overdose death rates from 2015 to 2020. In 2021, it recorded nearly 27 synthetic (e.g., fentanyl) 
opioid deaths per 100,000, ranking 19th nationally. Black/African-American residents, especially 
in Essex County, have been disproportionately affected. In 2020, Irvington alone accounted for 
nearly nine percent of the county’s reported uses of naloxone—a medication used to reverse 
opioid overdoses and commonly known by the brand name Narcan. By 2021, Essex County’s 
Black residents faced nearly 69 opioid overdose deaths per 100,000, with Irvington again 
accounting for over eight percent of Narcan administrations. In 2022, opioid deaths among 
Essex’s Black residents rose to nearly 81 per 100,000, and Narcan incidents in Irvington rose to 
166, reflecting the ongoing “fourth wave” and the pandemic’s compounding impact. 
 
There are some signs of progress. In 2023, New Jersey reported 2,816 drug overdose deaths—its 
first decline in a decade, mirroring national trends into 2024. More recently, data released by the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention show that from December 2023 to December 2024, 
reported drug overdose deaths fell 26 percent nationally and 31 percent in New Jersey. Still, the 
crisis remains dire, with racial disparities persisting and over five residents dying daily in 2024. 
Amid uncertainties surrounding state and federal investment, resources like opioid settlement 
funds are crucial as the crisis persists.1 
 

B. New Jersey’s Involvement in the National Opioid Settlements  
 
The opioid epidemic has led to widespread litigation against pharmaceutical companies. New 
Jersey is set to receive over $1.1 billion over 18 years from settlements with manufacturers, 
distributors, and retailers, half managed by the State and the rest distributed to 262 eligible 
counties and municipalities. In 2021, New Jersey secured $641 million from major distributors 
and Johnson & Johnson, followed by $508.1 million from additional agreements in 2022, totaling 
over $1 billion. The state has also obtained smaller settlements, such as $16 million from 
McKinsey & Company, which faced criminal charges and penalties for advising opioid 
manufacturers. Additionally, New Jersey secured $5 million from Insys Therapeutics and 
participated in the Purdue bankruptcy settlement involving the Sackler family, which was struck 
down by the U.S. Supreme Court in 2024, with a revised plan now under review. As legal actions 
continue, New Jersey funds for prevention, treatment, and recovery initiatives may grow. 
 
C. Legal Framework for Opioid Settlement Funds in New Jersey 
 
The 2021 and 2022 national settlements require that funds be used for opioid remediation—
programs addressing opioid addiction, treatment, and related harms—following a non-exhaustive 
list of “Approved Uses” included in each agreement. States and local governments must generally 
adhere to this framework, with limited exceptions.  
 

 
1 See Jan Hoffman, Overdose Deaths Plummeted in 2024. Will Trump’s Cuts Slow the Momentum?, The 
New York Times (May 14, 2025), www.nytimes.com/2025/05/14/health/overdose-deaths-fentanyl.html 
(quoting a physician as stating, “This is a decline that we’ve been waiting more than a decade for,” but 
noting that current preliminary federal budgets propose cutting multiple federal health programs 
addressing the opioid crisis).  
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On January 28, 2022, then-Acting Attorney General Andrew Bruck signed a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) with New Jersey counties and municipalities to govern settlement fund use.2 
The MOA adopts the national settlements’ Approved Uses, requires funds to supplement—not 
replace--existing spending, and mandates five-year recordkeeping and annual reporting to the 
State. 

 
To support oversight, Governor Murphy issued Executive Order 305 creating the Opioid Recovery 
and Remediation Fund Advisory Council (Advisory Council).3 In 2023, this structure was formally 
established through Public Law 2023, chapter 25 (Senate Bill 783/Assembly Bill 1488 of the 2022-
2023 Legislative Session) P.L. 2023, c.25, codified at N.J.S.A. 26:2G-39 to -43 (the 2023 Opioid 
Law).4 The law designates DHS as the lead agency for distributing the State’s share; monitoring 
local spending to the extent required by the national settlements; and, in coordination with OSC 
and the Attorney General, ensuring compliance with the 2023 Opioid Law and the terms of the 
national settlements. DHS also handles reporting and allocates funds in consultation with the 
Advisory Council. Counties must establish their own advisory councils. Annual reports are 
required to the Governor and Legislature, and all spending of abatement funds must support 
approved, evidence-based or evidence-informed uses addressing “opioid use disorder and co-
occurring conditions.” 
 
D. Local Government Reporting to DHS on Opioid Settlement Fund 

Use 
 
The Attorney General’s MOA requires participating counties and municipalities to report the 
amounts received, allocations of approved awards, and spending on both approved uses and 
administrative costs. All spending is subject to OSC oversight. For the 2023 and 2024 reporting 
cycles, OSC worked with DHS to monitor compliance. When reports were missing or incomplete, 
DHS notified OSC, which followed up with noncompliant governments. As of this report, three 
local governments remain delinquent for 2024; DHS will update its report once their data is 
received. 
 
DHS has published county, municipal, and state-level reports for 2023 and 2024 on its “Opioid 
Settlements” website under “Reports (State & Subdivision Spending Reports).” Irvington 
submitted its 2023 and 2024 reports, located on pages 14 to 16 and 21 to 24, respectively, of the 
Essex County reports. In both years, Irvington reported spending opioid funds only on “Opioid 
Awareness Day” concerts. In 2023, it reported receiving $341,093 and spending $310,352. In 
2024, it reported $1,093,018 received cumulatively since 2022, with $302,826 spent in that period. 
When asked if it engaged the public prior to spending opioid funds, Irvington answered, “No” in 
2023 and “No, but [we] plan to in the future” in 2024. 
 

 
2 See Off. of the Att’y Gen. of N.J., Memorandum of Agreement Between the State of New Jersey and Local 
Governments on Opioid Litigation Recoveries (Jan. 28, 2022), at 1 (A.6), 
https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/documents/helpful-tools/C%20-%20New%20Jersey%20-
%20State%20Subdivision%20Agreement%20(Fully%20Executed)%20%20%20Exhibits.pdf. 
3 Exec. Order No. 305 (Murphy 2022), at 8, https://nj.gov/infobank/eo/056murphy/pdf/EO-305.pdf. 
4 S.783 (N.J. 2023), https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2022/PL23/25_.PDF. 

https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/
https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/
https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/documents/helpful-tools/C%20-%20New%20Jersey%20-%20State%20Subdivision%20Agreement%20(Fully%20Executed)%20%20%20Exhibits.pdf
https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/documents/helpful-tools/C%20-%20New%20Jersey%20-%20State%20Subdivision%20Agreement%20(Fully%20Executed)%20%20%20Exhibits.pdf
https://nj.gov/infobank/eo/056murphy/pdf/EO-305.pdf
https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2022/PL23/25_.PDF
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E. Advisory Letter from OSC to the Township Prior to the 2024 
“Opioid Awareness Day” Concert 

 
In 2023, the Township reported spending $310,352 in opioid funds on a one-day Opioid 
Awareness concert. Of that, $168,500 went to a business nominally owned by the immediate 
family of Richardson, a full-time Township employee, for music-related services. The contract 
was awarded without competitive bidding under the “Extraordinary Unspecifiable Services” (EUS) 
exception. OSC initiated a review in January 2024 by requesting documents from the Township. 
OSC interviewed the Qualified Purchasing Agent/Assistant Business Administrator (QPA) in May 
2024.  
  
The Township’s initial production raised concerns about: (1) likely misuse of the EUS exception; 
(2) potentially improper noncompetitive contracts involving a Township employee or their family, 
raising possible ethics or legal issues; and (3) use of opioid funds on programs potentially out of 
compliance with settlement terms or state law. 
 
On May 21, 2024, OSC issued a confidential advisory letter outlining remedial steps related to a 
planned second event. The Township responded that: (1) EUS was appropriate for procuring 
artistic services; (2) no conflict existed because the vendors were owned by Richardson’s family, 
not Richardson himself; and (3) the concerts raised awareness and thus qualified as proper use 
of opioid funds. 
 
The Township stated it believed it had a good-faith basis to proceed and committed to following 
OSC’s recommendations. OSC clarified that it does not cancel local events or typically direct local 
contracting decisions (with some exceptions not applicable here) and urged the Township to 
consider all remedial actions outlined in the advisory letter. 
 

III. Methodology 
 
OSC promotes financial oversight, accountability, and integrity across the Executive Branch, 
including state agencies and local governments. Its authority comes from two statutes: the law 
establishing the Office of the Inspector General (OIG), N.J.S.A. 52:15B-1 to 52:15B-16, and the law 
creating OSC as an independent office reporting directly to the Governor, N.J.S.A. 52:15C-1 to C-
16.5 OSC is empowered to conduct audits, investigations, inspections, and performance reviews; 
issue subpoenas; oversee taxpayer funds; and review public contracts. OSC reports its findings 
to the Governor, the Legislature, and the public. 
 
OSC’s Audit Division has repeatedly reviewed Irvington Township since 2009, when it identified 
deficiencies in financial management, recordkeeping, internal controls, compliance, and 

 
5 OSC later absorbed OIG, along with the Office of the Medicaid Inspector General (OMIG), and all its 
“functions, powers, and duties.” N.J.S.A. 52:15C-20 to -24. 
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personnel practices.6 A 2011 follow-up found most deficiencies unaddressed.7 In 2023, OSC 
again found little progress, including inadequate accounting, lack of employee evaluations, and 
contracts tainted by conflicts of interest.8 Notably, the Township spent over $200,000 to lease 
space from a company partly owned by its Chief Financial Officer (CFO), who signed the sole bid 
for the lease, in violation of ethics laws. On March 6, 2024, OSC recommended that DLGS appoint 
a state fiscal monitor; no appointment has been made to date.  
 
During a routine follow-up on implementation of its earlier recommendations, OSC’s Audit 
Division became aware of a $200,000 contract to spend national opioid funds on an “Opioids 
Awareness Event,” awarded through the rarely used EUS exception to public bidding under the 
New Jersey Local Public Contracts Law (LPCL), N.J.S.A. 40A:11-1 to -60. Noting the subject 
matter and the irregularity of the procurement, the Audit Division referred the matter to OSC’s 
Strategic Initiatives Unit (SIU) for further review. Among other things, SIU coordinates OSC’s 
oversight work relating to opioid funds under the 2023 Opioid Law.9 
 
SIU reviewed Township procurement, personnel, and financial records; third-party documents; 
legal materials; and interviewed numerous Township officials and employees, including the 
Township’s QPA, a confidential aide to the Mayor, the Municipal Clerk, a former Director of 
Economic Development and Grants Oversight, a former Director of Health and Senior Services, 
the Director of Public Safety, the Director of Recreation, the Deputy Director of Health and Senior 
Services, the Business Administrator (BA), and the Mayor. 
 
Although Irvington generally cooperated, it caused delays by slowly producing information, 
documents, and witnesses, and by taking over eight months to retain legal counsel for 
Richardson, eventually requiring OSC to seek court relief. By April 2025, the Township was 
noncompliant with two subpoenas, prompting a court to order Irvington to explain why it should 
not be compelled to produce the requested documents. The Township ultimately agreed to 
produce the outstanding documents, but did so months after the return date of the subpoenas 
and more than a week after the court-imposed deadline. Similarly, Richardson, along with his wife, 
Trennetha Green-Richardson, and their son, refused to cooperate for months, until a court 
compelled them to provide OSC with sworn statements. Richardson and Green-Richardson 
ultimately sat for interviews with OSC, but their son did not comply with the court’s order. 
 
On April 15, per its standard procedures, OSC provided the Township with a nonpublic discussion 
draft of this report and invited the Township “to offer comments on any factual inaccuracies and 
present any other relevant information to OSC.” OSC explained that its investigation remained 
ongoing, but “given the Township’s delay in responding to OSC’s subpoenas and its recent 
solicitation of services for a potential third Opioid Awareness Day, OSC has determined that 

 
6 OSC, Irvington Township: A Performance Audit of Financial Management Practices (Mar. 4, 2009), 
https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/090304_audit.pdf.  
7 OSC, Irvington Township: Follow-up Report (Nov. 30, 2011), 
https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/irvington_follow_up_report_11302011.pdf.  
8 OSC, Follow-Up Report – Township of Irvington: A Performance Audit of Financial Management Practices 
(Mar. 7, 2024), https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/irvington_followup_report.pdf.  
9 N.J.S.A. 26-2G-39(c)(2). 

https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/090304_audit.pdf
https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/irvington_follow_up_report_11302011.pdf
https://www.nj.gov/comptroller/news/docs/irvington_followup_report.pdf
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publishing a report is necessary to ensure transparency for the public.” Despite this, and before 
submitting any response to the discussion draft, the Township, several of its officials, and Antoine 
Richardson filed suit against OSC seeking to block publication of this report. Irvington accused 
OSC of denying it the chance to contest findings and omitting materials from the discussion draft 
that it considers favorable, such as a photograph of the Township Health Department’s table at 
the 2024 event—while ignoring that the Township had never provided OSC with the photograph in 
the first place.  
 
After filing suit, the Township produced new records showing it had taken steps toward spending 
opioid funds on a 2025 Opioid Awareness Day, including a March 27, 2025 record showing over 
$38,000 was set aside for advertising—just one week after the Mayor and BA said no decision 
had been made to hold a 2025 concert. The Township also issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) 
for a 2025 concert. Given these developments, OSC determined that releasing its findings now 
serves the public interest, even as a limited portion of the investigation remains ongoing. 
 
As with the Township, all individuals and businesses referenced in this report were given an 
opportunity to comment. OSC also provided DHS and the Attorney General with advance notice 
and an opportunity to comment on relevant findings. OSC considered all responses and 
addressed them where appropriate. Richardson, along with his wife, son, and their businesses, 
did not provide any comments in response to OSC’s discussion draft. 
 

IV. Findings 
 
In 2023 and 2024, Irvington spent over $632,000 in opioid settlement funds on two single-day 
“Opioid Awareness Day” concerts. OSC found that this use of funds fell far short of the legal, 
ethical, and practical standards required for public money, especially funds meant to address a 
devastating public health crisis. Specifically, OSC found that: 
 

(1) Irvington wasted and misspent $632,502.16 in opioid funds on two concerts with no 
evidence-based or evidence-informed justification, as required by state law. While 
entertainment-based events may, in some cases, support outreach goals, the limited 
health content at these events did not justify the scale of the spending, especially 
considering extravagant expenses such as over $350,000 on entertainment; more than 
$200,000 on billboards and other promotional materials; nearly $18,000 on food vending 
equipment and supplies like cotton candy and popcorn carts; $11,000 on generators; 
nearly $13,000 on “luxury VIP” trailer rentals, and more; 
 

(2) Of the $632,502.16 in opioid funds that Irvington spent on the concerts, $368,500 was 
paid to businesses owned or controlled by Richardson, a full-time Township employee, or 
his immediate family, creating a clear conflict of interest;  
 

(3) The Township improperly hired these businesses through a nonpublic, noncompetitive 
process using the EUS exception under the LPCL, even though the services did not meet 
the legal criteria and required procedures were not followed;  
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(4) Irvington does not track Richardson’s hours and performance, despite his dual role as 
salaried employee and paid vendor for similar services; and  
 

(5) Richardson previously secured other Township contracts—including during the COVID-19 
pandemic—through flawed procurement practices, including a sham solicitation that 
amounted to bid rigging, in which three of four quotes came from his wife or their jointly 
owned businesses, and the fourth came from a DJ who is employed and managed by 
Richardson’s wife. These other Township contracts, together with the Opioid Awareness 
Day contracts, amount to at least $468,900 in public funds awarded to businesses owned 
or controlled by Richardson and his immediate family members between 2021 and 2024.  
 

Finally, although DHS is the “lead state agency” tasked with ensuring local governments properly 
spend opioid funds, it has provided limited oversight and insufficient guidance, increasing the risk 
of misuse statewide.  
 
These findings reveal not only serious failures in Irvington’s management of opioid funds, but 
broader problems in its procurement and personnel practices—and missed opportunities at the 
state level to offer stronger support to local governments. The sections that follow detail each 
issue.  
 
A. Irvington Misspent over $632,000 of Opioid Settlement Funds 

on Two Concerts that Lacked an Evidence-Based or Evidence-
Informed Justification as Required by State Law 

 
1. The Township’s Decision to Hold an Opioid Awareness Concert Was Not Evidence-Based or 

Evidence-Informed 
 
In 2023, the Township decided to use its opioid funds on an awareness concert after a single 
directors’ meeting—without consulting its health and public safety departments, engaging 
stakeholders, or conducting research beyond a basic internet search to see if anyone else had 
held a similar event. While a concert with meaningful outreach might be a permissible use of 
opioid funds, the Township provided no evidence that its concert, held on June 10, 2023 in front 
of Irvington Town Hall, was designed or evaluated to serve that purpose. The expenditure—
ultimately more than $632,000 across two events—was not grounded in evidence or public health 
standards and did not meet the legal requirements for spending opioid funds.  
 
The settlement agreements contain a non-exhaustive list of approved uses for opioid funds, 
which the Attorney General’s MOA adopted. That list provides examples of appropriate 
expenditures which might align with an outreach concert such as media campaigns, stigma 
reduction initiatives, school-based prevention programs, or other evidence-based education 
programs. But the 2023 Opioid Law requires that all expenditures be either “evidence-based” or 
“evidence-informed,” setting an objective standard: the opioid funds must be used in a thoughtful, 
research-grounded manner.10 These terms are not defined in statute but carry widely accepted 

 
10 N.J.S.A. 26:2G-39(e); see also Brian Rush & Karen Urbanoski, Seven Core Principles of Substance Use 
Treatment System Design to Aid in Identifying Strengths, Gaps, and Required Enhancements, Supp. No. 18 
J. Stud. Alcohol & Drugs 10 (2019), https://doi.org/10.15288/jsads.2019.s18.9. 

https://doi.org/10.15288/jsads.2019.s18.9
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meanings: “evidence-based” approaches have been rigorously evaluated and shown measurable 
results; “evidence-informed” strategies draw on the best available data and research, even if not 
formally tested. 
 
Despite these standards, the Township did not apply any evidence-based or evidence-informed 
reasoning. Officials told OSC the decision was made after one directors’ meeting with the Mayor. 
With only a vague understanding that the funds were for “opioid-related events,” directors 
discussed “three or four” ideas—including a billboard campaign and Narcan distribution—before 
someone proposed a concert. The BA said directors agreed a concert would provide good 
outreach. According to the Mayor, Antoine Richardson—the DJ who was later awarded the 
contract—was discussed during the same meeting. Richardson himself remembered a phone call 
with multiple Township officials discussing which artists they wanted to perform at the concert. 
Officials recalled no follow-up discussions on how to spend the funds.  
 
In its 2023 report to DHS, the Township claimed it “performed internal research on the benefits 
and effectiveness of Concerts and Festivals.” But the only “research” the BA could cite was a 
personal internet search. He told OSC: 
 

I ran searches to see if other people had done concerts . . . I came 
across things . . . studies or articles . . . I thought there was enough 
information out there to say “yeah, having a concert wouldn’t be an 
issue.” I thought it was evidence-informed.  

 
He also referred to childhood memories of drug awareness programs and recalled that a 
nonprofit, Partnership for a Drug-Free New Jersey (PDFNJ), held awareness concerts sometime 
between 2017 and 2019, though he could not recall specifics.  
 
In court filings submitted months after OSC’s interview with the BA, he cited additional examples 
of outreach concerts and public health literature. He also argued public health practitioners often 
use platforms like Google Scholar. But none of this material informed the Township’s original 
decision. The documents the Township eventually provided to OSC—including articles, webpages, 
and press releases—were gathered well after the fact, many printed in 2025 in response to OSC’s 
inquiry. A program cannot be considered “evidence-based” or “evidence-informed” when the 
evidence is gathered only after the money is spent. 
 
The only example the BA could confirm as influencing the 2023 decision was PDFNJ’s “Shout 
Down Drugs” concert series. But those events differ significantly: they involve a statewide contest 
in which students submit original music with prevention messages, culminating in a free 
showcase.11 Winners receive up to $10,000 in music contracts. The events are clearly structured 
around education, engagement, and behavior change. Irvington’s concerts had no such 
framework. 
 

 
11 New Jersey Unites Against a Crisis: Ninth Annual Knock Out Opioid Abuse Day Set for October 6, Globe 
Newswire (Sept. 4, 2024), https://www.globenewswire.com/news-
release/2024/09/04/2940721/0/en/New-Jersey-Unites-Against-a-Crisis-Ninth-Annual-Knock-Out-Opioid-
Abuse-Day-Set-for-October-6.html (describing PDFNJ’s program). 

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2024/09/04/2940721/0/en/New-Jersey-Unites-Against-a-Crisis-Ninth-Annual-Knock-Out-Opioid-Abuse-Day-Set-for-October-6.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2024/09/04/2940721/0/en/New-Jersey-Unites-Against-a-Crisis-Ninth-Annual-Knock-Out-Opioid-Abuse-Day-Set-for-October-6.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2024/09/04/2940721/0/en/New-Jersey-Unites-Against-a-Crisis-Ninth-Annual-Knock-Out-Opioid-Abuse-Day-Set-for-October-6.html
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Beyond the BA’s anecdotal input, the Township did not consult any professionals, public health 
experts, or community stakeholders. The CFO acknowledged that “a lot of organizations” reached 
out with proposals—such as police-assisted referrals or treatment partnerships—but the 
Township declined to follow up. Asked whether those groups recommended how to spend the 
funds, the CFO responded, “I mean, they were pitching their program. So I assume that’s their 
opinion.” When asked if the Township engaged with survivors or residents affected by the opioid 
crisis, the Mayor said such outreach would be “very difficult” and the goal was to “make it 
comfortable” for people to share their stories.  
 
No one ensured the decision met evidence-informed standards. The CFO said he believed the 
funds were used “in the areas that were appropriate based upon the limited . . . information we 
had,” and that he had read the Attorney General’s MOA “at one point.” The BA said the CFO was 
“ultimately responsible,” but conceded the CFO would not necessarily know whether the decision 
was evidence-informed. The BA assumed the health department had been consulted.  
 
In reality, the health department played no role. The Health Director at the time said she and her 
staff were not involved in the event’s planning, had not attended any directors’ meetings on the 
subject, and only learned about the concert from a flyer. No one asked her to participate, but she 
attended on her own and brought informational handouts she had printed from an internet search. 
The Director of Public Safety also told OSC that no one from the Township consulted his 
department on using the opioid settlement funds on the concerts other than providing security 
for the events.  
 
The Township’s decision was not evidence-informed. While the statute does not define that term 
precisely, under any reasonable reading it requires far more than anecdotes and a cursory online 
search. The Township’s rejection of stakeholder input, failure to engage public health staff, and 
reliance on after-the-fact justifications all reflect a troubling disregard for the intent of opioid 
funds—and help explain why the resulting expenditure failed to serve the community in a 
meaningful way.  
 
2. Irvington Misused the EUS Exception to Public Bidding for the 2023 Event in Violation of the 

LPCL 
 
Not only did the Township fail to implement a thoughtful, evidence-based approach to spending 
opioid funds on a concert—it also awarded $168,500 to a single vendor through a non-public, non-
competitive process that did not comply with state law. Specifically, the Township violated the 
LPCL by improperly relying on the EUS exception. On April 10, 2023, the Township passed a 
resolution awarding a contract for $168,500 to Taj Lounge 973, LLC for the 2023 Opioid 
Awareness Event, characterizing the services as “Extraordinary Unspecified[sic] Services, as 
defined by NJSA 40A:11-2 (7) [that] are not required to be publicly bid as provided for in [N.J.S.A.] 
40A:11-5(1)(a)(ii).”  
 
The LPCL defines an EUS as “specialized and qualitative in nature requiring expertise, extensive 
training and proven reputation in the field of endeavor.” A contract over the bid threshold may 
proceed without public bidding only after documenting efforts to secure competitive quotations 
and a written determination that soliciting quotations is impracticable. The exception must be 
construed narrowly in favor of competitive bidding “whenever possible.” 
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DLGS regulations further limit the EUS exception, requiring (1) the qualitative nature cannot 
reasonably be described by written specifications, (2) if specifications can be prepared, they must 
be, (3) prior bids or ongoing services are presumed not to qualify unless justified in writing, and 
(4) a designated official must certify in detail why the contract meets legal criteria—mere 
recitation of statutory language is insufficient. A general “desire to have a reliable job performed” 
is also insufficient. 
 
DLGS explains that before awarding such a contract, the official must certify why specifications 
cannot reasonably be drafted, outline solicitation efforts, and describe how the work meets legal 
requirements. DLGS provides a standard format, requiring the contracting official to provide “a 
clear description of the nature of the work,” a detailed explanation beyond rephrasing the statute, 
and a list of vendors contacted and their prices and terms.12 DLGS also recommends competitive 
contracting under N.J.S.A. 40A:11-4.1 (k) instead of the EUS exception. 
 
Here, the Township failed to meet these requirements. It did not adequately document efforts to 
solicit quotations or explain why doing so was impracticable. The Township provided a March 28, 
2023 memorandum the QPA told OSC was intended as the certification.  
 

Figure 1: Memorandum to QPA about 2023 Opioids Awareness Event 
 

 
 
However, the memorandum did not include necessary details such as a description of the work, 
reasons why specifications could not be drafted, or a summary of informal solicitation efforts. 
Instead, it mirrored statutory language without providing the required specifics. A March 28, 2023 
email from the QPA to the Mayor’s assistant requested that the assistant take the attached 
document containing the EUS determination, put it on the Mayor’s letterhead, stamp it, and return 

 
12 N.J. Dep’t of Cmty. Affs., Div. of Local Gov’t Servs., Local Finance Notice AU 2002-2: Extraordinary 
Unspecifiable Services (Feb. 26, 2002), https://www.nj.gov/dca/divisions/dlgs/lfns/02/au-2002-2.pdf. 

https://www.nj.gov/dca/divisions/dlgs/lfns/02/au-2002-2.pdf
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it to the QPA. When questioned by OSC, the QPA mentioned that the mayor had prepared the 
memo, not her. She expressed that, in her professional opinion, many items could be bid, although 
she was sometimes informed otherwise. She agreed with the decision to use the EUS exception 
after understanding more about contracting with musical artists, despite initially questioning the 
sole vendor choice. When OSC spoke with the Mayor, he claimed the QPA prepared the 
memorandum, but he had his assistant stamp-sign it because he was told, “if you want to have 
the concert, this is what you have to do.” Upon follow-up, the QPA stated she prepared the 
language and did not remember attributing it to the Mayor.  
 
Neither the QPA nor the Mayor could identify any efforts to seek quotations from other vendors. 
The assertion that Taj Lounge 973 was “the only qualified vendor” is inconsistent with DLGS rules, 
which state that a “sole source” claim alone does not justify bypassing bidding requirements. The 
memorandum lacked the thoroughness needed to meet LPCL standards. 
 
The QPA told OSC the EUS exception was appropriate due to the vendor’s unique access to 
artists. She explained bookings are handled through intermediaries, making direct solicitation 
difficult. Even if true, the memorandum still failed to explain in writing why solicitation was 
impracticable. 
 
More recently, the Township has tried to retroactively justify its prior use of the EUS exception by 
pointing to steps taken in 2025. Specifically, the QPA cited the Township’s issuance of a RFP on 
March 11 and April 2, 2025, seeking a “Promotor and musical management consultant for opioid 
concert” for a potential 2025 Opioid Awareness Day. As of her April 29, 2025 certification in 
support of litigation against OSC, no proposals had been received. In an April 3, 2025 interview, 
the QPA told OSC the RFP went “above and beyond” LPCL requirements and that the lack of 
vendor interest validated the earlier use of the EUS exception in 2023 and 2024. OSC disagrees. 
The RFP represents the minimum effort required under the LPCL—a good-faith attempt to secure 
competition—and its existence underscores that the Township was always capable of preparing 
specifications for these services. Efforts made in 2025 do not cure earlier procurement failures. 
 
More concerning, the Township’s response to OSC’s findings evinces a fundamental 
misunderstanding of which LPCL provisions apply, or an after-the-fact attempt to justify its 
expenditure. In its May 29, 2024 letter to OSC, the Township claimed for the first time that its 
expenditure was appropriate under N.J.S.A. 40A:11-5(1)(k) (“subsection (k)”), arguing that “EUS 
may be used for the acquisition of artistic services.”  
 
But subsection (k) is a separate exception entirely. It allows contracts for “artifacts or other items 
of unique intrinsic, artistic, or historical character” without public bidding. Even if applicable, the 
Township did not award these contracts under subsection (k). Its resolutions cite only N.J.S.A. 
40A:11-5(1)(a)(ii), the EUS exception.  
 
Yet in its response to OSC’s draft report and its lawsuit, the Township repeatedly conflates 
subsection (k) with the EUS exception, arguing “the Extraordinary Unspecifiable Services 
exception set forth in N.J.S.A. 40A:11-5(1)(k) (‘EUS exception’) is a highly technical process that 
is to be carried out by licensed and trained QPA’s,” and “The Township did not . . . misuse the 
[EUS] statute, N.J.S.A. 40A:11-5(1)(k), in its procurement process.” This argument shows either a 
fundamental misunderstanding or a misleading attempt to justify the nonpublic procurements 
under a statute the Township did not rely on when awarding the contracts.  
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Other procurement records for the 2023 concert further reflect the Township’s lax approach. On 
March 20, 2023, Antoine Richardson sent an email to the QPA titled, “This is the budget for the 
opium 2023 concert in irvington nj,” and stating only: “For all entertainment and sound and stage 
$169,500.” The QPA advised Richardson to submit a proposal, and the written proposal attached 
to the resolution consisted of four vague sentences. See Figure 2 below.  
 

Figure 2: Business Proposal from Taj Lounge 973, LLC 
 

 
 
In its May 29, 2024 letter to OSC, the Township claimed that “standard goods and services” 
provided by Taj Lounge, “such as sound, stage, event planning, and promotional services . . . are 
under the Township’s bid threshold of $44,000.” The Township repeated this claim in its more 
recent lawsuit against OSC, stating that the Township confirmed each component was below the 
$44,000 bid threshold, obtained quotes from multiple vendors, and did not procure these services 
under the EUS exception. But Green-Richardson told OSC that she never gave the Township an 
itemized invoice showing what the non-artistic services cost, and only ever provided the “general 
number” quoted in the proposal in Figure 2 above. The Township’s claim is also inconsistent with 
all of the records and statements the Township has produced to OSC since its inquiry began in 
January 2024. The Township has not provided OSC with other quotes for “support services,” 
invoices, or documents showing costs. Nor has it explained how it “confirmed” these costs when 
the proposal quoted $168,500.00 for artists, travel, “sound, stage and promotion” without a 
breakdown. On the contrary, numerous officials, including the Mayor, stated clearly that they did 
not know how the funds were spent by the vendor. 
 
At best, the Township’s reliance on a non-competitive process to award a contract to a business 
owned or controlled by Richardson—a full-time Township employee—or his immediate family 
creates an appearance of favoritism and carelessness. At worst it reflects a disregard for public 
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procurement law, the purpose of the opioid settlements, and—more troublingly—the vulnerable 
residents who depend on these funds to recover from opioid addiction.13  
 
3. The 2023 Event Demonstrated Minimal Connections to Opioid Awareness and Education 
 
The Township spent over $350,000 on its 2023 Opioid Awareness Day concert. However, the 
Township has not provided evidence to OSC that the event effectively conveyed meaningful 
awareness or education about opioid addiction. On the contrary, the evidence shows that the 
event did not meaningfully promote awareness about opioid addiction or available resources. 
There were no tracked metrics, attendance estimates, or lists of health- or opioid-related vendors. 
The only verified attendee relating to addiction was the Rutgers Medications for Addiction 
Treatment Center of Excellence.  
 
Although the Township claims the event incorporated other permissible uses, such as Narcan 
distribution, it was unable to confirm whether Narcan was actually distributed in 2023. The 
Attorney General’s MOA lists free Narcan distribution as an approved use, but the Public Safety 
Director did not recall the Police Department distributing Narcan and noted that liability concerns 
likely prevented it. He suggested the Health Department might have distributed it but was unsure. 
The former Health Director said the Department had no access to Narcan at that time. Even if 
Narcan had been distributed, it would not justify spending over $350,000 on a single-day concert, 
which included $168,500 on entertainment, nearly $100,000 on mobile and stationary billboards, 
$1,600 on a shaved ice machine, almost $4,000 on a popcorn machine, more than $1,500 on a 
cotton candy machine, about $5,500 on an ice maker, $11,000 on generators, $6,600 on luxury 
rental trailers, and more. Additional resources related to opioid addiction could have simply been 
incorporated into other established events like Unity Day—a well-attended annual festival 
featuring food, music, and public health outreach—which officials told OSC typically draws more 
residents than the opioid events. 
 

 
13 OSC’s investigation into the Township’s procurement process also revealed concerns about records 
retention. The Mayor told OSC he does not use an official Township email address to avoid what he believes 
would be a high volume of direct emails. Instead, he receives emails related to official Township business 
at a personal email account and forwards them to his executive secretary. He said he does not intentionally 
use his personal email for official matters, but acknowledged that individuals with his address from before 
he became Mayor still contact him that way. This raises questions about whether the Township is 
adequately preserving public records. For example, the state records retention schedule governing 
municipalities requires local governments to use email systems with central storage that is both “separate 
from copies of E-Mail stored in the end-users’ email boxes” and controlled by “authorized information 
technology and/or records management staff,” neither of which appear to apply to the Mayor’s personal 
email. See N.J. State Treasury Department, Division of Revenue and Enterprise Services, Bureau of Records 
Management, Municipal Agencies General Records Retention Schedule, Schedule No. M100000-018, 
Record Series No. 0800-001 (December 19, 2024), available at  
https://www.nj.gov/treasury/revenue/rms/pdf/M100000-018.pdf. The Township attorney told OSC he 
does not recall seeing an OPRA request directed at the Mayor’s personal email, and if one were received, 
responsive records would likely come from the executive secretary’s account. The Municipal Clerk likewise 
reported no such OPRA requests and noted that councilmembers use commercial email accounts, not 
Township-maintained addresses, for official business. OPRA requests for councilmember emails are 
forwarded directly to them, and they are responsible for responding. Requiring the Mayor and 
councilmembers to use official Township email addresses would help ensure public records are preserved 
in accordance with state law and regulations. 
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Additionally, the Township claims it included a media campaign as part of the concert, spending 
$82,248 on “Opioid Awareness Billboards.” But the CFO told OSC that these were primarily to 
promote the concert, and no 2023 ads were provided to verify their content. Flyers produced by 
the Township only advertised the event and contained no educational or resource-focused 
content. The flyers did, however, prominently feature images of the Mayor and musical 
performers, including Richardson, who appears in the flyer as “DJ Qua.”  
 

Figure 3: Flyer of 2023 Opioid Awareness Day Concert 
 

 
 
There is little evidence that the event’s messaging was more substantive than its marketing. The 
Township claimed that the Mayor, councilmembers, and artists spoke about the opioid crisis. The 
Mayor told OSC they “had a script to talk about the dangers of opioids . . . and we got up on the 
microphone and read the script.” The Mayor could not remember who prepared it but said it 
included information from “the internet,” “talking points,” and “facts about opioids.” In response 
to this report, the Mayor claims he “educated residents . . . on the risk of prescriptions, drug 
addiction, and overdose,” urged consulting doctors about non-opioid options, careful dosing, 
reporting side effects, and avoiding mixing substances. He also claims that officials discussed 
safe storage, disposal, needle exchanges, and prescription drop-off locations. Despite multiple 
opportunities, the Township has not produced the script or any health materials it claims were 
distributed.  
 
The Township did provide OSC with an image of t-shirts handed out at the event, which read 
“Opioid Awareness Day” on the front, “Everyone you meet is fighting a battle you know nothing 
about” on the back, and “Mayor Tony Vauss” on both sides. 
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Figure 4: Photograph of 2023 T-Shirt 
 

    
 
For his part, Antoine Richardson told OSC that he performed a DJ set, during which he told the 
crowd to “stay clean,” “say no to drugs,” and “do not use.” Richardson also said that each artist 
that took the stage and said something to the effect of, “Kids, stay in school, stay away from 
drugs.”   
 
The only verified message displayed on stage was an ad for a “Yacht Party Cruise Around 
Manhattan” presented by Richardson (using his stage name). The stage display made no mention 
of opioids.  

 
Figure 5: Photograph of 2023 Stage Display 

 

 
 



 

Page 18 

The Township has not produced any other messaging or resources from the event. The former 
Health Director, who attended on her own, recalled the Health Department had a table with general 
health literature, including some opioid-related materials printed from the internet for the event. 
She could not recall the substance or source of the materials, and no copies were kept. Some 
attendees reportedly asked about general health and addiction. The former Health Director said 
she played no role in selecting vendors, had no interaction with other tables, and did not recall 
seeing any other vendors or opioid resources beyond her Department’s printouts.  
 
While community events with entertainment can support outreach efforts and may be permissible 
under settlement agreements and state law under certain circumstances, the health messaging 
at the 2023 concert was minimal and did not justify spending $168,500 of opioid funds on musical 
performances, along with an additional $185,000 on expenses ranging from advertising to 
popcorn, shaved ice, cotton candy, and ice machines, as well as generators and luxury trailer 
rentals. 
 
4. The Township’s Planning and Procurement Processes for the 2024 Event Were Similarly 

Flawed 
 
The Township again failed to demonstrate that its spending met the required evidence-informed 
standard for its second event, held on June 8, 2024, in front of Town Hall. Officials did not evaluate 
whether the first event achieved any measurable public health benefit, nor did they consider 
whether a second concert was the best use of limited opioid funds. The BA told OSC he believed 
the first event was successful due to its “very large turnout,” and that “everyone was on board 
with repeating the process,” aiming for “an even bigger turnout” and “even more services” in 2024. 
In response to this Report, the BA stated “[p]reliminary crowd estimates, based on photo analysis 
and on-site assessments, suggest attendance exceeding 3,000.” However, the Township has not 
provided OSC with any documentation of these assessments–who conducted them, how 
estimates were calculated, when they were done, or whether they played any role in justifying the 
continued expenditure of opioid funds.  
 
After receiving additional funds in FY 2024, the Mayor recalled an informal discussion with his 
team: 
 

This is how much money we have . . . what do we want to do? Do 
we want to have another concert? Can we make it bigger, better, 
bigger artists, bigger stars, more people come out? . . . Build upon 
it every year.”  

  
The Mayor described proposing musical acts he thought would be “big draws” and checking with 
Richardson “whether we have a shot at getting them.” Richardson, too recalled that the process 
for the 2024 concert was the same as 2023—at some point, he spoke with a group of Township 
officials over the phone about which artists they wanted to hire. On January 25, 2024, the 
Township passed a resolution awarding $200,000 to Taj Entertainment LLC—over $30,000 more 
than the previous year. Like 2023, the Township again used the EUS exception and nearly identical 
resolution language. The 2024 resolution stipulated paying the vendor $100,000 upfront, with the 
balance due after the event.  
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Despite the increased cost, the Township has not explained how the 2024 concert differed in 
scope or services. The resolution referenced an “attached proposal,” but the document—labeled 
a “contract” and dated January 2, 2024—simply listed eight musical artists and basic references 
to staging, sound, lighting, and travel expenses. It stated the Township and vendor “agreed on a 
budget of $200k.” According to the QPA, this was the vendor’s proposal.  
 

Figure 6: 2024 Event Contract 
 

 
 
Like the prior year, the 2024 proposal did not include a breakdown of individual service costs, 
even though the Township claimed it “confirmed” that staging, sound, event coordination, and 
promotion were each under the $44,000 bid threshold. The Township also failed to provide OSC 
with the required vendor quotes that purportedly supported these figures. Green-Richardson—
who said she runs Taj Entertainment even though the business is nominally owned by her son—
told OSC that she prepared the proposal in Figure 6 and did not provide the Township with a more 
itemized breakdown of the $200,000 price. She also identified Antoine Richardson’s signature at 
the bottom left of the proposal and said he often signs forms on behalf of the businesses. Again, 
the Township’s claim that it “confirmed” the costs of staging and sound is not supported by any 
records the Township has produced since 2024 and contradicts statements from multiple 
officials, including the Mayor, who told OSC they did not know how the vendor spent the funds. 
Richardson claimed some artists charged less than their normal fees because of his relationship 
with them, but none worked for free. Green-Richardson refused to tell OSC how much they paid 
each musical performer and how much the businesses profited from the contracts, while 
Richardson claimed not to recall.   
 
The documents the Township did provide included a January 11, 2024 memorandum from the 
Mayor to the QPA–nearly identical to the one submitted in March 2023. Once again, it failed to 
meet EUS requirements and merely echoed statutory language:  
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Figure 7: Memorandum to QPA about 2024 Opioid Event 
 

 
 
 
The 2024 agreement also lacked a clear scope of services—an issue OSC identified as being a 
problem in Irvington in 2009 and 2011 reports. Although it referenced a “scope of services” to be 
provided by the Township Attorney, no such document has been produced. Instead, the Township 
submitted a document labeled as an invoice from Taj Entertainment, dated January 26, 2024—
the same day the Township created a purchase order for the initial $100,000 payment.  The 
“invoice” mirrored the vague language of the proposal, listing artists and general categories such 
as “stage,” “sound,” and “promotion.” Whether this or the earlier proposal was intended as the 
final scope of work is unknown. Either way, the documentation again failed to provide the level of 
specificity and accountability OSC has repeatedly recommended. 
 

Figure 8: Taj Entertainment LLC Invoice to Irvington for 2024 Event 
 

 



 

Page 21 

 
In addition to hiring Taj Entertainment LLC, the Township paid $33,150 to Out Front Media on 
March 25, 2024, for billboard ads. Invoices show at least five billboards displayed April 15 to June 
9, 2024. The resolution stated the contract aimed to promote “Opioid Awareness information” to 
residents, but images of the billboards show that they primarily advertised the concert (and Mayor 
Vauss) with no clear public health messaging.14  
 

Figure 9: Billboard Advertisement of the 2024 Event 
 

 
 
Although the Township contracted with entertainment and media vendors by January and March, 
its earliest record of any health-related outreach came months later. On May 2, 2024, a Rutgers-
affiliated outreach coordinator emailed the Township about a meeting to discuss potential 
collaboration opportunities on multiple health-related issues. The Township’s own Health and 
Wellness Outreach Coordinator responded five days later, referencing the “Opioid Concert on 
June 15” as one example. There is no evidence that the Township consulted Rutgers or any other 
public health experts about the planning of the event. And this late-stage contact, more than three 
months after the artist contracts, suggests that health service providers were an afterthought, not 
an integral part of the original planning. 
 
5. While the Township Contacted Relevant Vendors to Attend the 2024 Event, the Concert Still 

Likely had Minimal Efficacy as an Awareness Event 
 
OSC verified that public and private health-related vendors attended the 2024 Event, including 
counseling, addiction treatment, and behavioral health centers.15 According to the Township, the 

 
14 The Township again awarded this contract through a non-public procurement process and cited two 
statutory exceptions that do not apply. First, the Township’s resolution referenced N.J.S.A. 40A:11-5(dd), 
which exempts certain contracts for proprietary computer hardware and software from public bidding 
requirements—clearly unrelated to this procurement. Second, it cited “NJSA 40:11-5(aa)” which appears to 
be a mistaken reference to N.J.S.A. 40A:11-5(aa)—an exemption related to the cooperative marketing of 
recyclable materials. The resolution does not explain why either exemption would be applicable.  
15 OSC’s investigator attended the 2024 Event from approximately 3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. and was not 
present for the entirety of the Event. While observations from that period inform portions of this report, 
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Rutgers Medications for Addiction Treatment Center of Excellence provided onsite consultations 
with a clinician. The Township also produced a letter from the Center dated April 30, 2025, 
expressing its support for the concerts. In response to OSC‘s inquiry, Rutgers confirmed that 
Center staff attended both the 2023 and 2024 events and drafted the April 30 letter upon request 
from the Township‘s legal counsel. Rutgers advised that while it supports “the opportunity for 
public outreach at community events,“ its letter “was not an endorsement of the Event or the 
manner in which the Township administered or funded the Event.“  
 
In addition to Rutgers, the Irvington Health Department also had a table with handouts and 
pamphlets. According to the Deputy Health Director, some vendors unable to attend provided 
materials for distribution. However, the Township has not provided OSC with copies of any health-
related materials distributed. At least one vendor had already packed up and left shortly after 4:00 
p.m., though the Event began at 3:00 p.m.  
 
Despite spending nearly $280,000 on the 2024 concert, the Township did not purchase any 
Narcan for the event. Instead, on June 3, 2024—five days before the concert, and roughly two 
weeks after OSC expressed its concerns in a confidential advisory letter—the Township asked 
Family Connections, Inc.’s Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention Team (ADAPT) Coalition if it could 
“provide Narcan kits for us to place on the [Health Department] table with some of your literature?” 
The Township asked for a total of 50 kits, which ADAPT indicated it would ask Essex County to 
provide. It is unclear how many kits were ultimately donated. But in response to this Report, the 
Township provided OSC with a photo showing several Narcan kits on the Health Department’s 
table. 
 

Figure 10: Irvington’s Health Department Table with Narcan at the 2024 Event 
 

 
 
The Township also provided a document titled “Township of Irvington Health Department Sign-in 
Sheet – Opioid" dated June 8, 2024, which lists the names of 57 attendees. In a May 5, 2025 email, 

 
OSC’s findings are based on a range of sources, including interviews, documents, and promotional 
materials, except where otherwise noted. 



 

Page 23 

the current Health Director told the BA that the sign-in sheet reflected attendees who were given 
Narcan and any other products that were on display at the Health Department table. The sheet 
does not record what each person took. In his May 2025 email, the current Health Director said 
the Township still possessed “twelve remaining Narcan” kits that it will give to its “public health 
nurses.” In its response to this Report, the Township also asserted for the first time that four 
individuals “sought treatment on-site,” but it has not produced any additional details or 
documentation.  
 
In addition, four or five tents or tables sold consumer goods such as cigars, purses, dresses, 
shirts, and hats, alongside at least six food vendors. Officials stated all vendors were approved 
by the Recreation Department and paid a fee. Meanwhile, the Township failed to demonstrate any 
substantial opioid-related messaging or resources. Like the 2023 concert, the 2024 concert 
featured brief remarks from the Mayor, councilmembers, and according to Richardson, from 
musical artists during their performances. An OSC investigator witnessed Councilmember At-
Large Darlene Brown speak after a short introduction by the Mayor: 
 

So this is the second year that we’re having this concert. Every year 
we want to have this to bring awareness to the opioid epidemic. 
And I’m going to introduce one of our councilpeople, who’s going to 
talk a little bit about that.  
 

Councilmember Brown then delivered a one-minute speech:  
 

Good afternoon Irvington; good afternoon. Today we bring 
awareness to opioid misuse, abuse. We bring awareness. The 
opioid crisis does not only impact the community and families but 
also places a tremendous strain on healthcare systems and 
resources. The economic burden of opioid misuse and addiction is 
staggering, with estimates indicating that the United States spends 
millions of dollars each year on healthcare costs, criminal justice 
expenses, and lost productivity associated with the opioid 
epidemic. Again, I am your councilwoman-at-large. I want you guys 
to enjoy the day here in Irvington.  

 
The investigator also observed an individual take the stage to “warm up” the crowd with the 
exclamation, “Irvington, New Jersey—We love our Mayor!” Notably, none of the health vendors 
was invited to speak, and promotional materials prominently featured Mayor Vauss while omitting 
any information about opioid addiction or treatment resources. The event flyer, like the prior 
year’s, emphasized musical acts and the Mayor’s image over public health messaging and 
included no substantive guidance on where or how to get help. See Figure 11 below. 
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Figure 11: Flyer of 2024 Opioid Awareness Day Concert 
 

 
 

T-shirts distributed at the event read “Opioid Awareness Day” on the front, “Everyone you meet is 
fighting a battle you know nothing about” on the back—alongside “Mayor Tony Vauss” printed on 
both sides.  

Figure 12: Photograph of 2024 T-Shirt 
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No opioid-related information appeared on stage, though two large posters of Mayor Vauss 
flanked it.  

 
Figure 13: Photograph of 2024 Stage Display 

 

 
 
Taken together, the evidence suggests the event’s primary purpose was not to educate or assist 
the public but to host a party, leaving a few brief opioid mentions as a gesture rather than a 
substantive focus.  

 
6. The Township Wasted $632,502.16 on Both Events Without Evaluating the Reasonableness 

of the Expenses 
 
As of June 30, 2024, the Township reported receiving $1,093,018 in opioid funds. It reported 
spending $310,352 in 2023 and $302,826 in 2024, for a total of $613,178. According to the CFO, 
this entire amount related to the 2023 and 2024 Opioid Awareness Day events, including vendor 
payments, t-shirts, flyers, and billboards.  
 
However, the Township’s own accounting of its expenses shows that it spent $632,502.16 on 
both concerts. A significant portion of the funds—$368,500—was awarded to businesses owned 
or controlled by Richardson and his immediate family (the “Taj vendors”) to provide musical 
artists and unspecified “sound, stage, event planning, and promotional services.”  
 
Other significant expenditures of opioid settlement funds for the 2023 and 2024 concerts include: 

• $115,398 on stationary billboards that promoted the concert without conveying any 
meaningful awareness message;   

• At least $53,525 on other promotional materials, copies of which have not been provided 
to OSC, including $16,000 to “Stratgic [sic] Marketing Group LLC” for mobile billboards 
that the owner described as featuring an image of Mayor Vauss in a suit with his arms 
folded;16 

• $34,445 on the t-shirts pictured above; 

 
16 This business entity is legally registered as “Stratgic Marketing Group LLC,” although it may operate under 
the name “Strategic Marketing Group.” 
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• $29,161 to purchase eight generators and food vending equipment, including an ice 
maker; popcorn, cotton candy, and flavor ice machines and serving carts; a hot food 
display stand; and a coffee urn; 

• $2,373 spent on “catering” provided at an unspecified time and location by 72 Lyons Ave. 
Corp., operating as “Marlo’s Lounge”; and  

• $12,648 on “38’ Luxury VIP Talent Rental” trailers.17 
 
The Township also reported police overtime for the concerts: 
 

• 2023: 206.75 hours; $11,416.21 officers 
• 2024: 133 hours; $5,810.18 officers  

 
The Public Safety Director was unsure whether this overtime was paid with opioid funds. 
According to the CFO, vendor licensing fees collected during the events were deposited into the 
general fund and did not offset event costs.  
 
Despite spending hundreds of thousands of dollars, the Township had no way to determine if its 
payments to the Taj vendors were reasonable. The agreements with the Taj vendors described 
vague services like “entertainment, sound, stage, promotion and artists,” with no itemized 
breakdowns or deliverables. Vendors were to perform “under the supervision and discretion and 
at the pleasure of the Mayor.” The Township received no invoices detailing how vendors or 
performers were paid.  
 
Although he was responsible for ensuring the funds were used for their intended purpose of 
addressing the opioid crisis, Mayor Vauss was unconcerned about who actually received the 
funding. When asked if he knew how the Taj vendors spent the funds, the Mayor replied, “No. I 
don’t know why I would.”  
 

OSC: Do you have any understanding of how the funds that were 
paid to Taj Lounge 973 were used?  
 
Mayor Vauss: What do you mean? 
 
OSC: So, they were paid 165 some-odd [thousand] dollars—do you 
have any understanding of how they took that money and what they 
used it—and how they spent it? 
 
Mayor Vauss: No. 
 
OSC: Okay. 
 
Mayor Vauss: I don’t know why I would. 
 
OSC: No, I’m just asking if you had any understanding—well, he’s 
being paid 160,000 plus [thousand] dollars— 

 
17 A more complete list of the expenditures that OSC has been able to substantiate for the 2023 and 2024 
concerts may be found in Appendix A. 
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Mayor Vauss: Mm-hmm. 
 
OSC: Using opioid funds— 
 
Mayor Vauss: Mm-hmm. 
 
OSC: And I was just curious if you had any knowledge about how 
much he paid the artist that he procured, how much he paid himself, 
how much he paid immediate family members, and how much he 
paid everybody else. 
 
Mayor Vauss: No. To be honest, that’s not my concern. We paid to 
have these artists perform at this time. The artists come and they 
perform. We got what we paid for.  
 
OSC: Okay. How did you determine that the amount of the contract 
was reasonable? 
 
. . .  
 
Mayor Vauss: Based upon the money that we had at the time. So 
we got 168,000—the thought process is well, who can we get for 
168,000 dollars to make this a successful contract?  

 
In its response to this Report and in its lawsuit against OSC, the Township for the first time 
provided an estimated “breakdown of the cost ranges for the music artists” who performed at the 
2023 and 2024 concerts by citing publicly-available information on the artists’ typical fee ranges 
that amount to more than the Township paid to the Taj vendors. But publicly-available information 
on the artists’ typical fee range does not explain how much Richardson and his affiliated 
businesses actually paid the artists and kept for themselves. The Township has no record of how 
much of the funds went to any of the artists, including Richardson and his son—whom the 
Township promoted as performers, with their images and stage names featured on flyers.18 For 
his part, Richardson claims that he did not charge a fee for the DJ sets he performed at the 
concerts and did not know whether the Taj vendors profited from the events, and Green-
Richardson claims that her son did not charge a fee for the DJ sets he performed.  
 
But Green-Richardson confirmed that the businesses profited from the Opioid Awareness Day 
concerts and refused to disclose the amount, insisting that “most” of the money went to the 
artists. She and her son have also refused to comply with OSC’s subpoenas for the Taj vendors’ 
business records. She told OSC that they do not charge a standard amount or percentage for 
contracts, but they often profit between $10,000 and $80,000, depending on the contract. Green-
Richardson said that she did not provide itemized invoices to the Township and refused to explain 

 
18 See Figure 3 for the 2023 event flyer and Figure 11 for the 2024 event flyer; both showcase Richardson 
and his son under their stage names. 
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to OSC how the businesses spent the money for the opioid concerts, claiming that doing so could 
harm the artists’ bargaining power for other contracts.  
 
Moreover, the Mayor’s responses indicate that when evaluating whether the payments were 
reasonable, the Township’s only relevant question was how much opioid money it had on hand. 
The fact that the Township designed these events primarily around the available opioid funds 
underscores that the expenditures were improper. The Township had no way to assess whether 
costs were reasonable or how vendors used the funds, demonstrating a complete disregard for 
the intent of the settlement agreements.  
 
B. The Township Paid $368,500 in Opioid Settlement Funds to 

Businesses Owned by Township Employee Antoine Richardson 
or his Immediate Family 

 
1. Richardson was Employed as a Full-Time DJ Under the Title “Keyboarding Clerk I” Without a 

Clear Job Description  
 
Of the $632,502.16 the Township spent on the 2023 and 2024 Opioid Awareness Day concerts, it 
paid $368,500 to two businesses nominally owned by immediate family members of Township 
employee Antoine Richardson.  
 
Richardson has performed on local radio since at least 1998, and is well-known in Irvington. 
Multiple officials told OSC he is “very popular” locally. His radio station’s website states that “DJ 
Qua has worked with some very prominent politicians . . . Mayors of Newark, Irvington, East 
Orange, Orange, Roselle, Hillside & Jersey City to NJ Assemblyman, Senators, Congressmen and 
Governors.” Mayor Vauss, elected in 2014, has known Richardson since high school and recalls 
him DJing even then. The Mayor also said Richardson has DJ’d at some of his campaign events. 
 
Richardson was hired as a temporary employee on July 29, 2014, and as a full-time employee with 
the Recreation Department on November 3, 2014. Although hired four weeks after the Mayor’s 
first term began, the Mayor told OSC he was not involved in the hiring. Richardson said that he 
was not sure who from the Township ultimately interviewed or hired him. The BA said the 
department director would have decided, and the BA “would have just signed off.”  
 
But the Recreation Director at the time, employed since 1998, told OSC he did not hire Richardson. 
He said he “did not ask . . . but then, you know, new administration comes in . . . if they had 
anybody that wanted to work, that’s their prerogative.” Richardson was not hired for a specific 
task—after assignment, the Director integrated him into the team. Richardson worked 6.5 hours 
daily, Monday through Friday, greeting visitors, helping run programs, and inspecting parks. 
During his time in the Parks & Recreation Department, Richardson was required to keep his time 
by punching in and out on a timeclock.  
 
Richardson was disciplined for attendance issues. In September 2015, the BA issued a written 
reprimand for failing to punch in and out, which should have resulted in six days’ loss of pay. 
Another reprimand in November 2016 reminded him to follow timeclock policies, warning of 
further discipline. A 2016 evaluation noted “attendance needs . . . improvement,” and a 2017 
evaluation said he did “not abuse sick, or personal time,” but again cited attendance issues. The 
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Director said Richardson’s attendance improved afterward, but in early 2018, the Director stopped 
seeing Richardson at work. After a week, he called Human Resources, which advised that 
Richardson no longer worked in Recreation. The Director was not told why.  
 
The Township and Richardson provided different explanations for the change in Richardson’s job. 
The BA told OSC he transferred Richardson in approximately 2018 because he had not realized 
until reprimanding Richardson that he was the same radio DJ the BA was familiar with. The BA 
thought Richardson’s DJ talents were being “squandered” in Recreation and the Township needed 
sound services for events. By contrast, Richardson told OSC that the Township moved him from 
Recreation to his new role after he told multiple Township officials, including the BA, that he was 
feeling “overwhelmed” by the amount of people asking to take pictures with him due to his 
celebrity status. Either way, in 2018, Richardson’s full-time job became providing sound and music 
services for Township events. He remained on the Recreation Department’s payroll but was 
“technically” supervised by the BA. 
 
Although Richardson was reassigned to the BA’s supervision over seven years ago, the Township 
never created a formal job description or updated his civil service title to reflect his actual 
responsibilities. The Township has no official criteria for evaluating Richardson’s performance in 
his current role. His personnel file contains performance evaluations from his time in Recreation, 
but none since 2018. According to the Township, his Civil Service Commission (CSC) title is 
“Keyboarding Clerk I,” a clerical designation focused on document processing and data entry—
which bears no resemblance to the work he actually performs.  
 
In contrast, the BA described Richardson’s actual responsibilities as preparing and operating 
audio equipment, providing music and amplified sound, attending “rehearsals,” and DJing at up 
to twenty Township events per year. Richardson also transports, repairs, and replaces equipment 
at his own expense and promotes events on his radio show, which the BA called an “added 
benefit.” The BA admitted the lack of evaluations is a “failing” but claimed to monitor performance 
through event attendance. Richardson described his job duties as providing “all PA” services—
“any audio, or any entertainment”—for all Township departments on an as-needed basis. Although 
classified as an employee, Richardson’s independent, unsupervised role—using his own 
equipment and controlling his work—makes him more like an independent contractor. Under state 
law, he would likely qualify as one if not for his salary, benefits, and pension.19 
 
The disconnect between Richardson’s title and actual duties—combined with the Township’s lack 
of oversight—created conditions ripe for further accountability failures and conflicts of interest. 
 
2. Richardson has a Financial Interest in Two Vendors Hired for Multiple Township Events, 

Including the Opioid Concerts  
 
The Township’s frequent hiring of vendors owned by Richardson or his immediate family to 
perform services overlapping with his full-time responsibilities created a clear conflict of interest.  
 

 
19 See, e.g., Hargrove v. Sleepy’s, LLC, 220 N.J. 289 (2015) (holding that under the ABC test, a worker is 
presumed to be an employee unless the employer proves all three criteria: that the worker is free from 
control, performs work outside the usual course of place of business, and is engaged in an independently 
established trade or profession). 
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In 2023, the Township awarded $168,500 to Taj Lounge 973, LLC (Taj Lounge). Records filed with 
the Division of Revenue and Enterprise Services (DORES) show Taj Lounge was formed in June 
2019 for “music hosting” and “night club hosting,” with Antoine Richardson as its sole member. 
By 2023, its Certificate of Formation listed Green-Richardson as sole member. She explained that 
Richardson turned over the business to her because they wanted to obtain a liquor license and 
could not do so while the business was owned under Richardson’s name.  
 
In 2024, the Township awarded $200,000 to Taj Entertainment LLC (Taj Entertainment), formed 
July 2022 with Richardson’s son, as sole member. Richardson’s son has not cooperated with a 
subpoena and court order for his sworn statement. Green-Richardson explained that she helped 
her son create Taj Entertainment, but that “When we say Taj Entertainment, Taj Lounge—that’s all 
us,” referring to her husband, her son, and herself.  
 
After OSC raised concerns on May 21, 2024, the Township responded in its May 29, 2024 letter 
that “Richardson, a recreation employee, does not own Taj Entertainment or Taj Lounge but is a 
family member,” claiming no conflict. 
 
This reply is problematic in two ways. First, the Township understood it was effectively hiring 
Antoine Richardson himself for his ability to retain artists, even if he did not own the businesses 
on paper. The Mayor told OSC he worked directly with Richardson to determine which artists the 
Township could afford and understood Richardson was securing the artists. The Township’s 
position that there was no conflict because the businesses were nominally owned by family 
contradicts its justification for using the EUS exception, which relies on Antoine Richardson’s 
supposedly unique access to highly desired artists. 
 
Second, even assuming Richardson was not the real owner of the businesses, the Township 
promoted him (“DJ Qua”) as a performer, with his image and stage name featured on flyers 
alongside his son’s.20 In his lawsuit against OSC, the BA claimed in his signed certification that 
Richardson “served only as an unpaid MC at the concert” and “received no compensation beyond 
his regular Township salary.” But Green-Richardson confirmed that the Taj vendors profited from 
these contracts, and Richardson has access to the bank accounts where business’s earnings are 
deposited. This also conflicts with the Mayor’s statement that he did not know or care whether 
Richardson was compensated and with the Township’s own inability to verify how the funds paid 
to the Taj vendors were ultimately used. Green-Richardson insisted the profits were “small” but 
refused to disclose the amount. She has also refused to comply with OSC’s subpoenas for 
business records from the Taj vendors. 
 
The BA also claimed in his certification that “Richardson did not participate in the procurement 
or contracting process.” But Township records, Green-Richardson, and Richardson himself 
directly contradict that statement. Richardson, not his family members, communicated with 
officials, signed purchase orders, and picked up payments for the 2023 and 2024 concerts on 
behalf of the Taj businesses. Emails and texts between the QPA and Richardson show he 
submitted forms for both events. Richardson identified his own signature on (1) the agreement 
between Taj Lounge and the Township for the 2023 concert; (2) the purchase orders for the 2023 

 
20 See Figure 3 for the 2023 event flyer and Figure 11 for the 2024 event flyer; both showcase DJ Qua and 
DJ Taj. 



 

Page 31 

and 2024 concerts; (3) the Jan. 8, 2024 proposal submitted to the Township on behalf of “Taj 
Entertainment”; (4) the $168,500 check issued by the Township to Taj Lounge in 2023; and (5) the 
$100,000 check issued to Taj Entertainment in 2024.21  
 
Figure 14: Check Issued to Taj Entertainment for 2024 Event and Signed by Antoine Richardson 

 

 
 
Richardson described Taj Lounge as a “family business,” and said that because his wife started 
Taj Lounge based off of his own relationships with artists, “my wife is me.” And if there were any 
further doubt as to who actually participated in the procurement process with the Township, 
neither the QPA, BA, nor Mayor knew Trennetha Green-Richardson, the nominal owner of Taj 
Lounge.  
 

 
21 The Township awarded the $200,000 to Taj Entertainment in 2024 in two installments. The second 
installment was paid on June 7, 2024, via money transfer.  
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The Township’s argument in its May 29, 2024 letter also conflicts with its own Purchasing Manual 
and local ordinance,22 both of which prohibit employees from having a direct or indirect interest 
in Township contracts. OSC raised conflict concerns on January 31, 2024; seven days later, the 
Township updated its Purchasing Manual to prohibit Township employees from being “interested 
directly or indirectly” in Township contracts—just 13 days after awarding the $200,000 contract 
to Taj Entertainment. Yet in May—four months after updating its Purchasing Manual—the 
Township claimed there was no conflict because Richardson’s family members were the nominal 
owners of the Taj businesses, and stated “based on the OSC’s recommendation, we will update 
our Purchasing handbook.” 
 
The Township also claimed in its letter that its ordinance “in Article I, Section 7-4, prevents 
conflicts of interest concerning utility-related contracts but not all service contracts.” This 
misreads the plain language of the ordinance, which broadly prohibits all employees and officers 
from having direct or indirect interests in Township contracts and imposes additional restrictions 
on public utility contracts. The ordinance has been in effect since at least 1981. The QPA told 
OSC she understood it to prohibit awarding contracts to employees. Still, the BA admitted the 
Township has violated the ordinance repeatedly—”we’ve done business with Township 
employees previously . . . It’s just not unusual.”  
 
The Township has since taken remedial steps that undercut its claim that these arrangements 
were appropriate. On June 15, 2024, it added a vendor certification form to its standard bid 
package, requiring vendors to declare that no Township employee or immediate family member 
has an interest. It also updated its employee handbook to require disclosure of familial 
relationships in public bids and allow disqualification if the Township Attorney deems a conflict 
exists. These updates are positive, but they also acknowledge the inherent conflict in the Taj 
contracts, even as officials continue to deny it.  
 
The Township failed to apply its own conflict of interest rules to Richardson and others, despite 
longstanding policies and recent updates that acknowledge such arrangements are unethical. 
 
C. The Township Relies on an “Honor System” for Verifying 

Richardson’s Work Hours and Performance Despite his Dual 
Role as Vendor and Township Employee for Identical Services 

 
The Township’s repeated use of vendors owned or controlled by employee Richardson or his 
family reflects a clear conflict of interest and raises concerns about double compensation for 
work that overlaps substantially with his full-time duties. Officially a “Keyboarding Clerk I,” 
Richardson in practice serves as a DJ and event technician—roles for which the Township also 
pays vendors linked to him. The Township could not account for how much, if any, of the 2023-
2024 opioid event funding went to Richardson through these vendors, nor explain a 19 percent 
increase in vendor payments from 2023 to 2024. Despite these concerns, the Mayor expressed 
no interest in verifying how much was paid or to whom:  
 

 
22 Township of Irvington, Administrative Legislation, Chapter 7: Administration, § 7-4: Interest of officers in 
contracts (Jan. 13, 1981),  https://ecode360.com/10274010#10274009. 

https://ecode360.com/10274010#10274009
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We got several artists . . . If [the Taj vendors] didn’t bring the artists, 
we’ve got a problem. They’re in violation of the contract. We got the 
artists, the artists performed, the people were happy, we saved 
some lives. That’s what it was. But no money went to [Richardson].  

 
When asked how he knew that Richardson did not receive opioid funds, the Mayor responded: 
 

Because the artists performed. Unless they performed for free and 
he kept all the money—I could care less. Because they performed.  

 
When asked if he knew how much went to the artists: 
 

I don’t know because I don’t care. I want the artist here. I know how 
much it costs to have the artist. If there’s an artist that costs 
$200,000, and [Richardson] got the artist to come here for free, 
what concern is that of ours? We want the artists. We have to pay 
the artists. . . . Our job here at the Township was, we paid for a 
service. It’s whether we got that service or not. Did you provide the 
artists? Did you provide everything that’s supposed to come along 
with it? Did you do that? We know it’s not free. I don’t know what 
you paid for it. But basically, that’s not my concern unless you don’t 
deliver what you agreed.  

 
Again, contrary to the Mayor’s claim that “no money went to” Richardson, Green-Richardson 
confirmed that the Taj vendors profited from the 2023 and 2024 concerts and that Richardson 
has access to the bank accounts where their earnings were deposited. In fact, he signed the 
checks that the businesses received from the Township. 
 
The ambiguity surrounding Richardson’s role is compounded by the Township’s lack of 
timekeeping. Richardson has no workstation, does not report to an office, and is expected to work 
32.5 hours per week. In 2022 and 2023, he earned approximately $46,000 annually with full 
benefits and is partially vested in the state pension system. Records show that Richardson has 
also received health and dental insurance coverage for himself and his family. Yet the Township 
has no internal controls to ensure he works required hours or records absences. As with about 
30 to 35 others, he operates under what the BA described as an “honor system,” for timekeeping. 
There are no timesheets, no policy, and no requirement for supervisor approval.  
 
Richardson told OSC that he believes he does not have to work a minimum number of hours per 
week, does not report the number of hours he works per week or per event, and does not receive 
overtime even when specific event require longer hours. Richardson confirmed that he provides 
his services on an as-needed basis for each event, which he said does not amount to every 
workday. He estimated that he could work as many as “twenty to thirty events” per month, but 
offered few specific examples. These events might include high school graduations, karaoke for 
seniors, speaking engagements, and holidays such as Christmas, Halloween, and Memorial Day. 
He could not provide a list of events and does not track the number of instances or hours spent 
working—“I don’t keep track of it. I just do it as they call me.” The Township provided hundreds of 
pages of bi-weekly timesheets for Richardson from 2022 to the present that show “no results 
returned.” Richardson said he has no role in planning the events: “They shoot me a date and say 
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what type of event it is,” usually by phone. Some events may be scheduled months in advance; 
others, the day before. The amount of work he performs each week depends entirely on the 
number of events.  
 
Richardson acknowledged that there have been periods of one to two weeks where he performed 
no work for the Township, instead focusing on other employment, including promoting concerts 
and working as a DJ on the radio and in nightclubs.  
 

OSC: “There are days like that, where you’re not doing work for the 
Township?”   
 
Richardson: “Yes.”  
 
OSC: “How often do days like that happen?”  
 
Richardson: “Sometimes it could be one week, sometimes it could 
be two weeks.”  

 
Public entities are not without guidance: the U.S. Government Accountability Office recommends 
internal control systems that provide “reasonable assurance that the recorded information 
reflects time worked, leave taken, or other absences.” The Township’s approach falls far short. 
Richardson self-reports hours without any documentation or attestation. The BA defended the 
arrangement based on observed event preparation—music lists, rehearsals, equipment setup—
and Richardson’s public profile, but admitted, “There’s no policy.” When OSC noted the Township 
cannot verify Richardson worked the required number of hours, the BA replied, “There’s also, as 
far as I’m concerned, no way to say that he doesn’t.”  
 
This appeal to futility reflects a broader resistance to accountability. Multiple officials, including 
the CFO, Recreation Director, and Assistant BA, did not know Richardson was a full-time employee 
reporting to the BA. In one instance, the BA only learned Richardson was working as a vendor at 
a 2022 “COVID Village” event after seeing him DJ on-site. The Township tracks paid vacation and 
sick leave only if Richardson calls a designated phone line, yet Richardson’s personnel file 
contains no leave records from his current role, even though he received 15 accruing sick days 
and 21 vacation days per year. The BA described Richardson’s radio promotions as an added 
benefit not counted toward his weekly hours—but the Township lacks any records to confirm how 
he spends his time. 
 
Richardson told OSC that he has never used paid vacation or sick time in his Township role 
because, as he explained, “if anything is wrong with me, I have my own personal team that comes 
out—I have an entertainment company.” He said he pays this team to assist with setup for major 
Township events, noting, “one man can’t do it.” He acknowledged that he has never informed the 
Township that he brings in outside workers to help fulfill his public duties.  
 
Richardson further explained that he sees his flat municipal salary—which does not change based 
on the amount of work performed—as his way of “giving back” to the Township, because it is far 
less than what he would normally charge as a vendor. He estimated that, under his regular rates, 
the Township could only afford him for two events per year at his current pay.  
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The BA echoed this rationale, claiming that the Township saves “incredible amounts of money” 
by employing Richardson: “It gets us the needed service, it makes it consistent, and it saves us 
money.” But even if this were true, neither the Township nor Richardson can substantiate the 
claim—because they do not track Richardson’s hours, distinguish between his public and private 
work, or require itemized invoices from the businesses tied to him or his family. 
 
Richardson’s own court filings affirm that his official duties and vendor services are nearly 
identical. He stated that his job includes “providing equipment, lighting, sound and other things 
related to community events”—the same services the Taj vendors were paid to provide. The BA 
claimed that vendor payments were for “non-Township” events funded through sources like 
opioid funds or COVID grants, distinguishing them from 15 to 20 official Township events planned 
early in each year. But this classification is informal, subjective, and inconsistently applied. Many 
so-called “non-Township” events were publicly promoted, held on municipal property, and staffed 
by Township employees—blurring the line between official and outside work. 
 
Given the volume of event-related responsibilities—both paid through his salary and through 
vendor contracts—and the lack of any time records, deliverables, or defined duties, it is 
implausible that Richardson is working a full-time, 32.5-hour week. In fact, when OSC asked the 
Township to provide documentation of the events Richardson supported, it submitted what was 
essentially a retroactive reconstruction, lacking any underlying support. Even the estimates it 
contained showed only 29 events in 2022, 25 in 2023, and 28 in 2024. Public entities have a duty 
to ensure transparency, avoid conflicts of interest, and safeguard public funds. Employing an 
individual who performs overlapping work as both a public employee and a vendor-linked private 
party, without timekeeping, documentation, or clear boundaries between roles, undermines that 
duty and weakens public confidence in the integrity of its local government. 
 
D. Irvington Facilitated Repeated Dual Payments to Richardson 

and his Family, Including via a Fabricated Bidding Process 
1. Richardson Was Double-Paid for the 2021 State of the Township Address—Once as an 

Employee and Again through a Business he Co-Owned 
 
One example that highlights the unworkable distinction between paying Richardson as a full-time 
employee for “Township events” and hiring him as a vendor for “non-Township events” is the 
Township’s 2021 “State of the Township” address. At this annual event, officials promote the 
Township’s accomplishments, award employees and residents, and provide entertainment. In 
2021, the event was virtual, and multiple artists performed a “Zoom medley.” According to the BA, 
the address was considered a “Township event,” so Richardson worked it in his capacity as a full-
time employee.  
 
But for the same event, the Township also paid $17,500 to Taj Lounge. At the time, Richardson 
was still a registered member of the business, and the purchase order appears signed by him. 
Richardson did not recall the event or owning Taj Lounge at the time.  
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Figure 15: Purchase Order Signed by Richardson for 2021 “State of the Township” Address 
 

 
 

Taj Lounge invoiced the Township $17,500 for “provid[ing] 11 Celebrity Artist[s] for a Virtual Zoom 
medley performance.” Richardson did not recall which artists were procured for this event. 
 

Figure 16: Taj Lounge Invoice for 2021 “State of the Township” Address 
 

 
 

Both the BA and Mayor told OSC that they assumed that the $17,500 payment went to the artists. 
But the Township has no way of knowing—the invoice does not break down individual artist costs 
or vendor fees, nor has the Township provided OSC with documents showing it solicited other 
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quotes. This is yet another example of the Township hiring Richardson as a vendor through a 
noncompetitive process for services related to his employee duties.  
 
2. The Township Paid At Least $44,900 in Non-Opioid Settlement Funds to the Taj Vendors for 

Other Events and Services Dating Back to 2019 
 
Records show that Irvington paid Taj vendors for numerous events dating back to 2019, including 
$6,900 for the Township’s 2019 Unity Day event. In 2021, again for its annual Unity Day event, the 
Township paid $6,400 to Taj Lounge 973 LLC. For its 2022 Unity Day, it paid another $5,000 to Taj 
Entertainment, and it bought a smoke machine from the same vendor for $500 later that year.  
 
The Township paid $6,000 to one of the Richardsons’ businesses again in April 2022 for a “senior 
appreciation” event, and in April 2023, the Township paid $17,000 to Taj Entertainment with no 
description beyond “various [Irvington Health Department] Awareness Events.” The single invoice 
attached to the purchase order states “Sound. Entertainment. Hosting. Promotion. $17,000.” The 
Township paid the Richardsons again in February 2024—$3,100 for “senior event catering.”  
 
The Township provided many of these records to OSC on May 19, 2025—over two months after 
the relevant subpoena was returnable, and six days after a May 13 court-ordered deadline that 
OSC and the Township had reached by agreement. Because of this delay, OSC could not ask any 
Township officials or the Richardsons about these additional payments in their interviews, which 
occurred before this information was disclosed. 
  
3. The Township Accepted Four Quotes for a “COVID Village” Contract that Came from 

Richardson’s Wife, Their Businesses, and a DJ Who Works for Richardson’s Wife 
 
In 2022, the former Health Director organized an event called “COVID Village,” where guests 
visited health booths before enjoying food and entertainment. Richardson recalled the former 
Health Director approaching him and asking him to provide food, sound, and promotion services 
for the event.  
 
On June 27, 2022, the Township awarded a contract to Taj Lounge for “Covid 19 Mitigation and 
Education service[s].” The resolution stated the Department of Health had “obtained four quotes,” 
and Taj Lounge “provided the lowest quote . . . not to exceed $38,000.”  
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Figure 17: Quotes from Four Vendors Attached to COVID Village Resolution 
 

 
 
Three of the four quotes came from Richardson’s wife or their jointly owned businesses. As of 
May 16, 2022, Richardson was no longer a Taj Lounge member, but Green-Richardson remained 
sole member. Miami Seafoodz LLC has only ever listed Richardson and Green-Richardson as 
members, and Green-Richardson confirmed that they own the business. The third quote is signed 
by Green-Richardson directly. The fourth business has no record of registration in New Jersey, 
and OSC could not confirm its existence. However, both Richardsons explained that the person 
named in the fourth letter is a DJ who works for them.  
 
According to Richardson, the former Health Director told Richardson that she was going to need 
a quote from “other DJs” for the COVID Village. Green-Richardson said that someone from the 
Township “asked me to give four quotes. . . . They said, ‘put in four quotes.’” She could not 
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remember who told her to submit four quotes but said that it may have been the Health 
Department. She said that all four quotes were written at her direction by either her niece—who 
managed Miami Seafoodz at the time—or by the general manager of Taj Lounge at the time. She 
said that she submitted the multiple quotes to the Township believing it was permissible as a way 
of “letting them see how one business might be a little cheaper than the other one,” because the 
quality and type of service differed between each business. She explained that the Township 
would have understood that all four quotes would have come from her because they had asked 
her to submit four quotes.  
 
When OSC showed the QPA the four quotes for the COVID Village event, the QPA said that quotes 
are solicited by the Departments putting on the event—in this case, the Health Department. The 
QPA said that her role consisted of checking to make sure that the Township was awarding the 
contract to the lowest-bidding quote. When asked whether she would be concerned if the quotes 
were submitted by businesses that are related or owned by the same parties, she responded that 
that is “not something that ever came up before,” and is “not something that I would investigate 
or question,” and would refer to the Township attorney, but that nothing about these four quotes 
raised any red flags because “That’s not what I do. That’s not my responsibility to check to make 
sure” that the four quotes “are legally sound or binding.”  
 
The former Health Director, who organized the event, told OSC she did not recall the vendor’s 
name but believed she was hiring Richardson to DJ because she thought he would draw a larger 
crowd. She did not recognize the names of Richardson’s wife or son. The BA also recalled seeing 
Richardson DJ at the event. Records show that the former Health Director and QPA had an email 
conversation in which the former Health Director initially sent only one quote from Masterjon, LLC, 
despite being reminded by the QPA to submit three quotes in total, including one from “the lowest 
vendor.” Subsequently, additional quotes from Miami Seafoodz and Trennetha Green-Richardson 
were provided, but not from Taj Lounge. It was only after further prompting that the quote from 
Taj Lounge was sent, suggesting that the process was designed to reach a predetermined result.  
 
Again, the Township hired a vendor in which Richardson had, at a minimum, an indirect interest 
through his wife, Green-Richardson, and Richardson DJ’d at the event, meaning Richardson was 
likely paid as a vendor for work overlapping his employee duties. The Township’s only explanation 
was that the COVID Village was not a “Township event,” based on vague factors like when it was 
planned and its funding source—in this case, a COVID-19-related grant from the United Way of 
Greater Newark (UWGN). OSC has asked for, but not received, the grant agreement with UWCN. 
Depending on its terms, a violation could subject the funds to recoupment 
 
Finally, the Township’s Purchasing Manual requires three written quotes on company letterhead 
for purchases between $6,600 and $44,000. This evidence suggests that when a Township 
official decided to hire Richardson for the COVID Village event, instead of complying with the 
process required by law, the official instructed the Richardsons to submit four quotes to create 
the appearance of compliance—without real competition.   
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V. State Oversight of Local Opioid Settlement 
Spending Is Inadequate 

 
Under the 2023 Opioid Law, DHS was designated as the State’s “lead agency” for certain functions 
related to the opioid funds. The statute states, in relevant part:  
 

[DHS] shall be designated the lead agency for the State for 
purposes of directing the disbursement and allocation of the 
State’s share of any moneys that are allocated to or otherwise 
received by the State as a result of a national opioid litigation 
resolution and for monitoring the use of moneys disbursed to 
counties or municipalities under a national opioid litigation 
resolution or under an agreement entered into pursuant to section 
3 of P.L.2023, c. 25 (C.26:2G-41), to the extent required by such 
agreements, and, in coordination with the State Comptroller and the 
Attorney General, ensuring that the use of such moneys complies 
with the purposes set forth in this act and is consistent with the 
terms of the applicable national opioid litigation resolution and any 
applicable agreement entered into pursuant to section 3 of 
P.L.2023, c. 25 (C.26:2G-41).23 

 
Under that provision, DHS has three primary responsibilities: (1) overseeing the allocation of the 
State’s share; (2) monitoring county and municipal spending to the extent required by the national 
settlements and any agreements between the Attorney General and local governments; and (3) 
in coordination with OSC and OAG, ensuring local government spending complies with national 
settlement terms, the 2023 Opioid Law, and any agreements between the Attorney General and 
local governments, such as the Attorney General’s MOA. In its response to a discussion draft of 
this report, and during interagency discussions with OSC, DHS has not disputed that it must 
oversee the State’s opioid fund spending, but has maintained that it is not obligated to “monitor” 
local spending, as the national settlements and the Attorney General’s MOA do not explicitly 
require it. Instead, DHS carries out its duties involving local governments exclusively by collecting 
local spending data for annual reports.24 DHS takes the position that, with respect to local 
government spending, this is enough to meet its obligations under the statute. DHS focuses on 
whether the statutory language requires it to take any affirmative actions with respect to ensuring 
local government compliance, rather than whether it can and should take such steps as a matter 
of public policy and in order to address the opioid crisis. 
 

 
23 N.J.S.A. 26-2G-39(c)(2) (emphasis added). 
24 DHS’s current focus on collecting data from local governments and reporting that data to the public 
represents a meaningful transparency initiative. But that is not enough to guarantee effective oversight 
because the data relies entirely on self-reporting by local governments. In reviewing the 2023 and 2024 
data, numerous issues have been identified, such as missing information and inconsistencies in reported 
figures. While OSC has assisted DHS in tracking down delayed or missing reports from local governments, 
neither DHS nor OSC is currently verifying all of the extensive data reported. 
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OSC contends DHS can and should do more to ensure compliance with the requirements of law 
because DHS has the expertise and infrastructure for stronger oversight whether required by law 
or not. DHS also has expedited rulemaking authority under the 2023 Opioid Law, enabling it to 
quickly issue guidance or best practices. 
 
Unfortunately, the likely consequence of DHS not providing additional guidance is that local 
governments will be ill-equipped to spend opioid funds responsibly, and some will continue to 
spend the funds improperly. DHS should leverage its expedited rulemaking authority, resources, 
and expertise to offer comprehensive guidance and support to local governments, ensuring 
responsible use of opioid funds. The Opioid Advisory Council, which includes frontline service 
providers, advocates, and researchers with relevant expertise, should also consider providing 
local governments with stronger guidance—in fact, the Council’s bylaws and state law empower 
it to provide recommendations to counties and municipalities and coordinate with local advisory 
councils.25 
 

VI. Recommendations 
 
OSC makes the following recommendations: 
 
A. The Township of Irvington 

 
1. Irvington should reimburse the opioid settlement fund for the full amount spent on the 

2023 and 2024 concerts that were not supported by evidence-based or evidence-informed 
strategies. These funds must be restored so they can be properly used to address the 
opioid crisis under state law and the settlement agreements. 
 

2. The Township should create a comprehensive, written strategic plan for using opioid 
funds. This plan should be developed through a transparent, inclusive process--such as 
listening sessions and stakeholder engagement—and be evidenced-based or evidence-
informed, guided by data, best practices, and community needs. Expenditures must 
supplement, not replace, current programs. The process should start promptly and be 
completed in a timely manner. 

 
3. Before allocating opioid funds, the Township should prepare and keep written 

documentation showing the expenditure is evidence-based or evidence-informed. 
Afterward, it should be able to account for how funds were used, including itemized costs 
and deliverables. 

 
4. The Township must stop using the EUS exception as a catch-all for noncompetitive 

contracting. When used, it must comply with all statutes, regulations, and directives. 

 
25 State of N.J., Bylaws of the Opioid Recovery and Remediation Advisory Council (Mar. 16, 2023), at 1 (II.f), 
https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/documents/Bylaws.pdf.  
 

https://www.nj.gov/opioidfunds/documents/Bylaws.pdf
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Competitive contracting should be prioritized to ensure transparency and deliver the best 
value for the public. 
 

5. Irvington should enforce Section 7-4 of its code, which bars officers and employees from 
having a direct or indirect interest in Township contracts. To modernize and better align it 
with state ethics standards, the ordinance should be amended to (1) explicitly cover 
immediate family and businesses in which officials or their families have a financial 
interest, and (2) replace the outdated phrase “work or materials” with broader terms like 
“goods or services.” While “indirect interest” likely already covers family and affiliated 
businesses, clarifying the language would improve enforceability. 

 
6. The Township should enforce its policy requiring all employees, officials, and vendors to 

disclose potential conflicts of interest annually and before contract awards or 
appointments, in line with the Local Government Ethics Law and state agency best 
practices. 
 

7. The Township should prioritize resolving outstanding issues from OSC’s 2009, 2011, and 
2023 audits, where applicable. While some earlier recommendations may be outdated, 
several key ones—especially on procurement, internal controls, and records retention—
remain unaddressed. These issues are compounded by the opioid fund findings in this 
report. OSC will continue monitoring implementation. As noted in OSC’s March 6, 2024 
letter to the Governor and Legislature, these ongoing concerns support appointing a state 
fiscal monitor to ensure corrective action. 
 

8. The Township should require mandatory LPCL and ethics training for department heads 
and procurement staff, covering use of exceptions like EUS, public bidding, and 
recordkeeping. 

 
9. To prevent future conflicts as with the Taj vendors, the Township should set up a 

centralized system to verify vendor ownership and flag vendors with potential employee 
or family ties. 
 

10. The Township must adopt uniform policies for timekeeping, leave requests, and 
evaluations across all departments and work arrangements (in-office, remote, or hybrid). 
It should end the current “honor system” for any workers to which it is applied, with 
consistent enforcement of the new policies for all staff. 
 

11. All Township officials and employees should use official Township email accounts and 
be prohibited from using private email for Township business. These accounts should be 
used exclusively for public matters. 
 

12. Given the clear conflict between his public role and private vendor ties, unverified work 
performance, and improper payments to his family’s businesses, Antoine Richardson 
should be removed from his Township position. The Richardsons and all related 
individuals and businesses should also be disqualified from Township contracts. 
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13. OSC identified weak recordkeeping. Irvington should update its records retention policies 

to ensure procurement, personnel, and timekeeping documents are securely stored and 
easily accessible for audits and legal compliance. 

 
B. The Department of Human Services and the Opioid Recovery and Remediation Fund Advisory 

Council 
 
1. Through expedited rulemaking or policy guidance, DHS should clearly define “evidence-

based” and “evidence-informed” practices to give local governments a clear 
understanding of their obligations and help prevent misuse. 
 

2. Working with OSC and the Attorney General, DHS should issue practical guidance and 
provide regular training to counties and municipalities on opioid fund use. This should 
cover best practices for: (1) engaging stakeholders; (2) applying evidence-
based/evidence-informed standards; (3) ensuring funds supplement, not replace, existing 
programs; (4) documenting funding decisions, recognizing that spending categorization 
and justification are required retrospectively for reporting purposes as per Section F.5 of 
the Attorney General’s MOA; (5) retaining detailed contemporaneous records as 
mandated under Section F.3 of the Attorney General’s MOA; and (6) tracking performance 
metrics, which, while not specifically required by the Attorney General’s MOA or national 
settlements, can help improve program effectiveness. 
 

3. DHS should consider creating a formal process for individual local governments to seek 
non-binding advisory opinions or informal guidance on proposed opioid fund use, 
promoting consistency, innovation, and compliance. Alternatively, DHS should develop a 
process to periodically review inquiries received by DHS, OSC, and OAG regarding opioid 
fund use, and assess whether additional general guidance on compliance topics would be 
beneficial. 
 

4. To enhance local governments’ ability to implement evidence-based and evidence-
informed strategies, the Opioid Advisory Council should provide recommendations and 
practical guidance to local governments on the appropriate expenditures of opioid funds. 

 
C. The Legislature 
 

1. As OSC has outlined, the 2023 Opioid Law empowers DHS to provide more guidance to 
local governments on the proper expenditure of opioid funds, utilizing its resources and 
expertise. To eliminate any ambiguity, clearly define DHS’s responsibilities, ensure scarce 
opioid funding is used for its intended purpose, and increase the expertise available to and 
oversight of local governments, DHS should be directed to use its rulemaking authority to 
provide guidance to local governments regarding opioid expenditures for the benefit of 
the public. 
 

2. Alternatively or additionally, the Legislature should consider funding independent external 
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support to guide local governments, review expenditures, and ensure compliance.  
 
3. The Legislature should pass a statutory ban aligned with the New Jersey Conflicts of 

Interest Law, N.J.S.A. 52:13D-12 to 52:13D-28, and the New Jersey Uniform Ethics Code, 
barring municipal employees, their immediate families, and related businesses from 
contracting with a county or municipality. A narrow exception could allow contracts 
awarded through public competitive bidding if the employee had no role in procurement 
and full disclosure is made to the appropriate ethics authority. This reform would align 
local contracting standards with the Executive Branch requirements and reduce real or 
perceived conflicts of interest. 
 

4. The Legislature should require local officials—especially in procurement, finance, or 
contract management—to disclose in writing any known family, financial, or business ties 
between municipal employees (or their families or businesses) and prospective vendors 
before awarding contracts. This should apply even if the employee has no formal 
procurement role. Disclosures should go to the municipal clerk and governing body and 
be kept in the contract file. This mirrors disclosure rules for school boards (e.g., under 
N.J.A.C. 6A:23A-6.2) and other regulated public bodies, and complements OSC’s 
recommendations to ban conflicts and require competitive bidding.  

 
5. Require all public officials and employees to use official government email for public 

business to improve transparency and ensure compliance with public records laws. 
 

D. Other State Agencies 
 
1. Department of Community Affairs, Division of Local Government Services 

 
i. Appoint a state fiscal monitor and take any further actions within the Division 

Director’s discretion to ensure the Township takes corrective actions, as OSC 
recommended in its March 6, 2024 letter to the Governor and Legislature under 
N.J.S.A. 52:15C-11(b).  
 

ii. Issue formal guidance to local contracting units under the LPCL recommending 
disqualification of the Richardsons and affiliated individuals and businesses from 
public contracts due to bidder non-responsibility, citing the misconduct, fiscal 
mismanagement, and ethical violations detailed in this report.  
 

iii. Because the Township employs a QPA, it benefits from higher bid thresholds. DLGS 
should consider requiring immediate recertification of the QPA and implementing 
oversight mechanisms to monitor her procurement activity in light of the findings in 
this report. 

 
2. Department of the Treasury 

 
i. The Division of Pensions and Benefits, Pension Fraud and Abuse Unit should formally 

evaluate whether Antoine Richardson’s state pension participation is valid and should 
review whether other Irvington employees are improperly enrolled in New Jersey’s 
pension systems. 
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ii. The Division of Purchase and Property should investigate the vendor responsibility of 

the vendors identified in this report and all affiliated individuals and businesses and 
take appropriate action to suspend or debar them from state contracts and grants, 
based on the misconduct, fiscal mismanagement, and ethical violations detailed in 
this report. 

 
E. The Public 

 
There is substantial public interest in ensuring that opioid funds are spent responsibly. 
OSC encourages individuals and advocacy groups to help strengthen local oversight and 
protect these critical funds through actions like: 
 

1. Reporting misuse or mismanagement of opioid funds to OSC’s confidential tipline. 
Public input is vital to OSC’s work. 
 

2. Participating in county advisory councils, attending meetings, asking questions, 
and submitting public comments to influence decision makers and promote 
transparency. 
 

3. Reviewing your county’s and municipality’s 2023 and 2024 settlement spending 
reports to help identify gaps or red flags. 

 
4. Using the Open Public Records Act (OPRA), N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1 to 47:1A-13, and the 

common law right of access to engage in resident oversight—request budgets, 
contracts, purchase orders, correspondence, meeting minutes, and other 
documents related to settlement fund use. 

https://nj.gov/comptroller/connect/complaint/complaint.shtml


Appendix A

2023 Vendor 2024 Vendor Total

Artists, sound equipment, stage, and 

unspecified promotional activities and travel 

expenses

168,500.00$      Taj Lounge 973, LLC 200,000.00$       Taj Entertainment 368,500.00$       

Billboard Displays 82,248.00$        Outfront Media, Inc. 33,150.00$         Outfront Media, Inc. 115,398.00$       

Promotional Materials 63,240.00$        26,525.00$         89,765.00$         

     T-Shirts 15,695.00$         Mommy Monster Designs 18,750.00$          Stuyvesant Press Inc. 34,445.00$          

     Badges/Lanyards 295.00$               Stuyvesant Press Inc. 500.00$               Stuyvesant Press Inc. 795.00$               

     "Opioid Awareness Booklet" 31,250.00$         Stuyvesant Press Inc. 31,250.00$          

    Mobile Billboards 16,000.00$         Stratgic [sic] Marketing Group LLC 16,000.00$          

     "Opioid/Summer Fun/Senior Night" Mailer 3,525.00$            Stuyvesant Press Inc. 3,525.00$            

     "Opioid Mailing Card" 2,750.00$            Stuyvesant Press Inc. 2,750.00$            

     "1-Day Turnaround Mailing" 675.00$               Stuyvesant Press Inc. 675.00$               

     Event Tickets 325.00$               Stuyvesant Press Inc. 325.00$               

Food Vending Equipment & Supplies 14,261.00$        3,708.00$           17,969.00$         

     Shaved Ice Machine 1,634.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 1,634.00$            

     Four Flavor-Ice Syrups (24 gallons) 1,848.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 1,848.00$            

     Popcorn Cart, Machine, Supplies 3,791.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 3,791.00$            

     Cotton Candy Cart, Machine, Supplies 1,587.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 1,587.00$            

     Two Cotton Candy Sugars (65 pounds) 1,760.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 1,760.00$            

     Hot Food Display and Transport Cart 975.00$               NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 975.00$               

     Ice Maker 5,574.00$            NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 5,574.00$            

     Coffee Maker Urn, Ladle 174.00$               NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 174.00$               

     Transport Cart 426.00$               NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 426.00$               

     Delivery Charge 100.00$               NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 100.00$               NJ Restaurant Equipment Corp. 200.00$               

Catered Buffet (Diners Unknown) 2,373.00$           72 Lyons Avenue Corp. 2,373.00$           

Ice 840.00$              Alpine Ice Company 840.00$               Alpine Ice Company 1,680.00$           

Generators (8) 11,192.00$        Continental Trading & Hardware 11,192.00$         

Bus Rentals for Artists (38’ Luxury VIP Talent 

Rental Trailer)
6,598.00$           

On Time Elite Celebrity & Production 

Bus Rentals, LLC
6,050.00$           

On Time Elite Celebrity & 

Production Bus Rentals, LLC
12,648.00$         

Miscellaneous Equipment 6,567.33$           6,409.83$           12,977.16$         

     Rental Tents 2,370.00$            Hodges Party Rentals 2,370.00$            Hodges Party Rentals 4,740.00$            

     6' Fence Panels 2,298.24$            National Construction Rentals 2,413.44$            National Construction Rentals 4,711.68$            

     Barricades 1,035.09$            National Construction Rentals 1,146.39$            National Construction Rentals 2,181.48$            

     Sand Bags 864.00$               National Construction Rentals 480.00$               National Construction Rentals 1,344.00$            

Narcan (50 kits) - Donation -$                      

Family Connections, Inc.’s Alcohol 

and Drug Abuse Prevention Team 

(ADAPT) Coalition (via Essex 

County)

-$                      

353,446.33$      279,055.83$       632,502.16$       

Irvington Township’s 2023 and 2024 Opioid Awareness Day Event Expenses
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