
 

P.O. BOX 850 
COWETA, OK 74429 
PH. (918) 486-2189 
FAX (918) 486-5366 

www.cityofcoweta-ok.gov 

AGENDA - SPECIAL MEETING 
COWETA CITY COUNCIL 

COWETA CITY HALL, 310 S. BROADWAY 
TUESDAY, JUNE 30, 2026 6:00 PM 

MEETING PROCEDURE: Comments on all scheduled agenda items will be heard immediately following 
the presentation by staff or the petitioner. Please wait until you are recognized by the Mayor and keep 
your comments as brief as possible. Individuals addressing the City Council must identify themselves by 
name prior to making any comments. The City Council will consider, discuss, and may take action on, 
approve, adopt, amend, reject, deny, table, or not take action on any item listed on this agenda after 
comments from staff and the City Council have been heard.  

I.  CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III.  ROLL CALL 
  Naomi Hogue ____     Jeremy Barnett____     Daniel Beatie ____     Donald Vieth ____ 

IV.  PRESENTATIONS 

 1. PRESENTATION RELATED TO THE FORMAL INVESTIGATION INTO PUBLIC ALLEGATIONS OF 
MISCONDUCT INVOLVING CITY OFFICIALS AND STAFF 
Police Chief Mike Bell will present information related to the formal investigation into public 
allegations of misconduct involving city officials and staff. Other than this presentation and 
discussion among Councilmembers, no other action will be taken.  
Michael Bell, Police Chief 

V.  ADJOURNMENT 
   

  

If you wish to speak during this meeting, please sign in before the meeting begins using the sign-up sheet 
located on the table near the podium. Speakers may address only those items listed on the posted 
agenda. All cell phones and electronic devices must be turned off or set to silent for the duration of the 
meeting. 
 
Persons who require a special accommodation to participate in this meeting should contact the Coweta 
City Clerk, 310 South Broadway, P.O. Box 850, Coweta, Oklahoma, 74429, 918-486-2189 or via Email: 
cityclerk@cityofcoweta-ok.gov, as far in advance as possible and preferably at least 48 hours before the 
date of the meeting. Persons using a TDD may contact OKLAHOMA RELAY at 1-800-722-0353; voice calls 
should be made to 1-800-522-8506 to communicate via telephone with hearing telephone users and vice 
versa. 
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Citizen Complaint 
Investigation 
Findings – Council 
and Public Briefing

PRESENTING KEY FINDINGS FROM RECENT 
COMPLAINT INVESTIGATIONS

1
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Introduction and Purpose of the Investigation

2
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Overview of the Citizen Complaint 
Investigation

3

Purpose of Investigation

The investigation was initiated to address citizen complaints of 
misconduct and ensure accountability in local government.

Investigation Process

An independent, evidence-based review was conducted 
focusing on objectivity, transparency, and legal compliance.

Focus Areas

The inquiry distinguished criminal conduct from civil or ethical 
issues and verified allegations with credible evidence.

Presentation Goals

To communicate findings openly, reduce misinformation, and 
build public trust through transparency and accountability.
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Purpose and Guiding 
Principles of the Review

4

Investigation Purpose

The investigation aimed to identify criminal violations, 
verify allegations, and provide transparent findings to 
the public and City Council.

Principle of Objectivity

Objectivity ensured conclusions were based solely on 
evidence, avoiding influence from public opinion or 
politics.

Transparency and Communication

Transparency required clear communication about 
findings to maintain public confidence and trust.

Legal Accuracy

Legal accuracy involved applying criminal statutes and 
investigative standards correctly for defensible findings.
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Scope and 
Methodology

5
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Scope of Investigation 
and Evidence Reviewed 6

Broad Evidence Collection
The investigation included a wide range of 
materials such as citizen complaints, legal 
advisories, and internal reports to ensure 
thoroughness.

Coordination with Agencies
Investigators collaborated with external agencies, 
including the OSBI, the State Attorney General’s 
Office, and the Wagoner County District Attorney’s 
Office, to effectively address jurisdictional and legal 
questions.

Assessment of Intent and Impact
Investigators evaluated whether evidence showed 
intent, benefit, or harm to establish potential 
criminal conduct.

Consideration of Public Concerns
Public concerns beyond formal complaints were 
also reviewed to maintain community trust and 
transparency.
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Findings by 
Allegation 
Category

7
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Complaint I – Summary 
of Allegations and 
Outcomes

8

Allegation Types Reviewed

Multiple allegations included misuse of resources, legal 
violations, favoritism, and misleading statements analyzed 
independently.

Evidence and Findings

Sworn statements and records often contradicted claims, 
leading to several unsubstantiated findings and 
inconclusive procedural concerns.

Legal Compliance Confirmed

Attorney General advisements supported that the city 
responded promptly and legally to Open Records Act 
claims, confirming compliance.

No Criminal Conduct Found

No evidence showed personal gain, neglect, or fraud; 
leadership dissatisfaction was not criminal misconduct 
according to the investigation.

Page 10 of 226



Complaint II – Records, 
NDAs, and Transparency 
Concerns

9

Open Records Compliance

Investigation confirmed the city met Open Records Act 
requests with lawful redactions under recognized 
exemptions.

Nondisclosure Agreements Review

NDAs were examined for misuse but found to include 
provisions allowing disclosures when legally required.

Transparency and Legal Findings

No evidence showed NDAs blocked transparency; 
jurisdictional issues limited enforceability of some NDA 
clauses.

Public Perception and Legal Outcome

Multiple NDAs raised perception concerns, but allegations 
were unsubstantiated criminally, emphasizing future 
transparency.
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Bribery and Improper 
Compensation Review

10

Investigation Scope

Allegations were reviewed thoroughly due to their 
seriousness and public concern.

Evidence Examination

Investigators analyzed financial records, 
communications, and witness statements for proof.

No Corroborating Evidence

No evidence supported quid pro quo or improper 
financial relationships with officials.

Legal Standards Applied

Criminal bribery statutes require intent and benefit, 
neither proven in this case.
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Firework Contract Issue – 
Allegation and Review

11

Allegation Overview
Citizens alleged improper sharing of bidder 
information during the city's fireworks contract 
process.

Investigation Outcome
OSBI review found the contract below bidding 
threshold and no unfair advantage evidence.

Legal Implications
The process complied with state law, highlighting 
importance of statutory threshold awareness.

Perception vs Reality
Informal procurement may seem unfair, but legal 
review confirmed no violations occurred.
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Firework Contract 
Conclusion and 
Determination

12

Investigation Outcome

The investigation found no legal violations in the 
fireworks contract handling based on thorough OSBI 
review.

Lack of Procurement Violations

No applicable bidding statutes or monetary details 
indicated absence of procurement violations in the 
contract.

Focus on Legal Standards

Conclusion centered on legal standards over public 
perception to determine the validity of allegations.

Recommendations for Future

City may improve documentation and communication 
to prevent future concerns despite no violations found.
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Overall 
Conclusions 
and Next Steps

13
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Overall 
Investigation Results

14

No Criminal Conduct Found

The investigation found no substantiated criminal 
conduct or willful intent among city officials.

Role of Independent Oversight

Independent bodies like the Attorney General and 
OSBI ensured impartial review and validated findings.

Procedural Concerns Not Criminal

Some procedural or transparency issues were noted 
but did not meet criminal enforcement criteria.

Clear Evidence-Based Outcome

The overall findings provide a clear, evidence-based 
conclusion answering the public’s main question: no 
criminal wrongdoing.
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Recommendations for 
Transparency and Best 
Practices

15

Strengthen Documentation Standards

Reinforce procurement and vendor communication 
documentation to enhance transparency and public trust.

Consistent Transparency Training

Provide ongoing training on transparency laws to ensure 
understanding across city staff and officials.

Clear Legal Boundaries

Communicate clearly the distinctions between criminal, 
civil, and administrative matters to prevent 
misunderstandings.

Engage Oversight Resources

Encourage collaboration with state-level oversight bodies 
for guidance on records and meetings questions.
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Final Statement to 
Council and 
Citizens

16

Transparent Investigation Process

Investigation followed evidence impartially and 
reported results with full transparency to the public.

Community Engagement Importance

Investigation highlights the value of listening to 
citizens and maintaining ongoing dialogue with the 
community.

Commitment to Accountability

City demonstrates dedication to fairness, rule of 
law, and openness to new credible evidence.

Page 18 of 226



 
 

 
 
 

Citizen Complaints and Council Requested Investigation 
 

Investigation Findings Report 

 

Prepared by: 

Coweta Police Department 

Date: June 2026 

 

 
 

 

 

Page 19 of 226



 
 

Page 2 of 16 
 

Abstract 

This report presents the findings of an investigation initiated at the request of the Coweta City 

Council following citizen complaints alleging misconduct by municipal officials. Allegations included 

violations of the Oklahoma Open Records Act, concerns regarding the Open Meetings Act, misuse of 

public office, unethical conduct, and concerns about transparency in economic development 

activities. 

Consistent with the investigative commitment outlined in the May 2026 public statement, the 

Coweta Police Department conducted a thorough review utilizing internal records, sworn statements, 

Attorney General advisements, and coordination with external agencies as needed. Findings are 

categorized as substantiated, unsubstantiated, inconclusive, or requiring further investigation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 20 of 226



 
 

Page 3 of 16 
 

Introduction 

In May 2026, the Coweta Police Department initiated an investigation following citizen concerns 

brought forward through appropriate channels and acknowledged in an official department press 

release. [Press Release May 2026 | PDF] 

The investigation was conducted with a commitment to: 

• Objectivity and evidentiary review 

• Transparency to the public 

• Coordination with external agencies, including the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation 

(OSBI) and Wagoner County District Attorney 

• Following evidence wherever it leads 

The purpose of this report is to provide the City Council with a comprehensive, evidence-based 

evaluation of all allegations and related concerns. 

 

Scope of Investigation 

The investigation included a review of: 

• Citizen complaints (Dobbins and Blanchard) 

• Attorney General Public Access Counselor determinations 

• Police reports and sworn statements 

• Municipal policy and City Manager authority 

• Supporting documentation (NDAs, emails, development materials) 

• Public allegations and concerns raised in community discourse 

Additionally, consistent with the open investigative posture, this report addresses: 

• Potential criminal misconduct (if supported by evidence) 

• Ethical violations vs. criminal violations vs. Civil violations 

• Allegations lacking a formal complaint but raised publicly 
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Methodology 

Investigative steps included: 

1. Review of submitted complaints and supporting documentation 

2. Legal analysis of cited Oklahoma statutes 

3. Evaluation of sworn and voluntary statements 

4. Cross-reference with Attorney General determinations 

5. Consultation with external agencies when appropriate 

6. Assessment of evidentiary sufficiency for criminal vs. civil findings 
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I. Complaint: Michael Dobbins 

A. Allegation: Improper Use of City Resources / 

Endorsement of Private Entity 

Statute Cited: 

• Oklahoma Ethics Rules (74 O.S., Ch. 62, App., Rule 4.4) ¹ 

Summary of Allegation: 

Mr. Dobbins alleges that the city improperly allowed a private company to use City Hall and 

promoted the company on the municipal website, thereby constituting endorsement and the misuse 

of public resources. [Michael Dobbins 002 | PDF] 

Findings: 

• No blanket statutory prohibition exists regarding municipal web links to private entities.  

• A violation would require proof of:  

o Direct endorsement 

o Lack of public purpose 

o Improper authorization 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. Insufficient evidence to prove statutory violation. 

 

B. Allegation: Violation of the Oklahoma Open 

Meetings Act 

Statute Cited: 

• 25 O.S. §§ 301–314² 

Summary: 

Allegation that decisions were made outside public meetings. 

Findings: 

• Evidence suggests potential procedural concerns (e.g., alleged postponement decision). 

[Police Report, OSBI Report, and Attorney General Letters] 
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• However, such violations are civil in nature unless intent or conspiracy is proven. 

Conclusion: 

Inconclusive. No criminal evidence was established. 

 

C. Allegation: Real Estate Brokering by City Manager 

Statutes Cited: 

• Conflict of Interest laws (general Oklahoma ethics statutes) ³ 

Summary: 

Mr. Dobbins alleges that the City Manager brokered real estate transactions on behalf of a private 

entity. 

Findings: 

• Sworn statement from property owners denies any involvement by the City Manager.  

• No documentary evidence was provided confirming the allegation. 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. Direct contradictory sworn testimony negates the claim. 

 

D. Allegation: Open Records Act Violations 

Statute Cited: 

• Oklahoma Open Records Act (51 O.S. §§ 24A.1 et seq.) ⁴ 

Summary: 

Claims include delayed responses, altered documents, improper fees, and withheld records. 

Findings: 

• Attorney General advisements concluded:  

o City responses were “prompt and reasonable.” [Attorney General Response] 

o Requests were fulfilled appropriately. [Attorney General Response] 

• Redactions legally permissible in certain cases. 
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Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. Independent state review found compliance. 

 

E. Allegation: Providing Private Citizen Information to 

a Company 

Statutes Cited: 

• Privacy protections under the Open Records Act⁵ 

Findings: 

• Citizen information was given to Beale, but the information release was publicly available 

information. No such information, including Driver's License, Social Security, or Date of Birth, 

was released. [Coweta Police Report, OSBI Findings] 

• Unable to verify any harm. 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 

 

F. Allegation: Misuse of Office / Favoritism Toward 

Private Entity 

Findings: 

• Allegations are largely based on perception and social media content. [Coweta Police Report] 

• No documented misuse of authority or financial gain identified. 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 
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G. Allegation: Failure to Perform Duties / Ethical 

Misconduct 

Statutes Cited: 

• 21 O.S. § 580 (Neglect of duty) ⁶ 

Findings: 

• Allegations reflect dissatisfaction with leadership rather than criminal conduct. [Coweta Police 

Report] 

• No evidence of willful neglect meeting criminal threshold. 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 

 

H. Allegation: False Statements / Fraudulent Conduct 

Findings: 

• Misleading statements alone do not constitute criminal activity without proof of fraudulent 

intent. [Coweta Police Report, OSBI Findings] 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 
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II. Complaint: Darren Blanchard 

A. Allegation: Failure to Comply with Open Records 

Requests 

Statute Cited: 

• 51 O.S. § 24A.40⁷ 

Findings: 

• Attorney General determined:  

o Requests were fulfilled 

o City response was reasonable 

o No further action required  

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 

 

B. Allegation: Improper Redaction of Records 

Statute Cited: 

• 51 O.S. § 24A.14⁸ 

Findings: 

• Attorney General determined redactions were lawful and protected communications.  

 

 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. 
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C. Additional Evidence Submitted  

Source: Darren Blanchard Complaint Attachment (002.pdf) 

Summary of Evidence: 

The supplemental materials include: 

• Email correspondence between City officials and representatives of a private developer 

• Copies of nondisclosure agreements (NDAs) and confidentiality agreements 

• Supporting documentation related to Project Atlas, including a water infrastructure term 

sheet 

• Communications alleging disclosure of citizen information and improper confidentiality 

practices 

 

1. Allegation: Improper Use of NDAs and Concealment of Government 

Activity 

Statutes Referenced by Complainant: 

• Oklahoma Open Records Act, 51 O.S. § 24A.17⁴ 

Analysis: 

• The submitted NDA demonstrates standard private-sector confidentiality provisions 

governing business negotiations.  

• The agreement explicitly allows disclosure where required by law, including court or 

administrative process.  

• Oklahoma law does not automatically invalidate NDAs involving municipalities but limits 

their ability to override statutory disclosure requirements. 

Findings: 

• No direct evidence establishes that the NDA prevented legally required disclosures. 

• Attorney General advisements previously determined that records requests were fulfilled 

appropriately.  

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. No evidence that the NDA was used unlawfully to conceal records. 
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2. Allegation: Multiple NDAs and Failure to Produce Records 

Analysis: 

• Evidence confirms the existence of multiple NDA documents.  

• However, Attorney General findings state that records requests were eventually fulfilled and 

responses were reasonable. [Attorney General Response Letters] 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. The presence of multiple documents alone does not constitute a violation. 

 

3. Allegation: Improper Coordination with Private Developer (Project 

Atlas) 

Analysis: 

• Emails demonstrate communication between City officials and developer representatives 

regarding potential development and due diligence. [City Manager Job Description, 2026] 

• The City Manager’s job description explicitly includes stakeholder engagement and economic 

development coordination. [City Manager Job Description, 2026] 

Conclusion: 

Unsubstantiated. Activities fall within the normal scope of municipal administrative functions. 

 

4. Allegation: Attempt to Circumvent Transparency Laws through 

Confidentiality Agreements 

Analysis: 

• The NDA includes provisions allowing legally compelled disclosure.  

• Attorney General determinations confirm compliance with Open Records Act obligations.  

• Wagoner County District Attorney stated the NDAs were not enforceable due to a State 

Court Jurisdiction issue within the document. 

Conclusion:  

Unsubstantiated. Although not illegal, it appears that proper reviewing and due diligence should 

have been used, with transparency issues.  
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III. Bribery and Improper Compensation 

Overview 

Although not substantiated in the original complaints, public concern and the seriousness of these 

allegations warrant an explicit review. 

Applicable Law 

• Oklahoma bribery statutes (21 O.S. §§ 381–387) 

• Conflict of interest and unlawful compensation provisions 

Findings 

• No financial records, witness statements, or documentary evidence were presented, 

indicating: 

o Exchange of money, gifts, or favors for official action 

o Quid pro quo arrangements 

o Undisclosed financial benefit to any public official 

• No evidence of: 

o Outside compensation tied to municipal decision-making 

o Improper financial relationships with private developers 

Conclusion 

Unsubstantiated due to lack of evidence. 

Recommendation 

• Encourage reporting consistent with the department’s public directive [Press Release May 

2026 | PDF] 
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IV. Firework Contract Bidding Process Concern 

Overview 

Citizens expressed concerns that the City Manager may have violated Oklahoma state laws in the 

handling of the bidding process for the City’s patriotic festival fireworks show. Specifically, it was 

alleged that information provided by one bidder may have been shared with another bidder, 

potentially impacting the fairness of the competitive process. 

Applicable Law and Standards 

• Oklahoma public purchasing and competitive bidding statutes 

• Municipal procurement policies (if applicable) 

• Ethical standards regarding fairness in vendor selection 

Findings 

• The Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation (OSBI) conducted a review of this allegation. 

[OSBI Investigative Findings] 

• OSBI determined that the fireworks contract did not fall within the State of Oklahoma 

competitive bidding statutes, as the total contract amount was below the statutory threshold 

requiring formal bidding procedures. 

• It was further determined that no monetary or pricing information was included in the 

materials reviewed that would have provided a competitive financial advantage to any 

bidder. 

• No evidence was identified demonstrating that any action taken resulted in a violation of 

state law. 

Analysis 

• Because the contract value did not meet the statutory threshold, the formal requirements 

governing sealed bids and competitive bidding protections were not applicable in this 

instance. 

• The absence of pricing or financial details eliminates a key element necessary to establish an 

unfair competitive advantage. 

• While perceptions of unfairness can arise in informal procurement situations, the available 

evidence does not support the finding of statutory or criminal misconduct. 
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Conclusion 

Unsubstantiated. 

Based on the findings of the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation and the evidence reviewed, no 

state laws were violated in the handling of the fireworks contract bidding process. 

Recommendation 

• Continue to maintain transparency in vendor communications 

• Consider documenting informal procurement processes to avoid future concerns 

• Reinforce best practices to ensure public confidence in City contracting procedures 

 

Final Note to Council 

This investigation was conducted in alignment with the publicly stated commitment to follow the 

evidence without bias and present findings transparently. At this time, no criminal conduct has 

been substantiated, including allegations related to bribery or improper compensation. 

However, the investigation remains open to new evidence, and any credible information brought 

forward will be pursued accordingly. 
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Attachments 

A. Letter from the City Council Requesting the Investigation (Press Release to City Leaders May 2026)  

B. City Manager Job Description (Obtained from the City Clerk during Investigation) 

C. Letter from the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation (Referenced coordination notice)  

D. Michael Dobbins Complaint Information  

E. Darren Blanchard Complaint Information (Original submission) and Darren Blanchard 

Supplemental Complaint Materials (002.pdf – NDAs, email correspondence, Project Atlas 

documentation)  

F. Coweta Police Department Report 2026-0273  

G. Letters from the Oklahoma State Attorney General (Public Access Counselor Advisements and      

    Determinations)  

 

Footnotes 

1. Oklahoma Ethics Commission Rules, Rule 4.4. 

2. Oklahoma Open Meetings Act, 25 O.S. §§ 301–314. 

3. Oklahoma conflict of interest statutes (general applicability). 

4. Oklahoma Open Records Act, 51 O.S. §§ 24A.1 et seq. 

5. Oklahoma Open Records Act confidentiality provisions. 

6. 21 O.S. § 580 (Neglect of duty). 

7. 51 O.S. § 24A.40 – Public Access Counselor authority. 

8. 51 O.S. § 24A.14 – Confidential communications exemptions. 

9. Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation. (2026). Investigative findings regarding the City of 

Coweta fireworks contract procurement process. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Coweta Police Department 

Coweta, Oklahoma 

Statement Regarding Open Investigation into Citizen Concerns 

The Coweta Police Department has initiated an investigation at the request of the Coweta City 

Council after several citizens raised concerns regarding the actions of city leaders. These concerns are 

outlined in a letter I drafted and sent to Mayor Naomi Hogue explaining the need for an 

investigation.  

This investigation will be conducted with the utmost integrity and dedication to following the 

evidence wherever it leads. It is my mission to determine whether these concerns raised by citizens 

have merit—or don’t. Additionally, the Coweta Police Department has received a formal complaint 

from one citizen alleging a violation of the Oklahoma Open Records Act. That matter is currently 

under investigation by the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation. 

The letter provided to the Mayor clearly states that the help of outside agencies will be requested as 

necessary to assist in this investigation. This approach is intended to ensure that the process remains 

unimpeachable and transparent to the public. We have already contacted outside agencies, including 

notifying the Wagoner County District Attorney of our intentions. 

At this time, I will not discuss specific investigative steps, nor will I provide a timeline for completion. 

This investigation will take whatever time needed in order to be conducted thoroughly and properly. 

Upon completion, a full report will be presented to the City Council during an open meeting, 

allowing for public discussion of the findings. 

I would also like to address a misconception that has circulated within the community. The Chief of 

Police does not report to, nor serve at the pleasure of, the City Council. Council members have the 

same rights as any citizen to report suspected criminal activity. This investigation is being initiated in 

the same spirit—based on citizen concerns raised through appropriate channels. 

It is important to note that now that there IS an open investigation into these matters as outlined in 

the letter presented to Mayor Hogue, any person with evidence pertaining to any part of this 

investigation is encouraged to come forward and bring that evidence to my department. In fact, 

failing to bring evidence forward during an open investigation is an obstruction of justice and will be 

treated as such. I would also note that posting on social media does not constitute bringing forward 

evidence. Come see me.  

It would be inappropriate to speculate at this early stage as to whether any arrests or other 

outcomes may result from this investigation. 
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I appreciate the concern shown by our citizens and thank everyone for being present and engaged. I 

take my oath of office very seriously and will not allow my integrity or reputation to be tarnished. My 

commitment remains to conduct this matter fairly, transparently, and in accordance with the law. 

Thank you. 

Chief Mike Bell 

Coweta Police Department 
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NARRATIVE  No: 1 - Officer: MCCOLLOUGH, CHUCK

The Coweta Police Department is cross-commissioned with the Muscogee Nation Lighthorse Police Department.

I, Sgt. Chuck McCollough (501), am a sworn full-time police officer with the Coweta Police Department and am
cross-commissioned with the Muscogee Nation Lighthorse Police Department. This incident occurred in the city limits
of Coweta, Oklahoma, County of Wagoner, within the boundaries of the Muscogee Nation.

This is a multi-agency investigation involving separate reviews by state and local authorities. The Oklahoma State
Bureau of Investigation is investigating specific allegations within its jurisdiction. The Oklahoma Attorney General's
Office has reviewed multiple complaints and issued findings where appropriate. Concurrently, the City of Coweta is
investigating potential criminal violations of Oklahoma law arising from the allegations. These investigations are
independent of one another and may involve different legal standards, evidentiary requirements, and investigative
objectives.

Chief Bell received a letter addressed as "Concerned citizens." This letter asserts allegations and claims of wrongdoing
and criminal activity by the Coweta City Manager, Julie Casteen in the performance of her duties as a public official
with the city. The City Council has requested an investigation as well. The Mike Dobbins letter has been added below
and reads:

[ This is a list of some of the issues with the city that I believe should be looked into or corrected. There are many
more but I don't want this list any longer than it already is. I have proof or examples of everything I have written
down and will be more than happy to provide it to whomever might want it. I did not include every state statute as
I'm sure you are way more familiar than I am with them. I am also looking into some other possible illegal actions but
am still waiting on open records requests that city hall has still not provided me.

Regarding the city allowing Beale to use city hall for an open house and providing a link to a private company on a
government website. The city did not approve the weblink in a public meeting. The city cannot provide a link without
it having a specific city related function. The weblink must also provide a disclaimer stating that you are leaving the
city website and the purpose of the weblink. Any government property must solely be used for government purposes.
Allowing a private company to hold an open house at city hall is not official government business. Promoting a private
business is a clear ethics violation.
Under the Oklahoma Open Meeting Act (25 O.S. §§ 301–314), all final decisions, actions, and votes by a public
body must occur in an open session. While preliminary discussions may happen in closed executive sessions for
specific sensitive matters, final, binding actions—such as a decision to link to web materials—cannot be made there
and must be taken during a public meeting.
T. 74, Ch. 62, App., Rule 4.4 Except as permitted by law or these Rules, a state officer or employee shall not use his
or her State office (1) for his or her own private gain, (2) for the endorsement of any product, service or enterprise.
Appearance of Partiality: A city website linking to a private developer's site may be seen as endorsing the project
before public hearings, potentially violating the principle that local officials should be objective, unbiased, and act in
the public's interest.
City Policy and Neutrality: Government bodies are expected to remain neutral in regulating land use. When a
municipal website links to a private entity's marketing materials rather than strictly informational, objective
city-produced documents, it can be interpreted as an endorsement.
Regarding the real estate brokering by the city manager there is proof in black and white where she admits it to the
mayor. This is also a misuse of taxpayer resources and a clear ethics violation.
The open records violations are for stating that the city did not have a copy of the NDA then stating there was only
one then not maintaining city documents. The city manager also in black and white proves that she provided personal
information to Beale and forwarded the records requests to Beale for them to determine how they wanted the city to
respond. The city is also charging taxpayers search fees when state statute forbids it. They are charging excessive
search fees because the law only allows for the direct cost of the personnel filling the request and cannot inflate that
cost. The city charges $55 per hour and I can assure you the city clerks are not paid anywhere near that amount
hourly. All of this is clearly stated in state statutes.
The Oklahoma constitution states in ARTICLE XV that city council members must legally honor their oaths.
Regarding the city council not performing their job requirements and codes of conduct state statute 21 O.S. § 580.
Not providing NDA'S signed by both parties per open records request.
Not maintaining legal documents at city hall (NDA'S).
Providing false statements to the media about reasoning for rezoning land.
Giving personal information about a private citizen to a private company.
Brokering real estate deals for a private company.
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Using government resources for promoting a private company.
Long overdue yearly state mandated financial audit.
Asking a private company how they want the city to respond to open records requests including offering to tell the
requester no info found.
Forwarding open records requests from a citizen to a private company with no official government connection or
purpose.
City council making decisions not in a public meeting. Example, deciding to postpone the data center vote not during a
public meeting.
Providing false statement about council members decision making. The city manager stated that the council requested
a postponement but a couple of council members stated they did no such thing.
Not warning citizens about possible water contamination after water main repairs.
Derogatory text messages about citizens and people with medical conditions.
Putting a private company above the concerns of the community.
Limiting who can comment on a Facebook post in their official capacity as vice-mayor.
Charging taxpayers search charges on open records requests even though they cannot when it is for the good of the
public.
Incorrect financial figures on city newsletters.
Making false claims about items being budgeted for.
Not following through on statements about projects being performed. As in stating that a splash pad is in the budget
and will be built but then never building it.
Not keeping citizens informed about city projects.
Creating an adversarial atmosphere between city and community.
Causing bad publicity towards the city.
Refusal to answer questions from residents.
Refusal to Inquire into the conduct of any office, department or agency of the City, and investigate municipal affairs,
or authorize or provide for such inquiries.
Failure to lead the Council into an effective, cohesive working team.
Failure to serve as a model of leadership and civility to the community.
Failure to inspire public confidence in our government.
Failure to demonstrate honesty and integrity in every action and statement.
Failure to show honesty and respect for the dignity of each individual reflected in every word and action taken by
Councilmembers, 24 hours a day, seven days a week. It is a serious and continuous responsibility.
Failure to build a solid reputation.
Failure to participate and be available.
Failure to keep integrity intact.
Failure to model a professional manner.
Acting in a self-righteous manner.
Failure to respect the community that they serve.
Not considering if their decision/statement/action will violate the trust, rights or goodwill of others.
Not considering if their conduct will destroy the public's trust in them.
Demonstrating conduct that will give others reason to distrust them.
Not listening and understanding the views of others.
Conduct causing public embarrassment to someone else.
Possible conflicts of interest by council members.
Lack of principles and practices of effective leadership and management; principles and practices of sound business
communications; techniques of effective
public relations.
Lack of exceptional written and verbal communication skills to convey ideas to Council and staff and to interact
positively with city residents.
Lack of negotiation and problem-solving skills to handle difficult situations.
Lack of diplomacy when handling divisive issues.
Failure to establish and maintain effective working relationships with the City Council, all levels of City
management,other governmental officials, community and civic organizations, employee organizations, employees,
the media, and the public.
Failure to exercise tact and diplomacy in dealing with highly sensitive political, public policy, community and employee
issues and situations.
Failure to honor the oath of office regarding the constitution.
Failure to protect first amendment rights.
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Creating a fear of first amendment retaliation.
Lying to the public on social media about requirement to replace private water lines.
Lying to the public about providing public notice of possible water contamination to affected areas.
Failure to hold city manager accountable for her actions.
Failure to correct city manager on inappropriate text messages to city council members.
Failure to address citizens concerns about the behavior and actions of the city manager.
Failure to report possible illegal behavior by city manager to appropriate authorities until months after citizens
requested the council to do so.
Failure to hold fellow council members accountable for unethical behavior.
These actions are primarily misdemeanors and punishable by a fine of up to $500 or 1 year in jail or a combination of
both. If a citizen commits a crime they are typically held accountable and immediately issued a fine, or taken to jail.
Then they have a court date set and are responsible for defending themselves. The frustration with the community is
that it appears the city "leaders" are not held to the same standards. Even in the rare occasion city officials are
prosecuted it is only after thorough investigations and then the taxpayer has to fund their defense. I have provided
the state statutes that they have violated and I am curious to see if any action is taken. I have always stated my
admiration for you and that I believe you to be a good man. I also understand the predicament you are being put in
by having to investigate someone who is capable of firing you. Any online statements I have made are not intended
negatively towards you or your department but I'm not always the best at picking my words correctly. If I have stated
anything that offends you or your department I do truly apologize. I have done everything that I know of to try to
resolve these issues through communication with the city but have been ignored and dismissed at every turn. I truly
hate that it has to come to this but I am formally asking for you to hold the city officials accountable and not on their
terms and their timetable. And please keep in mind that there are citizens who fear retaliation by the city for voicing
concerns, this in itself is a crime that the city is possibly committing. I appreciate your attention with this matter.
Please be the one person in government that still does the right thing and restore our faith in the the town, we are
desperate.
Thank you,
Michael Dobbins ]
End of letter.
Investigation concerning these allegations. Many of the cited issues in this letter are not actual crimes and will not be
fully addressed. I will attempt to get answers for the actual crimes listed by Dobbins and others on the "Fire Julie
Casteen" Facebook page and any other concerns brought forward during this investigation.
1. Cited were the ethics rules under the Oklahoma Ethics Rules. Website linking a private company or
endorsing a private developer.
With respect to the allegation concerning the use of City Hall facilities and the inclusion of a private entity link on the
city's website, such actions are not inherently prohibited. However, they may warrant further review if it can be
demonstrated that they constituted an official endorsement, lacked a legitimate public purpose, or were not approved
through proper procedures consistent with applicable law, including the Oklahoma Open Records Act (25 O.S. SS
301-314).
While this was not a city-sponsored meeting, the city allowed the developer to hold the informational meeting at City
Hall in an effort to help advise the community about the project. There was no discussion or vote among the city
council at the meeting and the city council was not required to attend. There was no violation of the OMA.
The city council did not make a decision to provide a link to the developer's website. This was an administrative
decision based on requests from citizens for information. The city manager placed information about the project on
the city's website and also included the link to the developer's page that was dedicated to information about the
project. This is not endorsing the project, only providing factual information. No marketing materials were provided.
Nothing was being marketed or sold.
As per the paperwork provided by Mr. Blanchard himself to the Chief for investigation, it states, Oklahoma
Constitution, Article X, SS 14-17. Yes, an Oklahoma city can post a link to a private company. Only when it serves a
legitimate public purpose. Not for promotion, advertising or favoritism.
The link was provided for informational purposes as requested by some citizens so that citizens can view what the
project was about, what data centers do and to provide answers to the public. If the link is informational, neutral, and
tied to city business, it is usually lawful under Oklahoma Law.
2. Violations of the City Manager's brokering real estate deals.
During a meeting with affected property owners, the city manager listened to their concerns and was available to talk
to citizens if they had concerns. A property owner spoke to Julie after the meeting and Casteen gave the property
owner information about the developer if they decided they wanted to sell. A property owner responded that they
would for the right price. The city manager relayed this information to the developer. No other action was taken by
the city manager. Asking someone if they would be willing to buy or sell property does not constitute brokering a sale.
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I spoke with the actual real estate agents who brokered the deals and those agents had no correspondence with the
city manager. Those agents spoke with and conducted their business with Beale and the property owners. Their
statements will be added to this report.
I spoke with Agent Kathy. She emailed me the contracts. In the email, she states:
"Sgt. McCollough, Attached is the emails between Beale's attorney, myself and the Frosts. In the attached contract,
you will find myself and the brokerage as the selling agent. On the Heymans property. They reached out to me
wanting a fair market value of the subject, which I gave at 1.3 million. When I met with Beale at the Frost property, I
advised them of the value before they met with the Heymans. I set the groundwork for them acquiring the properties.
I believe the Heymans used their own attorney to review their contract before executing. No one from the city
approached me to do this. I did it to help some people achieve the best price for their property should the data center
have been approved". This letter is added to the report.
I received an email addressed to the Chief of Police written by Sylvia Frost. The letter stated:
"Chief Bell, This is Sylvia Frost. We own the property immediately south of the proposed data center. I wanted to
inform you that we were never contacted by Julie Casteen about selling our property nor have we ever had any
interaction with her. Beale did approach us about buying our property if the data center was approved".
On 05/14/2026 I spoke with the Heymans, Hendrik and Sharon. Hendrik stated to me that he and Sharon went to
an open house meeting with the city planners and other city personnel attending. He stated that after the meeting, he
and Sharon approached the City manager about their property. Sharon stated that they had already talked to the
developers and were not happy about the situation, she stated that Casteen never approached them about a deal or
selling their property, awaiting their written statements for this report. Sharon wrote a statement stating that the City
manager never acted as a real estate agent or representative, intermediary, or go-between for them regarding their
property. her written statement will be added to this report.
3. The open records violations are for stating that the city did not have a copy of the NDA then stating
there was only one, and for not maintaining documents.
All NDA's that were in the city's possession were provided at the time of the requests. There were two NDA's that
were signed by the mayor and vice-mayor, which were then handed over in person to a representative for the
developer so that the agreement could be signed by the developer. The signed copies were never returned. The city
later asked for signed copies and those were provided to anyone who requested them.
4. Not providing NDA's signed by both parties per ORR and not maintaining legal documents at City Hall.
The documents sought were on an ongoing, active, developing project with lots of moving parts. Documents that need
signatures often go back and forth from party to party until agreements are made. The two NDA's in question were
not signed at the time Casteen signed hers; those were signed by the mayor and vice mayor at a later time. Those
NDA's were then sent back to the developer for signatures and not valid until signed by the developer; the city did not
realize they did not get those copies back until the Prather request identified that those were not with the requested
information. The city then, without delay, requested that those copies be returned. This is not willful neglect as cited
by the Darren Blanchard allegations. If the document is not in the possession, it cannot be provided. There would be
nothing to lose or gain by not providing those two NDA's and no evidence or motive to suggest they were being
hidden from Mr. Prather. The signed copies were requested from the developer and were later provided.
5. Giving personal information about a private citizen to a private company.
This must show that the information was not public record or that the disclosure caused harm or violated a statute. In
this case, Mr. Allen Prather requested through open records requests about the generators that were going to be used
for the project. The City manager requested information from the developer multiple times in an attempt to answer
the question. After receiving no answers, the city manager finally emailed the Open Records Request form ( With Mr.
Prather's personal information) to the developer, asking if the information was known, or if the city should respond
that no record was found. The release of Mr. Prather's address was done with no malicious intent. Prather's address is
commonly available.
6. Long overdue yearly State-mandated financial audits
It is common for cities to be late on their audits, and the State auditor's office is often multiple years behind on
County audits. However, Coweta rarely misses the deadline. FY24 was a few weeks late due to the administrative
issues after Roger Kolman resigned in 2023. Prior to that, Coweta's report was completed by the deadline, but
sometimes not filed by the auditor for a few weeks later. The reports are available on the city's website and are
available for inspection of the issue date, which is included in the auditor's report. The FY25 audit is complete and was
accepted by the city council on 05/04/2026 and filed with the SAI office on 05/05/2026.
7. Providing false statements about council members' decision-making. Claiming the city manager stated
that the council requested a postponement, but a couple of council members stated they did no such
thing.
The City's agenda policy allows any Council Member to request an item to be placed on the agenda by notifying the
Mayor or City Manager. Joshua Wilburn made a request to the City Manager that the vote be delayed to a future
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meeting to allow for additional information to be provided by the developer.
8. Charging taxpayers search charges on open records requests even though they cannot when it is for
the good of the public.
The ORA allows charging when requests cause a disruption to normal operations, except for taxpayers seeking to
determine whether those entrusted with the affairs of government are honestly, faithfully, and competently
performing their duties as public servants. These requests were marked as " Personal". Under the Oklahoma Open
Records Act, fees can be charged if the requests are commercial or if they cause excessive disruption. Personal or
civic requests can still incur standard copying fees( like 25 cents per page).
As of 06/01/2026, Mr. Dobbins has requested 11 open records requests. Two have been fulfilled; two are
being reviewed by the city attorney (for personal information or redactions) for release; and seven
remain outstanding because the requests are overly broad.
These requests started on April 3rd, 2026. It is now June 1st. The expectation that all these requests can be fulfilled
within 60 days is unrealistic and seems intended to overwhelm the City with requests, then claim they are violating
the Open Records Act when not received within a reasonable amount of time. Dobbins has claimed that the City is
charging him for these requests. The City did charge him $165.00 dollars for the April 19th request but then promptly
refunded that money to him. Dobbins has not paid for any of these requests.
Last night, June 2nd, Dobbins again went to social media to claim his requests are not being filled. I spoke to City
clerks that are working on the requests; there are only two of them and they have other responsibilities within the city
as well. one stated that when she responded to him that they are working around the clock ( Figure of speech),
Dobbins then made another Open records request for every minute the city has worked on these requests because he
has driven by city hall after hours and has not seen people working.
9. Making false claims of items being budgeted for:
If something gets budgeted, it is not guaranteed to later be approved for completion. Cash flow and other priorities
sometimes take precedence. Projects are routinely delayed as costs continue to rise. The city council makes the final
decision on budget item priority.
10. illegally firing " Whistleblowers" for coming forward with information.
After looking into Ms Doyle's remarks on the "Fire Julie Casteen" Facebook page. She asserts that she was fired by
Julie for claiming violations. Casteen was not the City manager when Doyle was employed with the city and was
terminated by the previous City Manager, Lisa Taylor. In the case of Mr. Cadle, who also made similar claims on
Facebook, Cadle quit after being confronted about driving his city vehicle in Tulsa at abnormal hours in the early
morning. This was discussed with him over the phone, and he accused the water plant manager of falsifying reports.
Cadle then stated that he had been running the water plant for months without a license and that Casteen referred
him to his supervisor. He then came in and told the cashier that he quit.
11. Derogatory text messages about citizens and people with medical conditions.
The intent of the message in question was not to be an attempt to harass or defame the individual. Any violation of
privacy laws would be on the individuals who released the comment on a public forum. This was a private
conversation that was released through the Open Records Act. Any harm created was created by those who released
it on social media.
12. Creating an adversarial atmosphere between city and community.
Causing bad publicity towards the city.
I can find nothing on social media or in city council meeting videos that show the city manager creating a hostile or
adversarial atmosphere between the city and the community. The only hostile or dividing force that i can find is the "
Fire Julie Casteen" Facebook page. and occasionally the "Coweta chit chat" pages. It appears that social media and
these pages caused most, if not all of the bad publicity or adversarial atmosphere.
13. Asking a private company how they want the city to respond to open records requests including
offering to tell the requester no info found.
See allegation number 5. After reviewing the email message and speaking to the city manager, This is a simple
request for information as requested by Allen Prather about generators. The city manager did not have an answer and
emailed the developer for information. The allegation is framed in a manner to suggest that something nefarious is
going on when in fact the city manager was looking for information as requested. The city manager had sent several
emails requesting the number of generators and had not received a response. The City Manager then sent an email,
again asking for the number of generators or should she just tell the requester that no information was found. It is
clear that there was no intent to deceive anyone. She simply did not have an answer for this request. The email is
added to this report.
14. Darren Blanchard allegation that Casteen is recorded saying on 10/28/2025 that the city does not
have a copy of NDA via Beale infrastructure.
Blanchard stated in an email which he later sent to Chief Bell that Clifton Adcock, a journalist from the frontier, has
Casteen recorded saying on 10/28/2025, the city does not have a copy of the NDA via Beale infrastructure. He ran it
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by Mr. Adcock, and he is comfortable in speaking with law enforcement. Ultimately, Patrick Boulden did produce the
NDA for Mr. Adcock. Blanchard states that it goes back to the idea of willful neglect in respect to the Open Records
Act.
Generally, a city manager would still need to respond within the framework of the Open Records Act. IF the NDA is a
public record, meaning it was executed as part of city business, then a formal open records request is typically
required to get access. The city manager cannot just disclose if it is confidential. If it's not public record, then the city
manager can say they don't have it. NDA's can be considered confidential, especially if it involves sensitive
negotiations, personnel matters, or legal obligations. In Oklahoma, if an NDA was signed by the city and it's meant to
protect business or personnel information, it might fall under a confidentiality exemption. In that case, it wouldn't be a
public record, and the city manager would be within their rights to withhold it.
I called Mr. Adcock on May 14th and left a message to return my call on this matter.
I spoke to Blanchard on 6/3/2026. Blanchard sent me an email of the NDA release letter to the city, which was
emailed on 11/7/2025. This means that if a recording by Mr. Adcock was done on 10/28/2025, asking Casteen about
an NDA, Casteen was still under the Non-disclosure agreement until released on 11/7/2025, and may have been
within her right to deny information if there was a specific statutory exemption (unknown).
Under the Oklahoma Open Records Act (OORA), a public official who willfully and knowingly refuses to provide access
to a public record that is required to be disclosed may be subject to misdemeanor penalties and fines. However, the
process is typically triggered by a formal request for records.

In the absence of a specific Open Records request, it would be difficult to establish that a records custodian or public
official knowingly refused to disclose a particular record. The requester bears the responsibility of making a request
that reasonably identifies the records sought. Once such a request is made, the public body is obligated to respond in
accordance with the Open Records Act.

Therefore, if a reporter merely asks general questions or speculates that records may exist without submitting a
formal Open Records request, the City Manager could reasonably contend that no official records request had been
made and that she was not refusing access to any identified public record. The legal duties and potential penalties
associated with the Open Records Act are generally triggered by an actual request for records.

As a result, until a formal Open Records request is submitted and denied, the reporter may not yet have a clear legal
basis to claim a violation of the Open Records Act. The request itself initiates the statutory process and creates the
framework for determining whether compliance, denial, delay, or potential violations have occurred. As of June 10th i
have not gotten a call back from Adcock.

15. Several additional concerns raised in the allegation letter sent by Dobbins relate to matters of professionalism,
leadership, communication, and public perception. While these are important considerations in the context of public
administration, they do not, in and of themselves, constitute criminal violations unless supported by evidence of
specific unlawful conduct. Many of the listed complaints are not chargeable violations.

16. The NDA's were not legal.

Mike Dobbins sent me an email he received from the assistant district attorney, Reginald C. Armor with Wagoner
County. The email concerns the legality of the NDA. The response from Armor states:

" I have reviewed the attached NDA. This is a standard unilateral NDA. It is designed for use in the private sector and
without substantial government carve-outs, it is not compliant with the law. Here are the primary compliance issues
with this NDA. Choice of law: This NDA chooses Delaware as the forum for law and venue. The County cannot agree to
an out-of-state choice of law or litigation forum. A contract or agreement with the County must be governed by
Oklahoma law, and while the venue can technically be any District Court in Oklahoma, it really ought to be Wagoner
County.

Concealment of the very existence of discussion is overbroad and problematic. The form requires the County to keep "
The existence of any discussions" confidential. That is a pretty broad ask, and it could run afoul of OMA's Structural
requirements down the line. ( E.g, if the BOCC needs to list items for discussion when action is contemplated or
identifies the general issue in a notice of executive-session it will violate this agreement).

The NDA itself is overbroad: ORA already provides targeted tools, and a private NDA cannot expand secrecy beyond
what the statutes allow. I can provide specific examples of this, but the point is if an NDA includes overbroad
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confidentiality provisions that go beyond the legal boundaries of public records law or impede the disclosure of
information that must be made public under OMA or ORA, it is legally problematic. This NDA does that in several of it's
provisions." END of Written statement.

The Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) at issue are civil contracts, and questions regarding their enforceability or
validity generally fall within the scope of civil law. Any determination regarding whether an NDA violates Oklahoma
law would ultimately be a matter for legal review by the District Attorney if potential statutory violations are alleged.

At this time, I have not identified any evidence indicating that the agreements themselves are criminally illegal.
Rather, the more appropriate question may be whether the agreements were improper, unenforceable, contrary to
public policy, or otherwise invalid under Oklahoma law. Accordingly, any concerns regarding the legality or validity of
the NDAs will be referred to the District Attorney's Office for review and determination.

06/01/2026 I attempted to call Darren Blanchard. His Google answering service, after requesting what my call was
about, said he cannot take my calls. I also spoke with Jackie Prather 6/1/2026 at city hall meeting. Prather contacted
Blanchard and told him i was trying to reach him. Prather said he would reach out to me. It is now 6/3/2026 no
contact with Blanchard.

6/3/2026 I spoke with Darren Blanchard. I asked if he had any information of crimes being committed by the city
manager or the city. Blanchard sent me an email on NDA's and discussed the suspicious email from the City manager
to the Mayor regarding a property brokerage that i have already discussed.

17. Dobbins took to social media June 2nd with more allegations. Unethically influencing city council
members before a vote on a project.

This was in response to a misrepresentation of facts by an administrator on a social media page about a motion during
the city council meeting the night before on June 1st. Whether intentional or a perception of events as they saw it, the
account was inaccurate.

The recent post regarding the Woods Phase 4 addition presents an incomplete and misleading account of what
occurred during the council meeting.

The Woods Phase 4 project had already received prior approval. During the meeting, the Vice Mayor was awaiting
participation from other council members to second a motion. This was clear agitation from the vice-mayor that other
council members just sat and never seconded a motion, so he decided to look at them and wait for them to
participate. This is clear on the video. When no second was made, the City Manager fulfilled her professional
responsibility by informing the council of the project's approval status and the potential financial liability the City could
face if required actions were not taken.

Providing council members with accurate information regarding existing approvals, contractual obligations, and
potential legal or financial consequences is a fundamental duty of a City Manager. Her role is not to make policy
decisions for the council, but to ensure elected officials have the information necessary to make informed decisions
and to protect the City's interests.

Characterizing the City Manager's actions as misconduct ignores the context of the situation and misrepresents the
responsibilities of her position. In this instance, she did exactly what the public expects a City Manager to do: provide
accurate information, explain the City's obligations, and advise the council of potential consequences arising from its
actions or inaction.

Disagreement with a project or a policy decision is fair. Misrepresenting routine administrative duties as misconduct is
not. Casteen did not bully or " Rule with an Iron fist" as the post cited, she simply informed the council of obligations
and did not in any way dictate how the vote should go. The entire "unethical influencing" allegation can be viewed on
YouTube in its entirety.

18. Claim that the city has never signed NDA's or that NDA's are "untenable," "unacceptable," or "morally
bankrupt" and even "weaponized.

The City of Coweta's use of NDAs is neither unique nor unusual. For example, confidentiality agreements were utilized
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during negotiations related to the Walmart development project years ago, the water treatment plant, Meadowbrook
Center, and more recently, Braum's. Similar agreements are routinely employed by cities of all sizes throughout
Oklahoma and across the nation. A brief review of standard municipal economic development practices would confirm
this.

The mere existence of an NDA does not establish wrongdoing, secrecy for improper purposes, or an attempt to
deprive citizens of information. Any allegation that an NDA has been "weaponized" against citizens requires specific
evidence demonstrating unlawful conduct, misuse of authority, or violation of public records laws. Absent such
evidence, the accusation remains speculative and unsupported.

Reasonable people may disagree about the appropriate balance between transparency and confidentiality in
government negotiations. However, characterizing all NDAs as "untenable," "unacceptable," or "morally bankrupt"
ignores their legitimate purposes and the widespread acceptance of their use in municipal governance, economic
development, and commercial transactions throughout the United States.

Accordingly, this allegation appears to be based on opinion rather than demonstrable facts and does not, standing
alone, provide evidence of misconduct, illegality, or unethical behavior by city officials.

19. Allegation that City Clerk's handwriting looks similar to City Manager's handwriting and suggesting
that the City Manager forged an Open Records Request.

6/3/2026 I spoke with the city clerk, Samantha Dobbins in reference to this allegation. Dobbins stated that she did
do an ORR and that she wrote it and submitted it. There is nothing nefarious going on with this ORR. Dobbins also
stated that she was not coerced or asked to do an Open records request. Dobbins written statement is added to this
report.

On June 1, 2026, I spoke with Jackie Prather at the City Council meeting and provided my telephone number,
requesting that they contact me at a time convenient for them to discuss any information they wished to provide.

As of June 20th, 2026, I have not received a response. Based on the information currently available, I believe their
concerns are substantially similar to those previously raised by Mr. Dobbins. If the Prather's possess any additional
information or evidence, it will be considered and incorporated into the investigation upon receipt.

If I have not spoken with them by the time this investigation is completed, I will assume they have no further
information to provide, and the investigation will proceed based upon the evidence and statements currently available.

Darren Blanchard allegations to the AG's Office of Open Records Act violations, which corresponds to the
many Mike Dobbins complaints concerning the same Open Record requests.

Mr. Blanchard submitted three separate complaints to the Oklahoma Attorney General's Office alleging
violations of the Oklahoma Open Records Act by the City of Coweta.

Complaint No. 2026-052:

Mr. Blanchard alleged that the City failed to timely respond to an Open Records Act request submitted in January
2026. During its review, the Attorney General's Office determined that a response from the City was warranted. The
City explained that the original request lacked sufficient specificity and that clarification was requested pursuant to 51
O.S. Supp. 2025, §24A.5(7). The City further advised that all responsive records had been produced. After reviewing
the matter, the Attorney General's Office concluded that the City had fulfilled its obligations under the Oklahoma Open
Records Act regarding the records referenced in the complaint.

Complaint No. 2026-053:

Mr. Blanchard alleged that the City failed to respond to his Open Records Act request seeking text messages from the
City Manager. Following review, the Attorney General's Office requested a response from the City. The City explained
that records were produced on a rolling basis and that the final responsive records were provided on March 22, 2026.
The Attorney General's Office concluded that the City's response to the Open Records request was prompt and
reasonable under the circumstances.
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Complaint No. 2026-110:

Mr. Blanchard alleged that the City improperly redacted the identities of individuals who communicated with City
officials. Specifically, the complaint challenged the City's redaction of the identities of senders contained within records
produced pursuant to an Open Records Act request. Upon review, the Attorney General's Office determined that the
communications sought appeared to be communications with a public body and were therefore subject to the
protections and limitations set forth in 51 O.S. §24A.14. The Attorney General's Office further concluded that the
Oklahoma Open Records Act permits public bodies to maintain as confidential certain communications received from
persons exercising rights secured by the United States Constitution or the Oklahoma Constitution. Accordingly, the
Attorney General's Office concluded that the communications at issue appeared to fall within that statutory protection.

In each of the three complaints reviewed, the Attorney General's Office found that the City's actions were consistent
with the provisions of the Oklahoma Open Records Act and did not identify any violation by the City of Coweta.
Accordingly, the allegations contained in Complaints 2026-052, 2026-053, and 2026-110 were not sustained.

All three letters from the Attorney General's Office will be added to this report.

Dobbins Open Records Act complaints.

Mr. Dobbins' repeated allegations that the City is failing to comply with the Oklahoma Open Records Act are not
supported by the volume and nature of his requests. Since April 3, 2026, he has submitted approximately eleven
separate Open Records requests. The City has limited administrative staff available to process not only his request but
the requests of others as well, while also performing their regular duties and serving the public.

The frequency and volume of Mr. Dobbins' requests create a substantial administrative burden. From an objective
standpoint, it appears that he may be attempting to overwhelm City resources and then publicly characterize the
resulting delays as violations of the Open Records Act. Whether intentional or not, this pattern raises legitimate
concerns regarding the purpose and reasonableness of his conduct.

Additionally, Dobbins' continued emails containing accusations, threats, and demands directed toward City officials are
inappropriate and unproductive. Dobbins has filed numerous complaints alleging criminal misconduct by City
employees and officials. Those complaints are currently being reviewed and investigated by the appropriate
authorities.

It is important to understand that the vast majority of allegations he has publicly advanced do not constitute criminal
offenses under Oklahoma or federal law. Many of the claims involve disagreements with policy decisions, concerns
regarding ethics or character, or personal interpretations of statutes rather than conduct that is legally chargeable as
a crime.

Merely citing a statute and asserting that it has been violated does not establish criminal conduct. Publicly accusing
individuals of criminal wrongdoing without sufficient factual or legal basis is irresponsible and risks misleading the
public regarding the nature of the alleged conduct.

6/18/2026. This report was sent to the Wagoner County District Attorney's Office for review.
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It is unlawful to falsely report a crime. 

Will you prosecute (yes/no) ________      Report submitted to DA (yes/no) ________    __________________ 

                                                                                                                                           Officer Initial / Signature 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

               Reported By Print                               Reported By Signature                               Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

             Reported By (2) Print                         Reported By (2) Signature                             Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

             Reported By (3) Print                         Reported By (3) Signature                             Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

               Victim / Witness Print                       Victim / Witness Signature                             Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

            Victim / Witness (2) Print                  Victim / Witness (2) Signature                          Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

            Reporting Officer Print                     Reporting Officer Signature                               Date 

 

 

_______________________________    __________________________    __________________________ 

            Reviewed Officer Print                     Reviewed Officer Signature                               Date 
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