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Case Study #1 Jones and Harris 
 

Introduction  

Read, listen to the video and answer each question in blank space. 
___________________________________________ 

Question:  What was the allegation that began this case? 
 

In October 2015, a government authority notified the Board of the allegation that one of their employees (“Harris”) 

made a fake identification card, posed as another individual (“Jones”) and took the Residential Building exam for 

him. It was noted that Jones has previously failed this exam twice. Jones received a license as a result of Harris’ 

passing the exam.   

Upon receiving the notice of allegation, the Board’s Legal Counsel reviewed the license files belonging to both 

Harris and Jones and noticed distinct differences in the handwriting for the exam taken by Jones.  

An expert in handwriting analysis was hired to review both the exam in question, and other handwriting samples 

of Harris and Jones provided by a government authority.  The expert determined that the exam in question 

completed by Jones did not match the handwriting on Jones’ samples but matched Harris’ handwriting samples. 

A formal investigation into both Jones and Harris was then opened by the Board.  

___________________________________________ 

Question: 

1. What is the difference between “a licensed general contractor” and a “qualifier”?   

 

 

 

 

2. Can a licensee and a qualifier be the same person? 

 

 

 

 

3. Can a person be a qualifier for more than one licensee? 
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Investigation 
___________________________________________ 

Question:  What was found regarding the allegation? 
 

The investigation started by interviewing an individual witness who sat across from the employee during the 

exam.  The individual’s description was of someone who resembled Harris, an African American and not Jones, 

who is Caucasian.  The witness provided a ‘sworn statement” to these facts.  

• In June 2012, Jones took and failed both parts of the Board’s exam.  He again failed in December 2012. 

• In December 2013, Harris, posing as Jones, passed the Board’s Building exam.   

• In January 2014, the Limited Building License was issued to Jones. This license was renewed in 2015. 

With the witness statement in hand and the expert handwriting analysis, the investigator brought Harris in for an 

interview at the Board’s office in Raleigh.  Harris admitted to the exam scheme, stating that he had been 

blackmailed into doing it.   

___________________________________________ 

Question: 

1. What actions did Harris and Jones take that were problems when taking the exam?   
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Question: Did you find anything else during the investigation? 
 

In following the usual investigative process, liens, judgments, and permit records were checked and the other 

investigation steps were performed. Numerous issues were found. 

It was discovered that both individuals had previous disciplinary actions on their Licenses.  

Jones 

• In October 2012, a company (“BAD”) listing Jones as a member of the Board of Directors, filed Articles 

of Incorporation with the State of North Carolina.  According to the Board, this company was not, nor has 

it ever been licensed to practice general contracting in the State of North Carolina. 

• On September 16th, 2013, a new company (“ABC”) filed Articles of Incorporation listing Jones as the 

Sole Incorporator.  According to the Board this company was not, nor has it ever been licensed to practice 

general contracting in the State of North Carolina. 

• On the same day in September 2013, yet another new company (“XYZ”) filed Articles of Incorporation 

listing Jones as the Sole Incorporator.  According to the Board this company was not, nor has it ever been 

licensed to practice general contracting in the State of North Carolina. 

• In December 2013, took and passed the Limited Building exam.  He is the qualifier by exam for this 

license. Jones was listed as a sole proprietor, however, that license had been revoked. 

• Jones entered into construction contracts, obtained building permits and signed lien waivers that 

subcontractors and materialmen had been paid. 

• Jones had presented a forged Certificate of Occupancy at closing for one of the contracts. 

• Jones had failed to request final inspections. 

• Later investigation revealed there were 12 recorded liens and lis pendens against Jones, including 

subcontractors and materialmen who had not been paid. Additionally, Jones had filed bankruptcy even 

though he indicated “No” on the sworn application that he had not filed bankruptcy. 

Harris 

• In December 2011, Harris passed the Board’s Building Exam and serves as the Qualifier in a Partnership 

with someone other than Jones. 

• In January 2012, Harris was issued a Limited Building License. 

• In September 2013, Harris filed a Certificate of Assumed Name, changing the name of the Partnership to 

“ABC”.  [Note September 2013 events for Jones] 

• This license was renewed through 2016. On the license renewal, question #4 asked if the applicant had 

any liens, lawsuits, judgments or lis pendens filed against any principal shareholder or officer that had not 

been disclosed.  The reply on the application was “No”. 

• Harris’ License had been suspended for 24 months.  During the 24 months, Harris was caught by the 

investigator for engaging in unlicensed contracting at least 3 times. Harris was under a court order and 

found in violation of that court order.   

• Harris had a pending complaint and was under investigation for unlicensed contracting until January of 

2020. 

• Harris evaded investigators, missed court appearances, worked in collusion with Board witness and 

verbally threatened the investigator.   
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___________________________________________ 

Question: 

1. What were the violations in this case?  Why were they violations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. In this case, a Certificate of Assumed Name was filed after the exam completed and license issued.  Is this a 

violation of laws or rules pertaining to general contracting?  If so, why? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. If a partner in a company is the qualifier and leaves the partnership and  the remaining partner wishes to keep 

doing business under the partnership name, what effect does this have on the license?  Is a new qualifier 

needed?  
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Summary  
___________________________________________ 

Question: What action(s) did the Board take as a result of the investigation? 
 

The Board held hearings where Jones and Harris’ license and exam were revoked, having been found guilty of: 

NCGS 87-11 (a) Fraudulently obtaining a license 

NCGS 87-13 and 87-14 Impersonating a Licensed Contractor and fraudulently obtaining building permits 

NCGS 87-1 and 13 Unlicensed Contracting 

NCGS 87-11 False Information on a License Renewal Application 

 

Additionally, as result of discovery during the investigation and contracting work performed, Jones also was 

found guilty of: 

NCGS 87-11(a) Forgery of a Certificate of Occupancy 

NCGS 153A-363 and State Building Code Section R-111.2.9 Failure to Request a Final Inspection 

NCGS 87-11(a) False Information on a License Renewal Application 

NCGS 44A-24 Providing false information under oath about payments to subcontractors and materialmen 

21 NCAC 12.0503 Providing false information about bankruptcy filings, and failing to notify the Board of said 

filing 

 

All these actions, together and in total, were found by the Board to constitute fraud, deceit, gross negligence, 

incompetence and/or misconduct in violation of NCGS 87-11(a).  Both Jones and Harris had their licenses 

revoked and Harris’ exam credential was also revoked. 

The Judge later issued Injunctions against Jones for unlicensed contracting due to  fraudulently obtaining and 

passing exam and license, falsified license applications and subsequent renewals, impersonating a licensed 

contractor. 

_____________________________________ 

Question: 

1. What could the contractor have done differently to avoid the violations and eventual Board findings? 

 


