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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

DATE OF REPORT
REPORT STATUS | Final

CASE NUMBER 0TS-10-2780-

CASE TITLE m’man Resources Specialist
ice 0 rift Supervision

PERTINENT 31 U.S.C. § 0.213 General Conduct Prejudicial to the Government
STATUTE(S), [SUBSTANTIATED]
REGULATION(S),
AND/OR OTS Directive 1201 Use of Information Technology Resources
POLICY({IES) [SUBSTANTIATED]

SYNOPSIS

On August 5, 2010, the Department of the Treasury (Treasury), Office of Inspector
General (OlG), Office of Investigations (Ol), received infarmation from the Office of
Thrift Supervision (OTS) alleging that OTS Human Resources Specialist,
utilized OTS IT resources to arrange sexual encounters with women advertising on the
Craigslist. {Exhibit 1) It was also alleged that_used his OTS-issued travel card to
purchase hotel rooms to support his assignations.

Investigation by the OIG/Ol confirmed the allegation that NP misused OTS IT
resources to solicit prostitution and that et with prostitutes on three separate
occasions. When interviewed by the OIG/OI, dmitted to soliciting prostitutes
using OTS IT resources.-retired from federal service, effective October 1,

2010.

Case Agent: Supervisory Approval:

ecial Agent Phillips, Special Agent In Charge

. fo~22-1¢ 0/ 0
“{Signature) {Signature)
This report ig the property of the Office of Inspecior Gendral, and le For Official Use Oaly. It containg seasitive %
iaw enforcement information, the use and disseminstion of which iz sublsct fo the Privacy 8¢, 8 U.S.C. & §
582s. This information may not be copied or disseminsted without the written permission of the UG, which i
will be granted onfy In sccordance with the Prdvacy Act snd the Freedom of Information &ct, 5 U.8.C. § 582, |
Any unauthorized or unoflicial use or dissemination of this Information will be penalized. f
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 0TS-10-2780-I

DETAILS

A. Aftegation: It was alleged that 3§ ] tilized OTS IT resources to arrange
for sexual encounters with women advertising on the Craigslist.

B. Context / Background: is a TG-51 Human Resources Specialist with a
concentration in retirement planning with 36 years of federal service.

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY

On September 3, 2010, the OIG/Ol completed its analysis of W email and
determined that had used OTS email to communicate with women offering a
variety of adult/erotic services. In addition,- submitted a $100 payment via
Paypal to a woman he had arranged to meet in Atlanta, GA. also received
numerous emails from adult dating sites he had subscribed to. (Exhibit 2)

On September 8, 2010, the OIG/Ol interviewed , ) ' who admitted that he
used OTS IT resources to view websites offering erotic services on a weekly basis as
well as communicating with and arranging meetings with women offering erotic
services. acknowledged that he was aware he was soliciting for prostitution
and stated he met with prostitutes on three occasions. In addition, he arranged to
meet with another prostitute in Atlanta, but jended up breaking their scheduled
meeting and paid her $100 via paypal.com as a cancellation fee.

-reported that he did not provide any OTS or banking information to any

prostitute nor did anyone attempt to obtain such information from him. No
assignations occurred in OTS or government-controlled property. Il provided the

OIG/0l with a signed, sworn statement detailing the matters above. (Exhibit 3)

FINDINGS

The investigation determined that Wk s actions violated 31 U.S.C. § 0.213's
prohibition against engaging in “criminal, infamous, dishcnest, or notoriously
disgraceful conduct.” In addition, Pviolated OTS Directive 1201, which
prohibits using OTS IT resources for activities that are inappropriate and that use of the
internet should be able to withstand public scrutiny without embarrassment to the
amployee, OTS or the federal government. In addition, the policy alsoc prohibits "any

This report contsing sensitive law enforcement material and is the property of the Office of nspector
General. [t may not be copled of reproduced without wiitten permission from the Office of inspeeter |
General, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Hs disclosure to unauthorized persons ig strictly i

prohibited and may subject the disclosing party to lisbility, Public availability to be determined under & g
U.8.C. 58 552 B5Ja,
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 0OTS-10-2780-I

other uses prohibited by Federal statutes, Regulations, Standards of Conduct, Ethics
Rules, or Rules of Behavior.”

REFERRALS

Criminal

On September 2, 2010, the issue of 's misuse of OTS IT resources and
solicitation of prostitution was presented telephonically to the United States Attorney’s

Office for the District of Columbia, which declined to accept the case for prosecution
absent aggravating circumstances such as underage prostitutes or human trafficking.

Civil
Not Applicable

Administrative

‘peeial Counsel, Office of Thrift Supervision

EXHIBITS

Number Description

1. Hotline Complaint dated August 5, 2010
2. Memorandum of Activity, E-Mail Review, dated September 3, 2010
3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview ofj dated September

8, 2010

| This report containg sensitive law enforcement matedal and ig the property of the Office of Inspecior
g Gensral. R may not be copled or reproduced without writien permission from the Office of Inspector
i Genaral. Thiz report iz FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Hs disclosure 1o unauthorized persons is strictly
i prohibited and may subject the disclesing party to lizbility. Public availability to be determined under 8§

[ U.8.C. 85 882, 582a,
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case#: OTS-11-1100-

Case Title:
. Information Techrology
Examination Manager Case Type:  Criminal
Office of Thrift Administrative X
Supenrvision{Legacy) Civil
Investigation initiated: Juna 1, 2011 Conducted by:
. - Special Agent
tnvestgation Completed: gcT 17 201
- Appraved hy: John L. Phillips
Origin:HSpem‘al Counsel Special Agent in Charge
-_ ce of Th upervision{lL.egacy)
On May 26, 2011, the Dep the Treasury (Treasury), Office of the Inspector General {TOIG)

recaived | from Special Counsel, Office of Thift Supervigion (OTS),
regardi Information Techno!ugy {(iT) Examination Manager, OTS. lained
that her current position in 2007 which required her moving from the Sana a, CA

office near Los Angeles, CA to Daly City, CA (near San Francisco, CA). ver relocated, but
was reimbursed approximatety $10,000 in relocation expensses, She aiso traveled from her residence
in sputham CA to Daly City, CA often and submitted travel vouchers costing thae OTS “thousands of

doffars.” (Exhibit 1)

The investigation detesmined that the aflegafion is subsiantiated, dmitted that she never
relceated, but accepted fhe relocation funds from OTS, She add at her regionaf supervisors
weig aware that she had not moved to the Daly City, CA area, and never expressed any concern
reganding the.p r. The invastigat_@cn further defermined that 0TS employees.in the region were
Iwvdre that“l resided in southern CA, bt helfeved it was authorized by 0TS headquarters.
0TS headquarters personnet stated they were unawars that never relacated, accepted
FIRH82 51 in redocation dueds, and wouchered 87 147, *M ] | $vay wenid rot fuave incurred if
*»‘w had refoeated i Dudy Olty, 008 & 2007, as weguired, The nvastigaticn was deciied for

HERe i Padhy essriviafly and swilly Dy the Livted Mnm% Attormmy's {Mffite.
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Report of Investigation
c e -
Case #0TS-11-
Pa§e4of10

In an interview with TOIG, stated that applied for and received the position of IT
Exammanon Manager In 2007. as on the interview panel stated that he was not involved
with relocation process and that those decisions were made out of OTS's Washington, DC

office. recalis that there was an understanding by OTS manaiement that a period of time was

given to any employee to relocate, which was usually 2 years. tated that once as
promoted, she was in the Daly C:ty, CA office at least once a month. According t :

expectation was for i}t be in the field the majority of the time. EPstated that he was-s
smnd level supervisor and did not sign her travel vouchers. (Exhibit 6)

accepted the position of IT Manager in Daly City,

m an interview with TOIG, tated that he-
CA and was given $10, M@t& from her residence in Ranch Cucamonga to Daly City, CA.

ad little contact with Juntil 2007. She then saw her monthly when qms at the Daly
City, CA office. - had an at the Daly City office, but was often on travel throughout the

Uﬁ%&é States.

In ; 07 and 2008, , an admi istrative empioyee, reviewed vouchers,
became ill and died in 2008. ER e Regional Account Technician, then
d her travel. 'stated that there was a backlog uments because of eing

e for long periods of time so the documents were probably not reviewed as thoroughly as
ustal. She also stated that this office was under transition and there was management tumover
during this time period, therefore, ‘would have reported to various managers in 2007 and 2008.
In 2008, the travel system changed and OTS Headquarters was nsible for reviewing and
auditing travel vouchers. stated she never questioned was residing in Southern
California and her duty station was in the San Francisco, CA area, because handled
relocation matters. She assumed Headquarters handled .’s relocation and approved of all of her

trave} (Exhibit 7)

In an interview with TOIG, interviewed stated- was located in the Orange County, CA
office for several years. In 2007, she accepted the position of IT Manager in Daly City, CA. She then
saw her monthly when (il was at the Daly City, CA office. In 2007 and 2008, ‘reviewed
many o s travel vouchers. In August 2008, the travel system changed and OTS Headquarters
was respans;bfe for reviewing and auditing travel vouchers. stated she never questioned

s residing in Southern California and her duty station was in the San Francisco, CA

aréa, cause
'retm on June 1, 2011. (Exhibit 8)

in an interview with TOIG, i stated that i was located in the Orange County, CA/ Santa
Ana, CA office for several years. In 2007, she accepted the position of IT Manager in Daly City, CA.

”ﬁ'@s became her IT supervisor and they had weekly telephonic contact, and she would see
occasional meetings. She did not review her timesheets or fravel. That was performed at the

aly City, CA office by managers there, In 2008, the travel system changed and OTS Headquarters
was responsible for reviewing and auditing travel vouchers. Headquarters would then send the travel
vouchers to the managers at the duty stations for additional approval. At this point, ‘began

reviewing@iiil's travel vouchers. In 2010 ‘&?&ﬁi on a detail to OTS Headquariers.

never handled relocation matters, and did not believe it was her role to question.

then no W ram ?%%f‘ %ﬁzzﬁm ,
%&M %&mim ﬁiﬁs&% %aw %ﬁmﬁiﬁ s % ervatin ﬁﬁﬁ ﬁa @a@m ma? ot 23& rEpro

red mzs& i@ ;zmﬁiﬁm







Report of Investigati
Case Name:

Case # OTS-11-
Page 6 of 10

City, CA office near San Francisco, CA. In September 2007, she reported to the Daly City, CA office
and stayed in a local hotel. She would travel to the office on Monday and return to her home in
southern California on the weekends. She stated that her supervisor and everyone in the Daly City
oﬁ%z:e was aware that she was commuting the 400 miles from her home to the office each week.

- stated that when she took the position of IT Examinations Manager, she fully intended to
remte to Daly City, CA and admitted that she signed a contract that she would repay OTS for any
relocation costs if she did not relocate. She and her husband went on a house hunting trip in the San
Francisco area, worked with a relocation group called Primacy to have her current home inspected,
and contacted a realtor to sell her home in Rancho Cucamonga, CA. However, she learned that she
owed more on her current residence than what it was worth because the home value in CA had
deteriorated. She also understood that OTS would allow her two years to relocate. She then
decided that she would cease house huntmg and remain in Rancho Cucamonga, CA until 2008,
hoamg that the housing market would improve. From 2007 to 2009, she continued to travel to Daly
City, CA weekly. She would also travel throughout the Western Region and to Washington, DC as
neaded In 2009, OTS changed the Western Region making Dallas the Headquarters. She now
traveled more often to Dallas, TX than Daly City, CA. She believed it would be foolish to purchase a
home near Daly City, CA at this point because her work was more in southern CA and TX then in
Daly City, CA. In October 2010, she began a detail in the OTS Washington, DC Headquarters.

Wmle on detail, she flew home to CA most weekends.

In ag:proxzmataly April 2011, she wrote an e-mail to egarding the future employee

transfers to the OCC. She was concerned that the OCC may assign her to the OCC office in San
Fraﬁasce,CA. sent another e-mail to _he did not respond so she went to his
office. He asked to join them. She told them that she never moved to Daly City, CA

because she did not believe she needed to because of the change in the Western Region.
stated that she had 30 days to move in 2007, and that OTS would no longer pay relocation because
the time period had expired. On Memorial Weekend in May 2011 returned to CA and received
a telephone call from tated that she must report to the Daly City, CA office the
following Monday. g} stated that she had a "bad feeling” about this transfer, and informed -
that she would retire.
2R stated that no one informed her that she did not have to move, but stated that her supervisors
and coworkers knew she did not move. She submitted travel vouchers that included her home
address. She believed that if she were required to move, a supervisor or someone in OTS Human
Resources should have spoken to her. She also believed she had two years to relocate. Once two
years passed, she believed it would not be prudent to move because the region changed, She
stated that she received funds o relocate, but was not certain of the exact amount she received, She
does not believe she owes any money back to the OTS because she was a good empioyee who won
awards with the OTS, and this was a miscommunication. She added that OTS still has over $20,000
of her annual leave funds, and did not reimburse her for ?zef fast two travels. She could not recall the

costs of these travels. (Exhibit 13}

This Report of investigation Is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Offles of the nspector
General. It coniains sensitive law enforcement information and its contents may not be reprodused without
written permission in accordanes with § U.S.C. § 552, This report Is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and s disclosurs
o unauthorized persons is prohibited,
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The facts of this investigation were presented to (JJJRSSSR Chief, Criminal Division, United
States Attorney's Office (USAQ), Central District of CA, for criminal prosecution, but was declined.

(Exhibit 14)

This investigation was also presented to q Chief, Civil Division, USAQ, Central District
of CA for civil prosecution, but was declined. (Exh 5)

Jué’icial Action

The investigation determined that the allegation is substantiated. The investigation found that
accepted $10,882.51 in relocation funds, and vouchered $87,047.85 in travel that would not have
incurred if she had relocated to Daly City, CA in 2007, as required. jJiJfadmitted that she never
relocated, but accepted the relocation funds from the OTS because most of it was reimbursement for
hoﬁse hunting trips.

Dutmg the investigation, OTS employees in the region revealed they all were aware that {Jistit
resided in southem CA, but believed it was authorized by OTS headquarters. The OTS headquarters

employees stated they were unaware tha hever relccated,

Baéad on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following pertinent statute(s),
regulation(s) and/or policies were violated or could be applied to the case:

'« 5CF.R. 2635.101 - Basic obligation of public service

I Senior Advisor, Office of the Comptroller of the Currenicy

mg@wmmﬁiﬁmm i@ me%@%@ﬁ@%ﬁm
dance with 5 .5.C. § 552. This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disciosure

o] %ﬁ%ﬁ?}m ?W is ;ﬁm
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Caa%;a Agent:

G

FCrT <~/
Date

?3“%25 é%ém of Investication & the ng%;ﬁ%ﬁg of the Office of lnvestigation, Treasury Office of the inspeeior
Gengral, i§ contains sensitive law enforcement Information and it contanis may not be regroduced withoat
written permission In accordance with § U.8.C. § 562. This report s FOR GFFICIAL USE OMLY and its disslosurs
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Case Name:

Case # OTS-11-

Page 9 of 10

hibits

1. Complaint from OTS, dated May 26, 2011.
2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Chief Financial Officer, OTS, dated
- June 2, 2011. A

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of /P Managing Director — Human
.~ Resources, OTS, dated June 15, 2011.

4 Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -Re!ocam Specialist, OTS, dated
. June 28, 2011.

5 Memorandum of Activity, Travel voucher summary, dated June 29, 2011,

8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -Regionai Director, OTS, dated
 June 16, 2011.

7. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -Assistant Director of Commerce Support,
QTS, dated July 7, 2011.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (i Regional Account Technician, OTS,
~ dated July 7, 2011.

9. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of JJJJEMlll8 Assistant Director, OTS, dated
- July 18, 2011.

10 Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Hfﬁ,\ssistant Deputy Director, Examinations,
Supervision and Consumer Protection, OTS, dated June 2, 2011.

11.Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -Assoc:ate Director, Federal Reserve
- Board, and former Managing Director for Risk Management, OTS, dated September 13, 2011.

12. Memorandum of Activity, interview of - Retired, and former Regional Uirector,
- OTS, dated September 26, 2011.

13. Memarandum of Activity, Interview of _ iT Examination Manager (Retired), OTS,
 dated September &, 2011.

o @aﬁtﬁ@m m i& mﬁiﬁ@%
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Case # OTS-11-
Page 10 of 10

14. Memorandum of Activity, Criminal declination by USAQ, Central District of CA, dated
September 28, 2011.

15. Memorandum of Activity, Civil declination by USAQ, Central District of CA, dated
QOctober 5, 2011.

written g@gﬁm&m i mm %:%s Bl &%ﬁ* § 552, This rapot is FOR i};f%?ﬁm LUSE ONLY a@@ its disciosurs
to unauthorized persons is prohibited,
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case #: BPD-12-1078-

Case Title: -

Assistant Commissioner {SES)

Bureau of Public Debt ~ Case Type:  Criminal
: Administrative X
Civil

[

Conducted by: F
pecial Agent

Approved by: John L. Phillips
Special Agent in Charga

Investigation Initiated: March 7, 2012

Investigation Completed: AUG 21 2012

Origin: Confidential Complainant

Summary
On March 7, 2012, the Department of the Treasury (Treasury}, Office of Inspector General,
Offic gstigations, {TOIG) received an allegation from a Confidentiai Compiainant {CC) that

Assistant Commissionsr, Bureau of Public Debt {BPD}, was committing time and
attend raud. Specifically, the CC described a consistent pattern since approximately 2008
whereﬁarrives at work approximately two hours late and/or takes two hour lunch braaks
and departs work at approximately .M. and doses not take leave for tha time she is not
working. The CC also alleged that onsistentiy conducts personal business involving the

Humane Society during work hours. {Exhibit 1)

The investigation determined that the aliegations are substantiated. dmitted that she works
varied hours and goes home or to the focal Humane Society during business hours on a regular
hasis and does ng a leave. A TOIG review of‘ hadge readings and timeshaets
discovered that wes BPD g total of 1.218.77 hours fram 2009 to 2012, or
,}ppmmmawtv 5937.832,96 i saiary. sunervisar, . Danuty vomadesioner,
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Basis and Scope of the Investigation

On March 22, 2012, TOIG telephonically interviewed a CC regarding a compiaint the CC made
to the TOIG hotline on March 7, 2012, regarding time and attendance abuse b The CC
stated that has been his/her indirect supervisor since 2008. During this time, CC has
noticed ommitting egregious time and attendance fraud. The CC stated that
arrives to work betwean 9:00 A.M. and 9:30 A.M., takes two hour lunches, and often laaves by
4:00 P.M. On Fridays, arrives to work at 10:00 A.M. and leaves at 3:00 P.M. While at
work, she wifl often handle charity work for the Humane Society. He/she has observed
taking telephone cails from the Humane Sociaty during BPD meetings. The CC was unaware of

taking work home to compiete, and was unaware of having any physical allmeants
secretary is
' time and attendance abuse,

requiring her to work shorter hours. The CC stated tha
- or BPD

has confided in the CC that she also is upset about
The CC did not want his/her name in the report for fear of retaliation by
management. {Exhibit 2}

The U.S. Office of Personnel Management outiines that an employee may use annual leave for
vacations, rest and relaxation, and personal business or emergencies. 5 CFR Section 550.1203
states that an agancy must make a fump-sum payment for accumuiated and accrued anntal
leave when an employee separates or retires from the Federal service, enters on active duty in
the Armed Forces and elects to receive a lump-sum payment, or dies.

Time and attendance fraud is whers an empioyee knowingly enters, does not enter, or approves
incorrect data accounting for official work hours.

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:
Assistant Commissioner, BPD

Administrative Assistant, 8PD

Deputy Assistant Commissionsr, BPD

Branch Manager, Special investments Branch, BPD

Diractor, Business Technology, BPO

Deputy Commissioner

Liuring the course of the hwvestgation, TOIG reviawed the following puriinant dooumanis:
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Case Name:
Case # BPD-12- -l
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Investigative Activity

TOIG reviewed numerous documents regarding BPD’s telework policy. Personnel Directive 610-
2 dated December 2, 2002, entitled “Flexible Workplace Program” (FWP) states: “The FWP
permits employees to work at a designated alternate worksite for at least a portion of the
day/week. Based on the work requirements and duties of the position, participants in the
program could use their designated alternate work site on an hourly or daily basis with or
without computers and other electronic equipment.” The Telework Pilot Policy and Procedure
dated June 13, 2011, reflects that an agreement must be signed by the employee and the
employee’s management official before an employee may participate in the telework program.
The policy also defines alternate worksite as a place away from the worksite that has been
officially approved for the performance of duties. The palicy reflects that “fuil telework” is
when an employee works three or more days at the alternate work site, and the remainder at
the duty station. It does not comment on partial days. {Exhibit 3)

A TOIG review of badge readings for calendar years 2009 - 2012, and compafison to
her leave forms for the same time period revealed the following:

e In 2009, TOIG only had information for time and attendance and badge readings from

June 2009 to December 2009. During this time period, was absent from BPD
356.6 hours during her 8.5 hour work days. itook 63.5 hours in leave for partial

days (leave less than 8 hours}. -is allowed .5 for lunch daily so TOIG credited
65 hours {26 weeks x 5 days = 130 x .5 = 65). Therefore,‘ owes BPD 228 hours

for calendar year 2009.

In 2010,-was absent 671.9 hours from BPD during her 8.5 hour work days. -

took 62 haurs in leave for partial days.
were not computed because she would have badge readings for full days leave.

allowed .5 hours for lunch daily so TOIG subtracted 130 bours (52 weeks x 5 days =
260 x .5 = 130) from the computation. Therefore, owes BPD 479 hours for

calendar year 2010,

also took full days of leave, but these days
is

¢ In 2011, 'was absent 761.4 hours during her 8.5 hour work days. Hoek
169.5 hours in leave for partial days. Aiaini 130 hours were subtracted Trom the

calculation for lunch bresks, Therefore, owes BPD 481 hours for calendar year
2011.

It 2012, TOIG only had January 5, 2012 to March 2, 2012 badge readings and time
records.  During this time period was absent from BPD 91.67 hours. She took
partial leave for 21.5 s. She was credited 19.5 hours for lunch breaks (39 days x .5
= 19.8}. Therefore, “gwes BPD 80.87 hours for 2012,
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leave rocords show no telework for any day. Qverall, the badge readings and leave
racords show-rarefy was at BPD for an 8.5 work day, and her schedule lacked any
consistency. She arrived to work anytime from 8 A.M. to 10 A.M., took lunch bresks from less
than .5 hours to more than twao hours, and exitad BPD for the day various times throughout the
day. Overall, -owes BPD a total of 1,218.77 hours from 2009 -2012, (Exhibit 4)

A TOIG review of” salary for the years 2009-2012 reflacted that-is an SES
employee and received the following salaries:

s January 4, 2009- January 2, 2010 - $163,547 annuaily or $78.36 per hour
e January 2, 2010 to the present - $168,453 annually or $80.72 per hour

She was absent without leave from the BPD 228 hours in 2003, This was muitiplied oy $78.36
for a dollar amount owed of $17,866.08. She was absent without isave 479 hours in 2010,
461 hours in 2011 and 50.67 hours in 2012, These hours were multiplied by $80.72 for a
total of $79,966.88. Therefore, the total owed to BPD by .for 2008-2012 is
approximately $37,832.98. {Exhibit 5}

In an interview with TOIG, tated that she is directly supervisad by .
stated that hours vary daily. She comaes to work and leaves from work at various times.

For example, if she does not have a meeting until 10:00 A.M., she may not arrive until 9:45
AM, ﬁstated that she believes ﬁs working from home wher-arrivas to
work late or leaves early because lways carries work with har and is avatlable on her
personai cellular telephona. '

stated that is not on a formal telework agreement to her knowledge, and added
keeps copies of signed telework agresments for the office, and does not
have one for handies hours in WebTA and telawork is a category, but
ever uges the category.

- s her leave approved bym Deputy
Commissicnar, BPD, iiated that’of‘wn leaves duning her Junch time to attend to

nets at home or to volunieer at the Humane Society. Her residence is approximately 15 iinutes

sway. The Humane Society is only a few minutes fram BFD. She knows this because
talfs her of her whereabouts, hsta'!;ed that ahe belivves

abuses her power b
o oansent wheneesr desirsd, Othar BFDY employees have notined and guestionad
Wi, (i 3t least ong Gogasion, has spoken 1o

that she
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Normally, -viﬂ gall if she is working from home. Approximately three times per yaar,
negiects to inform of her whereabouts and will call her to make certain she is
alright and when she wil be at the office. alleves that shea is working becausa sha will
raceive work e-mails from - added that -alwaWs work with her and is

available on her personal cellular telephone. stated that 3 not on a formal telework
agreement to her knowledge. ‘stated that ften leaves during her lunch time to

attend to pets at home or to volunteer at the Humane Society. as heard other
employees question the administrative assistant whereabouts.
{Exhibit 7}

of

In an interview with TOIG *tated that she oversees the Telework Pilot Program. In this
role, she reports statistics regarding the program to the BPD Executive Board and maintains ali
of the telework agreements. If an employee at BPD would like to be in the program and
telework, he or she must complete an agreement. She added that employees telework for an
entire day (8 hours or longer if he or she is an employes with an alternate work schadule.} The
telework program does not allow for one to telework partial days. The program also requires
the employee 1o telework from an “approved location” such as a residence with high speed

Internet availability. q& her third level superyisor. as no telework agreement on
file. stated that she does not know schedule or if she teleworked. {Exhibit 8}

in an interview with TO!G.‘ stated that she works wrccasionany on projects at
BPD, but they do not work in the same office. In 2002 egan volunteering at the locat
Humane Society. as aiready volunteering and on the Humane Society Board. In
approximatety 2007 became the President of the Humane Society and# became the
Vice President. often goes to the Humane Society at lunch time to walk dogs. While there,
she often sees arking in the administrative office. She added that every other week,
they both must sign checks for the paid help and for expenses. They do this at lunch time.
explained that BPD employees are given a half hour for lunch and two 15 minute breaks during
the day. it is a standard practice to put ali of the breaks together to get one hour in the middie
of the day. BPD ernployees use this time to run errands. btated that the Humane Sociaty
is only 5-1Q minutes from the BPD so she and.can easily get thare and back in an hour.

{Exhibit 9}
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employees tha was not always available at the office. - spoke with

regarding the matter. tated that she understood, but that the BPD was getting a fuli
work week from her. Since that date, has been able to reach her when she has called,

or as returned her calls within ten minutes.

tated that in February 2012, BPD received a “speakout” from an anonymous sender

?s
which questioned - explained that a “speakout” is a wa D

" work hours.
employees or others could contact BPD management anonymously with concerns.
again spoke with reiterated that she works a full week and believed the
“speakout” was due to a disgruntled employee following a town meeting regarding the BPD and
Financial Management Service (FMS) merger. stated that she is aware that
occasionally works from home during the morning hours and afternoon hours.
completed a telework agreement because her telework is not on a regular basis (i.e. every
Wednesday.) stated that she and bath believe she is working her required hours
because all work assigned to her is completed in a timely manner and she can be reached via
telephone when needed. also stated that it is standard practice for BPD employees to
put their half hour lunch and two 15 minute breaks together. However, elieves it
would be a problem if she is using more than that hour in the middle of the day to run errands

and/or volunteer at the Humane Saciety. (Exhibit 10)

s not

in an interview with TOIG, stated that she directly supervises her Deputy

and indirectly supervises 108 others. F stated that her normal work hours are 8:30

.M. to 5:00 P.M. She has never requested telework and has never signed a telework

agreement. stated that she often comes to work late or leaves early. During those times,
she will run errands. For example, she will take her vehicle to the automobile repair shop in the
morning or take one of her animals to the veterinarian in the afternoon. She will also go home
early on occasion to soak and care for her feet because she has plantar fasciitis. On other
occasions, she will simply be at home. During all of these times, she will have work documents
with her to review, and is always available for work matters by her personal cellular telephone.
She is also available via her Blackberry if she is expecting work e-mails, but she admitted that
she often does not use her Blackberry unless on work travel. She added that she often will go
home during her lunch time to tet her dogs out, or to the local Humane Society where she
volunteers and is the Vice President. She stated that her home is 10 miles away in Washington,
WYV and takes 20 minutes to drive one way. The Humane Society is only a few miles and a few
minutes from the BPD. Shs addad that every twe weeks she must spend extra time during her

lunch at the Humane Scciety to sign paychecks and expense checks.

qswtgé that she is allowed a half hour lunch and two 15 minute breaks. She puts this time
together to run her errands at lunch time. tated that she will put sick leave into the

WebTA system and notify her supervisor if she has a doctor’s appointment. If she is simply cut
of the office, she normally will not take leave or notify her supsrvisor.

This Report of Investigation s the property of the Office of lnvestigation, Treasury Office of the Inspector
Gensral. it contalng sensitive law enforcement Information and s contents may not be regroduced without
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TOIG informed hat she was absent without leave from the BPD approximately 1,200
hours from 2009 to the present. She stated that she has not abused her status as a senior
executive because she has always completed her work, and stated that she spent more than
1,200 hours working on BPD work outside BPD work hours. She added that she does not
perform personal business or Humane Society work at BPD. (Exhibit 11)

TOIG contacted Counsel, BPD, to ascertain if eeded to complete and
did complete an outside employment form. stated that she would not have been
required to complete a form because the policy allows employees to perform volunteer work at
locations such as the Humane Society without completing the form. However, id
complete the Form PD F 3514 E entitled “Outside Employment or Business Request” on
November 6, 2006. The form reflected that she would work at the Humane Society evenings
and weekends. did not complete subsequent forms. stated that he began at BPD

in 2006 and began handlini ethic rules and regulations for BPD in 2009. He has never had any

communications with egarding time or her outside activities. (Exhibit 12)

Referrals

TOIG presented the investigation to Assistant United States Attorney, United
States Attorney’s Office (USAQ), Southern District of West Virginia. -ieclined prosecution.

(Exhibit 13)

TOIG presented the investigation to_Attorney, Public Integrity Section, US
Department of Justice. -dec!ined prosecution. (Exhibit 14)

TOIG presented the case to{ il Chie!. USAO, Civil Division, Southern District of West
Virginia. -declined civil prosecution. (Exhibit 15)

Judicial Action

N/A

Findings

The investigation determined that the allegations are substantiated. dmitted that she works
varied hours and goes home or to tha local Humane Society during business hours on & regular
basis and does not take leave. A TOIG review of badge readings and timesheets
discoverad that wes BPFD a total of 1,218.77 hours from 2008 to 2012, or
approximately $97,832.96 in salary. - supervimg” Deputy Commissioner,
B8P0, was aware o varied hours, and an anonymous complaint sent to BPD management
regarding time and attendance, but stated that she was not overly concerned about

Thiz Report of Eﬁvéﬁééga%@?& is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of %%Eéfﬁ%?@@%@ﬁ
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— hours because is a stellar employee and leader who accomplishes all tasks in a
imely manner. The case was declined for criminal and civil prosecution by the USAO.

Based on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following pertinent statute(s),
regulation(s) and/or policies were violated or could be applied to the case:

¢ 5 C.F.R. 2635.101 - Basic obligation of public service.
¢ Telework Pilot Policy and Procedure dated June 13, 2011.

Distribution

Van Zeck, Commissioner, Bureau of Public Debt

Signatures
Case Agent:

-2/~ 12-
Date

Superylsor:

i-— g/¢/ ;
Date

Jofin L. Phillips
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Exhibits
1. Hotline Complaint dated, March 7, 2012,
2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Confidential Source, dated March 22, 2012.
3. Memorandum of Activity, Review of BPD Telework policies, dated April 3, 2012.
4. Memorandum of Activity, Review of- badge readings and leave records, dated
May 1, 2012.
5. Memorandum of Activity, Review of-salary, dated June 4, 2012.
6. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of MAdministrative Assistant, Office
of Public Debt Accounting, BPD, dated May 24, .

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -Deputy Assistant

Commissioner, BPD, dated May 24, 2012,

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-Branch Manager, Special Investments
Branch, BPD, dated May 24, 2012.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of- Director, Business Technology, BPD,
dated May 24, 2012.

10.Memorandum of Activity, Interview of - Deputy Commissioner, BPD, dated

June 1, 2012,

11.Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-Assistant Commissioner, BPD, dated

May 24, 2012.

12. Memorandum of Activity, Form PD F 3514 E entitled “Outside Employment or Business

Request” on November 6, 2006.

13. Memorandum of Activity, Declination of case by USAQ, Scuthern District of West

Wirginia, dated Juns 11, 2012,

14. Meamorandum of Activity, Dsclination of case by Public Integrity Section, US

Department of Justice, dated June 29, 2012,

15. Memorandum of Activity, Declination of case by USAOC, Southern District of West

Virginia, Civil Divislon, datad July 286, 2012,
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case Title: H Casa #: BPD-12-2515-1
irector, Business Technology,
Bureau of Pubtic Debt Case Type: Criminal I
Administrative X
Civil o
Investigation initiated: September 4, 2012 Conductad by:
Special Agent
Investigation Completed:
Approved by: John L. Phillips
Origin: Seif-Initiated Special Agent in Charge

Summary

On March 7, 2012, the Department of the Treasury (Treasury}, Office of inspector General,

Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Public Debt (BPD}, was committing time and
attendance fraud. Thea investigation {(BPD-12-1078-]) determined that the allegations were
substantiated. During this investigation, irector, Business Technology was
interviswead. Based on her interview, an investigation was initiated on -for similar time and
attendance violations.

The investigation determined that the allegations are 5ubstantiated.-admitted that she
works varied hours and goes 1o the [ocal Humane Saciety during business hours on a regular
basis and does not take leave. A TOIG review of s badge readings and timesheets
discoveraed that was absent from the BPD without leave a total of 346 hours. During thiz
tima period, ways paid 369 por hour as 2 45 15, step 8 Therefors, 3 potential ogs of
F23,. 874 in missed timeg was caloufated,  The cass was deciied fov orfiminast and o
prosecution by e LR, Atrvey’s Gftice Tor the Soctnsrs ietrio] of Weaet Vaginga,

stepition, Teeawsry ke of tho husps
Sydgsdld gy not he sapeacskeend withoug

| Tk Rennrt of beveatgafio 1§ fe Doanty of e Dfkee oF e
iannarel, o ooriaios veoinitivy Lew eobarenat alaresathe sned i

o W parTatEien in gunorencs with § U Sas § 457 Yhie eprovt fe FOR OFFIAL USE OBEY amg iby dimslissur

R e L R R A AL L

Hedna s s oehak e

i
S |

Office if Investigations, (TOIG) received an allegation from a Confidential Complainant {CC) that

TR G, TR T TR T ket e — -



Report of investigati
Case Name:
Case # BPD-1T2- -

Page 2 of 5

Basis and Scope of the Investigation

Fadmitted during a witness interview in another investigation that she (q often went to
e local Humane Society during her lunch break. .tated that she is the President of the

Humane Saciety.

The U.S. Office of Personnel Management outlines that an employee may use annual leave for
vacations, rest and relaxation, and personal business or emergencies. 5 CFR Section 5650.1203
states that an agency must make a lump-sum payment for accumulated and accrued annual
leave when an employee separates or retires from the Federal service, enters on active duty in

the Armed Forces and elects to receive a lump-sum payment, or dies.

Time and attendance fraud is where an employee knawingly enters, does not enter, or approves
incorrect data accounting for official work hours.

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:
Director, Business Technology, BPD
Deputy Assistant Commissioner, BPD

During the course of the investigation, TOIG reviewed the following pertinent documents:
BPD Leave and Badge Records for 2009 - May 2012

Investigative Activity

tated in 2002, she began volunteering at the local Humane
ecame the President of the Humane Society and F
became the Vice President. ften goes to the Humane Society at lunch time to walk dogs.
She added that every other week, she and ust sign checks for the paid help and for
expenses. They do this during their BPD lunch time. !xp!ained that BPD employees are
given a haif hour for lunch and two 15 minute breaks during the day. It is a standard practice to
put all of the breaks together to get one hour in the middle of the day for lunch. BPD employees
use this time to run errands. tated- that the Humane Society is cnly 5-10 minutes from

the BPD so she can easily get there and back in an hour. (Exhibit 1)

In an interview with TOIG,
Society. In approximately 2007

In a subsequent interview with TOIG stated that the aforementioned information was true,
She continues to voluntser at the Humane Society and goss to there several times per week
during her lunch howr. She added that there are other reasons for her absence at the BPD
building such as events with her staff outside the building. She also has health groblems and
sees a chiropractor frequently. She belisves she is very good about putting in leave for those
appointments, but may have erred at times. She stated that it would be difficult for her to look
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at a calendar and reconstruct what she was doing on barticuiar days because she keeps-a work
calendar, but most of her personal appointments and errands are not on a calendar. (Exhibit 2)

In an interview with TOIG, tated that he has supervised-since 2006. -a very
good employee and received an “exceeded” performance evaluation for 2011, and an
“outstanding” for her 2010 performance evaluation. orks a 7:30 AM tg 4:00 PM
schedule. She does not have a telework agreement and does not telework. stated that
as been active in the local Humane Society since before he became her supervisor. She
as been the President of the organization since approximately 2006, and volunteers during the
evenings and weekends. He is also aware that she spends many lunch periods at the Humane
Society or running errands for the organization. He has not questioned her about going there

during work hours because it is during her lunch time. as not surprised when TOIG
ften spends 90-120 minutes away from the BPD during mid-day work

advised him that*
hours. He reiterated that he was aware of her going to the Humane Society mid-day, but was
not aware to the amount of time. (Exhibit 3)

timesheets and badge readings from January 1, 2009 to May 19, 2012
reflected tha orks an eight hour day and works a 7:30 AM- 4:00 PM shift. The badge
readings reflected thati\ormaliy was at the office at 7:30 AM, and left the office for the

day at 4:00 PM. There were many days that she left early, but her timesheets showed that she
requested leave (sick or annual} for most of these days. However, the records showed that -
often took a break in the middle of the day for over 60 minutes.

as absent from the BPD without leave a total of 131 hours; 71 of the hours

in 2009
were during the middle of the day.

In 2010, as absent from the BPD without leave a total of 93 hours; 48 of the hours were
during the middle of the day.

in 2011, was absent from the BPD without leave a total of 92 hours; 58 of the hours were
during the middle of the day.

in 2012, as absent from the BPD without leave a total of 30 hours; 20 of the hours were
during the middle of the day.

Overai, as absent from the BPD without leave a total of 346 hours. During this tims
period, as paid $69 per hour as a GS 15, step 9. Therefore, a potential loss of $23,874

in missed time was caloulated., {(Exhibit 4)
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Exhibits

. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -dated March 22, 2012.
. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of— dated September 11, 2012.

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — dated September 11, 2012,

4. Memorandum of Activity, Review of . badge readings to her timesheets, dated
September 18, 2012,

i

N

5. Memorandum of Activity, Declination of case by USAO, Southern District of West
Virginia, dated September 25, 2012.
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Inve‘stigjtion

Case Titla:
Examinat-In-Charge Case #: OCC-12-0860-!
Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency Case Type: Criminal .
Washington, DC - Administrative X
Civil e

Investigation Initiated: February 22, 2012

Conducted by:

investigation Completad: - MAY 21 2012 Special Agent

Origin: Anonymous
Approved by: John L. Phillips
Special Agent in Charge

Summary

On February 15, 2012, the Department of the Treasury, Office of Inspector General Office of
Investigations {TOIG) received an allegation frorn an anonymous complainant alleging that
Examiner-in-Charge, was invglv a potentiat ethics violation. Specifically,

s wif an empioyee of therefore s prohibited from
working on afelated matters. Howaever, as promoted ational Bank
Examiner, a position that has industry-wide policy making authority. xRiBit 1}

The investigation determined that the allegation is unsubstantiated. TQIG determined that while
was’ational Bank Examiner he did not work on any policy matters specific to

and observed 8 recusal approved by OQCC’s Offica of Counsel, hence taking the appropriate

steps necassary to avoid violating the law.

BT - el L e e

St T

o ———— - L ety e —— s T4 iy

U Thiw Ffm vt ok m-em"nqwr‘w T tom wu;.fs..nymfm.za T o tre et *a;wun Hmm.w;ﬂ Lt oo Hre hmw sy -
f «%a&ni# i eanteins sernitive Tew evfaraement (ofornathss snd de condaate Diay ot b rrprnciiteatd weidhouw, ';'

weiten persiesion in aoestdaoue with 1080 § W82, This repord s FOR OFFUGIAL UGE OMLY and Ws fdisologans
‘ m wauinoTized persnas v srohibied, !

e e 1 b 1 R R AL . o MM et B W] de e e 0 ke e bk 0 1 gy d (AR m A | R mmmar s dmm 0 dal s | Rim s e A e ik r?

e



Report of Inv j

Case Name: %
Case # OCC-12- -
Page 2 of 8

Basis and Scope of the Investigation

as involved

TOIG received information from an anonymous complainant alleging that
with a potential ethics violation. wife is an employee of herefore, as

prohibited from working ov*e ated matters. However, as promoted to the
position of ational Bank Examiner, a position that has industry-wide policy making

authority. rthermore, the complainant alleged that the OCC failed to follow government
ethics rules and notify TOIG of the potential ethics violation.

The applicable ethics violation is 18 U.S.C 208(a}-Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest,
which states “except as permitted by subsection (b) hereof, whoever, being an officer or
employee of the executive branch of the United States Government, or of any independent
agency of the United States, a Federal Reserve bank director, officer, or employee, or an officer
or employee of the District of Columbia, including a special Government employee, participates
personally and substantially as a Government officer or employee, through decision, approval,
disapproval, recommendation, the rendering of advice, investigation.....or other particular matter
in which, to his knowledge, hs, his spouse, minor child, general partner, organization in which
he is serving as officer, director, trustee, general partner or employee, or any person or
organization with whom he is negotiating or has any arrangement concerning prospective
employment, has a financial interest shall be subject to the penalties set forth in section 216 of

this title.”

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:
Ethics Counsel, OCC

, Examiner-In-Charge, OCC

{Acting) Comptroller of the Currency, OCC

In addition, TOIG reviewed pertinent documents, including:
Waiver for-issued by d former Comptroller of the Currency, OCC

Email correspondence

OCC’s Draft Waiver Request for q addressed to”

-’s OCC Confidential Financial Disclosure Report for Filing Year 2004-2010
Investigative Activity

In an interview with TOIG, %{amd OCC has a Securities Prohibition that states all
emplovess mav not have stock in banks; however, OCC has the authority to grant waivers. In

addition to following OCC’s policy, OCC Is required to consuit with the Office of Government
Ethics [OGE}, which ststes employees can have up to $25,000 in bank interest and obtain an
axemption. Although OCC usually implements the mast restrictive policy, tated there
are instances that the most restrictive palicy is not implemented. These instances may includs
a new employes with stock in a state chartered bank, inherited stocks, or stock of a spouss.

This Report of Investigation is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of the Inspecior
General. it containg sensitive law enforcement Information and Ite contents may not be reproduced without
written permission in aceordance with § U.8.C, § 552. This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and ite disclosurs

to unauthorized persons Is prohibited.
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Page 3of 8

intarest in

Prior to becoming m.ﬁtionai Bank Examiner, -disc!ased his wife’s stoc
which is ove ,000 via OCC Confidentiatl Financial Disclosure Report.
tha ad an OCC waiver and did not think he needed one from OGE. Howaever,
S ith her superviso nd QCC, regarding
s recusal an iyer. suggested tha request a weiver from OGE. In
sent a waliver request to OGE, which was verbally denied. In October

September 2011,
2011, was reassigned to Examiner-in-Charge of {Exhibit 2}

fn an interview with TOIG, stated that since 2004 he has disclosed his wife’s
employment with including all financial interests that are part of har compensation
package, in his OCC Confidential Financial Disclosure Report. as always observed a
company-wide recusal from-natters. The scops of recusal was determined by

QOCC Ethics officials.

ational Bank Examiner in July 2011, he spoke with-
in relation to his new position. it was determined that the

as working on, although not specific ta ay fall

ecused himself from those matters.
In October 2011, pproached fter & meeting and stated that their
interpretation of his recusal may be incorrect. In Octgber 201 1,‘stated that a
collaborative degision was made b Senior Deputy Comptrolier far Large
Bank Supervision, OC(; . Senior Deputy Comptroller for Midsize/Community Bank

enior Daputy Camptroiler Bank Supervision Policy and Chief
ﬂn remove rom ational Bank Examiner

After as promoted to
regarding the scope of his (dous
general policy matte
within the scope of usal., As aresult

Supervision, OCC;
National Bank Examt
and reassign him to

As -ational Bank Examiner,“as involved with rulemaking and other activities
related to the Dodd-Frank Wali StreBT Heform and Consumer Protection Act. The Dodd-Frank

Acl created the Financial ility Oversight Council (FSOC) comprised of numerous

governmental agencies. supported the Acting Comptroller on FSQC and was the OCC

rgpresentative on FSOC Deputies subcommittee*iso represented the OCC befora
dd-Frank matters and served on

{ongress on matters related fo supervision and

verfain interagency groups as the OCC representative. —sratad that policies and
asommnications that wart ynder fis sigaature ware fsrgely conosived sovd devaionsd befvre hg
was i .-Nat‘mw Back boarvdnge, bo ada®ing, oost of the gootces s oommureretions
visra fuinthy f:w«"d by QUE, the Fedesal Raserve, and the Pacdered Cepo st ingiwanas C0maaninn.
v courrmirasaPony that went aut unkler name wree's procsdurnd s nur pakivy
rediad, sdthier Sociass ware o s sioeimsnt WY Natioral Exaseine:, oot
w9 et Snalized, (Exhibin 3
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Report of investigation
Case Name:;
Case # OCC-12-

Page 4 of 6

tated that he was aware that -s wife had a senior level
he timeHwas promaoted to-Nationai Bank
would observe the prevailing guidance of a ecusal
tated that i atter discussed during mestings

nd leave. OCC decided that ould work on broad policy
matters that may inciude To avoid violating any athics laws, particutarly 18 U.S.C
208(al, ought a waiver from the QGE on s behelf. OGE subsequently denied the
waiver. stated that OGE had a much broader interpretation of tie conflict of interest law,

tated that OCC then removed from the pasition, TOIG that he
was not aware of any poficy that worked on during his tenure as tional Bank

Examiner that may heve been specific t-{Exhibit 4)

In an interview with TOIG,
position and financial interest in
Examiner; however, decided that

dy had with OCC.
ouid recuse himse

Referrals
N/A

Judicial Action

N/A

Findings

The investigation determined thet the aliegation is unsubstantiated. TOIG determined that while
wasg- Nationai Bank Examinaer he did not work on any poticy specific to -nnd
observed a recusal approved by OCC’s Office of Counsel, hence taking the appropriate steps

necessary to avoid violating the law

Based on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following statues or regulations
and/or policies were violated:

= N/A
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Signatures

Case Agent:
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Report of Investiga
Case Name:
Case # OCC-12- -

Page 6 of 6

Exhibits

1. Complaint Referral from Anonymous Complainant, dated February 15, 2012,

2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of - dated February 29, 2012,

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of dated March 15, 2012.

S - - \arch 20, 2012,

4. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of

This Repost of %m“est%g@i%gé% is ﬁ%%g property of the Office of Investigation, ?fgaggﬁ;? Offiee of the nspoctor
General. ¥ contains sensitive law enforcoment information and s contents may not be reproduced without ,
writien permiission In scoordance with 8 U.S.C. § 852, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

o unauthorized persons is prohibited.
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| Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation
Case Title: ' ’
Student Clerk Case #:FMS-12-0095-
Office of Security
Financial Management Service Case Type: Criminal .
Administrative X _
Civit -
Director of Sacurity
Office of Security Conducted by:“
Financiali Management Service Special Agen
Investigation Initiated: October 25, 2011 . Approved by: John L, Phillips

Special Agent in Charge
investigation Compieted:: —- - __
DEC 23 201

Origin: Anonymous

Summary

On October 21, 2011, the U.S. Department of the Treasury {Treasury), Office of inspector General,
igations {TOIG), received information from an anonymous source alleging that

Student Clerk, Office of Security, Financiat Manaiement Service (FMS), has

employmant suitabiiity issues. Specifically, if was alleged that ad arrests that wereg not
reported, and Director of Security, FMS was informed about this information and failed

to take appropriate measures concerning record. (Exhibit 1)

The investigation determined the allegations are substantiated. as arrasted in November
2008, for one count of possession of marijuana and two counts of possession of paraphernaiia. He
was also arrested in February 2011 for driving on a suspended license, Two bench warrants were

issued in 2009 and 2011, as a result of these arrests. Additionally initiaily did not repo
fulf details of his arrests on his first certified Standard Form-88. However, heing told to do so,
hambion teterpmed (he alggution ¢ subniailaing,

nrevided the full details on a secons:i Standard Form-886,
%&ﬁ i
;auarz» r:f 1“9 ;mﬁzm b @ ﬂﬂ,ﬁ nor agmitted that shae rsvar nr*t’x ned any iarher details for us

i inat s e her oF iy avreste. Hlowerser, Curing

oo (R formed her, b g forgin,
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Report of invgstigati
Case Name:
Case # FMS-12-0095-

Page 2 of 6

Basis and Scope of the Investigation

This case was initiated on October 25, 2011, based upon information that was arrested for
possession of marijuana, possession of parapharnalia, and cu.ts_t‘andini traffic viclations. Additionally,

it was alleged that these events ware not handled appropriately b 8 currently an FMS
employes working in the Office of Security as a Tempoerary Student Clerk since 2005. dlas

identified as the Director of Security alleged to have concealed arrest,

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews w;th

Director of Security, Office of Securify, FMS.
Supervisor, Benefits and Compensation Branch, Human Resources, FMS,

]
. Supervisory Personnel Security Specialist, Office of Security, FMS,
. Personnel Security Specialist, Office of Security, FMS.
. Clerk, Office of Security, FMS.
irector of Security Policy, Deparimental Offices.
. Supervisory Human Resources Speciaiist, FMS.

In addition, TOIG reviewed pertinent documents, including:

. Electronic Official Personnel Folder
) Security Folder

Investigative Activity

in an Interview with TOIG, tated that
and Inquiries clearance (ANAC)) while being a student clerk. stated

process of getting a moderate-to top secrst clearance in order to work on Mgher level projects.
etﬁ most recent certified Questionnaire for Public:

previously n Accesg National Agency Check
currently in the

provid Security Folder that included
Trust Positions (s-QIP) dated October 4, 2011. reported the incidents involving his arrest for
possession of magjuana and paraphernaha and driving while on a suspended ficenss a s his

probation status. tated she was first made awsare o rrests b s first.
ine supervisor, sometima during the week of October 17, 2 stated that she IS aware of
, background and continues fo recommend him for employment. (Exhibit 2)

fAgent's Note: The ANACI is used for the initial investigation for Federal employees at the
Confidential, Secret, and L accass jevals. Executive Order 10450 mandatas the ANAGE as the

minitnuem investigative standard for sl employess in the Faderal sanvice.}
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Report of investigation
Case Name:%
Case # FMS-12Z- -
FPage 3 of 6
would have reported it to ? Hbe!ieves B 2 oo worker, but his age is too immature
for the nature of work in the Securty office. (Exhibit 3) :
In an interview with TOIG, nfirmed the request for a higher level of suitability originated with
# was aware o s arrest in 2008 shortly after it happened, but he could not recall
ow he was made aware. jew e details of the arrest on Maryland’s public records found
online. mided he instructed round the time of the jgcident in 2008, to tell his manager
of his arrest of he would make them aware of the situation. ﬁadvised” spoke with
bout the arrest in 2008, shortly after it occurred. On September 27, 1, riified an
e-QIP, reviewad e-QIP afte s certification. After reviewing e-QlP,
FSpoke wit regarding the failure to disclosure all aspects of his criminal history.
aliev isclosure of his criminal history was misleading and required revisions and re-
ertified a second e-QIP which adequately
imate deciding official on matters
should require a background clearance

cerfifica ased on his a Subseqguent]

depicted his arrest record.
concerning Hliev&s the position held b
due to the nature of the information in the Office of Security.

tated his branch previously investigated internal matters involving FMS employees, but
v

opped conducting these investigations approximately four to five years ago. The internal
investigations were reassigned to be conducted by ' staff. qreported that Departmental
Offices (DO} provides ﬁith information on em

ployee arrests, receives this information from
t eral Bureau of Investigations after a
eported he has never spoken with
!m !

rrest has been made and fingerprints have been taken.
arrest records go straight tol

artaining tq arrests, stated that all
eported that not all matters involving FMS
employees, including crimin atters, are repo OIG, and this decision is made by
{Exhibits 4 & 5)

explained he had two bench warrants issued for his arrest involving
ber 8, 2009 and

In an interview with TOIG,
two failures to appear in Montgomery County, MD (MC) District Court on
Prince George's (PG) Gounty, MD District Court on February 29, 2011, id not inform his
supervisors of either of the bench warrants or his subsequent arrest due to them.mas
arresied by the PG Police Depantment (PGPD) in June 2011 regardin ebrua , 2011 bench
warrant. During this arrest PGPD discovered the MC bench warrant. was subsequently
furned over o the MC Police Department in connection to their bench warrant for processing. On
August 08, 2011, the MC matter was Nolle Prossqui for counts one and three of possession of

. marjuana and possession of paraphernalia in MG District Cotirl. as fined a total of 3500 o
the second nount of possossion of paraphernalia, preced on roba g
revnivad 0 oot ooy sepviss, tabed he was

i B Diededed e,

o v visrd for i serest wdth PO was T rewl of & i vinwaBiow on Fabirusty 18,
011, whije drivirsy nis velugle on the highway with g suspended ragisfration. On August {0, 2611,
preared i FG Dietrict Conert and the mafler was Nele Prassinsd
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Report of Invesgtigation
Case Name: F
Case # FMS-T12-
Page 4 of 6
Pstated he informed —and
1s arrest in 2008 immediately upon returning to wo

nd f the arrest. women to inform them of the arrest

< qtated he mat w
within a week tollowing the inciiiit in November 2008. believes had previously been

made aware of the arrest b efore he spoke with her. (Exhibit 6)

. Specialists, Office of Security, FMS of
nd advised him to inform

in a sgcond interview with TOIG, tated she was jpnformed o arrest b in 2008,
tated she was also told of the incident by ir en It ocourred. dvised
she knew of the possession of paraphernalia, but was not told about the possession of marijuana in
20 tated she had forgotten about the incident untii TOIG's initial i
&epo ed she was never made aware of the bench warrants issued for arrest in 2008
and 2011. stated she did not lie in her first interview, but had forgotten abo incident due

to the temporary status o and the lack of follow up information provided by
acknowledged that it was her responsibility to follow up on the developments of the case and she
never did. stated that it is her job to report incidents involving employees to LER, but she

never reponted incident. (Exhibit 7)

as interviewed a second time due fo discrepancies in subsequent interviews.

Agent’'s Note:
arrests by sometima during the

nitially fold TOIG, she was first made aware of
week of October 17, 2011.]

tated he had no record of a notification to FMS involving

ed DO drafts and forwards letters informing bureaus that their
employee had been arrested and to look into the matter further. DO does not inform bureaus if the
employee is of the GS-15 level or higher. ported that a lack in notifying a bureau is common.
fn addition, many arrests of Federal employees are not discovered until the re-investigation of

backgrounds. (Exhibit 8)

in an interview with TOiG,—‘Bported he was never informed of
receives information on employee arrests which ubject to advers

or misconduct. This information originates with
heid monthly meetings between LER and
stopped abruptly six months ago and
discontinuation of these monthly meetifigs. tated that elayed information to L.ER
before and after- arrest, but neglected ta. fofm them o arrest. hﬂiw
stated that student employees do not have appeal rights fo disciplinary action dnless it nvolves

sexual harassment of parfizan affilation, Ewxhibil B

In an interview with TOIG
being sent t

arrest.
n as a result of an arrest
described previously

to discus&est at arose. These meetings
is unaware of the reasons behind the

Helonaly
By ldh,

Judicial Action
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Report of investigation
Case Name:F
Casge # FMS-12- -

Page 50f 6

Findinas

The investigation determined the allegations are substantiated, §QJlvas arrested in November
2008, for one count of possession of marijuana and two counts of possession of paraphemalia. He
was also arrested in February 2011 for driving on a suspended license, Two bench warrants were
issued in 2009 and 2011, as a result of these arrests. Additionaliy, nitially did not report the
full details of his arrests on his first certified Standard Form-86. However, being told to do so, h

provided the full details on a second Standard Form-886.

With regards to%stigation determined the allegation is substantiated. -as made
aware of est by 2008, but admi that she never obtained any further details for two
years. tially reported to TOIG that ever informed her of his arrests. However, upon a
second interview dmitted informed her, but she forgot

Based on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following pertinent statute(s),
regufation(s) and/or policy(ies) were violated or couid be appiied to the case:

31 C.F.R,, Fart 31Part 0, Employee Ruiles of Conduct, Subpan B- Ruies of Conduct, Section
0.213, General Conduct prejudicial to the government, Employee shall not engage in criminal,
infamous, dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, or any other conduct
prejudicial to the government.

5 C.F.R.,, Part 2635101 (b) (14}, Employees shall endeavor {o avoid any actions creafing an
appearance that they are violation the taw or the ethical standards set forth in this part.
Whether particular circumstances created an appearance that the law or these standards
have been violated shall be determined from the perspective of a reasonable person with

knowledge of the relevant facts.

Distribution

Patricia M. Greiner, Assistant Commissioner for Management and Chief Financial Officer, FMS
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Report of Investigation
Case Nametm
Case # FMS-12- -

Page 6 of 6
Exhibits

Number  Description

1. Original allegation, Correspondence, dated October 5, 2011,

2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (| Ml dated October 28, 2011,

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of - dated November 7, 2011.

4, Memorandum of Activity, Interview of _ dated November 7, 2011.

5. | Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-; dated November 28, 2011.

6. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of { Bl dated November 14, 2011,
7. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — dated November 17, 2011.
8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —dated November 29, 2011.

9. Memorandum ofActivity,/Interview of —dated November 29, 2011.

This Report of Investigation Is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Offics of the %@%@@@é@%
Geneoral. | containg sensltive law enforcement Information and ifs contents may not be reprodused without
written permission In accordance with § U1.8.C. § 582, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

to unauthorized persons Is prohibited.
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of [nvestigation

Case Title: F
ank Examiner Case Type: Criminal

Office of the Comptroller of the Administrative _X_
Currency Civil
Investigation Initiated: December 22, 2011 Conducted by:_
pecial Agent
Investigation Completed: JUN 0 6 2012

Approved by: John L. Phillips
Origin:— OCC Special Agent in Charge

Case #: OCC-12-0496-

Summary

On December 22, 2011, the United States Department of the Tre ffice of Inspector General,
Office of Investigations (TOIG), received information from Office of the Comptroiler

of the Currency {(OCC), regarding a stol -issued (aptop. eported the laptop was
issued to OCC Bank Examiner and was stolen at Union Station in Chicago, L.

The investigation substantiated that -Ieﬁ his OCC-issued laptop, badge, and credentials
unattended in Union Station, and all items were stolen by an unknown subject. -iied a
report with the Chicago Police Department {PD} on December 22, 2011.

On December 29, 2011, OCC was contacled by an unknown subject stating he purchased the OCC
taptop from anather unknown subject for $200.00. TOIG used the contact information provided by the

nurchaser of the QCC laptop and obtained an Inspector General (IG) subpoena for T-Mobile
telephone number#which had been registered o TOIG contacted
hand er motner, F regarding the stolen apiap, but neither could

arovide any information about the stolen haptop.
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Report of invegli

Case Name

Case # OCC-12-0486-
Page 2 of 7

Basis and Scope of the Investigation

This case was initiated on December 22, 2011, based upon a referral from Office of

the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) informing TOIG of a stolen OCC issued laptop.

he investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:

Curing the cours
Technical Support Agent, OCC Technical Support

Bank Examiner, OCC

ank Teller, Urban Partnership Bank
Public Service Administrator, Department of Child and Family Services, DCFS

Manager, Gary Comer Youth Center (GCYC)
Manager, GCYC
Security Director, GCYC

Global Security and Investigations, JP Morgan Chase (JPMC}

In addition, TOIG reviewed pertinent documents, including:
» JPMC Bank Account Information for
+ CLEAR Report for
s NCIC Report for
» CLEAR Report for
» NCIC Report for
*» TCIS Resulis for
s JPMC Bank Account Information for
¢ Subscriber Information included in 1G Subpoena results for T-Mobile telephone number-

icago Police Report Numbe- dated December 22, 2011

Investigative Activity

On January 4, 2012, TOIG Intewiewed.F, Technicat Support Agent, OCC Technical

Support, regarding a telephone call she tielded from an individuatl who identified hiniself as

Chicago, iL.. ﬂstated he purchased the laptap for $200.00 from an unknown individual.
c

& ort i resporse to a message he ancounterad when alfempting
X he wps Dot avearz the japto OB GRS
3

o uee the purchazed lagdon. e . A% 4l
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Report of Investigaticn

Case Name F
Case # QCC-12- -

Page 3 of 7

dafault of payments. TOIG attempted fo cail the number and found theat the number was no longer in
service. {(Exhibit 3}

atabase gueries for
ossibiy fived a
was also listed as a resident of the

On January 8, 2012, TOIG performed sever

area, se racords indicated that
Bolingbrook, L.
ress. {Exhibit 4}

currently in her third
g bipolar with

s identity and
acurity Administration (SSA).

ieved worked at a bank in the area of 45" Sireet or 48" Street in Chicago, IL.
cotlld not provide details of the method used to steal Hs
' lived on 45" Street cr 46™ Street in the area of the bank

has never received SSA benefits. (Exhibit 5)

identity.
where she works.

On January 10, 2012, TOIG conducted several database g on 45 Street or 46"
living at

St t icago, .. TOIG identified an individual named
Chicago, L in 2010 and 2011, Using the Financial Management
ervice’s Tre Check Information Systern (TCIS), TOIG identified several U.S. Treasury checks

issued to Chicago, IL. (Exhibit 6)

Global Security and Investigation, JPMC.
owned solely bp and lisis her address at
informed TOIG that U.S. Treasury checks made payable
Ma JPMC account was opened on
.9, lreastry check numberh
Chicaguo, i, was deposited

. sakd bank account number
an 7 co-signer on the aceount  The aceound

ith an address on

On February 23, 2012, TOIG interviewe
aid JPMC account number
Chicago, IL.

M

_ made payable to
into JPMC iank account n
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Repert of investigation
Gase Name (R
Case # OCC-1Z-

Page 4 of 7

On March 13, 2012, TOIG interviewed mmstated he was eating dinner in Union
Station around 6;00 PM on Decembar 217, , when his backpack was stolen. said he
went to dispose of trash approximately ten feet from his table, and beca istracied 1or
approximately five minutes while speaking to a fellow commuter. Wher\“

table where he had been eating dinner, his backpack with his belongings were gone,
backpack contained his OCC-issued laptop, badge, credentials, and Personal Identi
(PIV) card. reported the incident to his supervisor and the Chicago PD.
the incident to the Chicago PD as a theft, and does not know why it was classified as lost property in

the Chicago PD report. (Exhibit 9}

On March 14, 2012, TOIG interviewed
around November 2010.
(GCYC), where her daughter and
with her in approxi
According to
advis
Invinig with

had been thrown out of her house and needed somewhere to live.
ived with her for approximately one month. egan

roximately May 2011, and stayed unt late 011.
ist in

was not attending

Isabtity payments, stated
2011, aid she used 8 money to provide ith food and

clothing white she lived with ted she closed the account In November 2011

because —m longer needed the account. (Exhibit 10}
On March 15, 2012, TOIG interviewed l- second time due to dis es in previous
interviews where gmitted reporting ime periods where lived with

isabiiity payments when
had met hile
began receiving disabill

B disability payments were

nding classes at GCYC. i
payments around June 2011.

On March 15, 2012, T
of GCYQ,
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Report of investigation
Case Name
Case # OCC-12-0456-1
Page 53 of 7

On March 15, 2012, TOIG ihtemieweﬁm atﬁcmcago, IL regarding
. The address was identitied 11 an {G subpoena for 1-Mobiie telephone number

and listed Knows as

an acguaittance of might have
Hgir}fﬁen : 5ai
address, out moved out in December 2

o llve In a separate apartment at the
. as unable to provide TOIG wit
current address, did not remember fiving a Cadillac. A CLEAR da

search identifie as living at the address. bit 15)

Referrals
N/A

Judicial Action

N/A

Findings

The investigation substantiated that”ﬂ his QCC-i top, badge, and credentials in a

backpack and unattended in Union Station in Chicago, IL. e distracted and returned

fo his table to find his-backpack and OCC-issued items missing. reported the incidsnt to his
chain of command and the Chicago PD within a reasonable ameount of time.

Based on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following pertinant reguiation{s} were
viclated and can be appiied o the case:

+ 31 CFR 205 (b) (c} - Care of Documents and Data. Employees are required to care for
documents according to Federal taw and regulation, and Department procedure. The term
documents includes, but is not fimited lo, any wrting, recording, computar tape or disk,
biueprint, photograph, or other physicat object on which information is recorded.

o 5 CFR 2635101 (9) - Basic Obligation of Public Service. Employees shall protect ang
conserve Federal property and shaff not use it for cther than authorized activities,

With regards to -stea}ing—s Sacial Security benefifs. the allegations wers
unsubstandated. TOIG found discrepancies n festimaony of bait *
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Report of investigation
Case Name F
Case # OCC- -

Fage 8 of 7
Distribution

S s-rior Advisor, OCC

Signatures

ARYN P

Date

Supervisor:

o>z

Date

Signature J&hn L. Phillips”
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Report of Investigation
Case Name
Case # QCC-TZ- -
Page 7 of 7

Exhibits

Number Deascription

1. Original Allegation, Correspondence, dated December 22, 2011.

2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of | NI cated January 4, 2012.

3. Memorandum of Activity, T-Mobile Subpoena Results, dated January 9, 2012.

4, Memorandum of Activity, Database Results for — dated January 9,
2012,

5. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (| | Il dated January 10, 2012.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Database Results for |l dated January 10, 2012.

7. Memorandum of Activity, Interview o—dated February 22, 2012.

8. Copy of the Chicago Police Department Report Number #—

9. Memcrandum of Activity, Interview of— dated March 13, 2012.

10. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-dated March 14, 2012.

11. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of_dated March 15, 2012.
12. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —dated March 15, 2012,
13. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of—dated March 15, 2012.

14. Memorandum of Activity, Interview ot-dated March 15, 2012.

15. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —datecj March 15, 2012.

This Report of lnvestigation is the g@r@g@ﬁg of the Cffice of Investigation, Treasury Offics of the Inspector
General, 1t coniains sensitive law snforcement information and e contents may not be reproduced without
written nermission in accordance with § U.8.C. § 852, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

to unautharized persons s prohiblted.
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

T W PR ]
)

o unmihnehod persons 4 probibitad,

Case Title: Case #: DO-13-2067-!

Senior Reguiatory Policy Analyst

Federal insurance Office Case Type: Criminal X
Departmental Offices Administrative _ X
G5-15 Civil —

Investigation Initiated: July 31, 2013

Conducted by: F
pacial Agent

Investigation Completed:0(T 0 7 2113

Origin: F Director Approved by: Jason Metrick
ice of Security Programs, Special Agent in Charge
Departmental Offices {Acting}
Summary

ffice of Inspector General,
Director, Office of

On July 31, 2013, the Department of the Treasury {Treasu
Office of Investigations (TOIG) received information from

F, Senior insurance Regulatpry Policy Analyst, Federal Insurance Office (FIQ)},
ackground investigation that rchased cocaine and was subsequently charged and
arraigned, {Exhibit 1)

The investigation determinad that the allegations are substantiated. -:rovided false and
misleading stetements regarding international travel, arrest/arraignment dates, and dates of
cocaine use when he submitted his Office of Personnel Management {OPM}, Slectronic
Qluestionnaire for Investigations Praocessing {e-QiP},

gy o 'ﬁzw.ﬂ;-ﬁﬁim‘sm;w it prowscly o D e of Wveatigatinn, Treastry D900u of thy s geciat
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Report of In i
Case Name:
Case # DO-13-2057- o

Page 2 of 8

Basis and Scope of the investigation

On July 31, 2013, TOIG received information from -concerning information discovered
during! background investigation that- possessad cocaine and was subsequently
arrasied on September 9, 2011

A TOIG document review of Treasury Personnel File revealed he was charged with one
count of possassion of a controlied dangerous substance; to wit, cocaine, pursuant to DC Code
48-904.01{e). OPM e-QiP, dated Noyember 9, 2012, is part of the overall personnel fiie,
which also revealed dates reported ford initial arrest, as well as his use of cocalns, [
e-QIiP submission indicated his first sncounter with faw enforcement regarding the charge for
possessing cocaine occurred in September 2011,

-e~OIP submission indicated the estimated first use of cocaine occurred in May 2011 and
his most recent use was estimated to be July 2011. inswared, “No“ to ever having been
involved in the illegal purchase, manufacture, cultivation, trafficking, production, transfer,
shipping, receiving, handling or sale of any drug or controlied substance within the last seven

years.

told an OPM background investigator he was stopped in his vehicle by the Metropatitan
Potice Department {MPD] after purchasing cocaine after submitting his e-QlP,

as been employed with DO from Novembar 5, 2012 to the present as a Senior insurance
Regulatory Policy Analyst in the FlO. d-iis the lead analyst assigned to the International
Association of Insurance Supervisors insurance Group 2s a life insurance representative.

{Exhibit 2}

A TOIG document review of DC Court Case #— docket entries, confirmed -as
arraigned and charged in Washington, DC Superior Court on September 8, 2017. On february
27, 201 Z the charge was nolle prosequse on the basis of pre-tria! diversion. {Exhibit 3}

{Agent’s Note: Pre-trial diversion allows offanders to maintain a clean criminal renord Gy
pleading quilty and then completing a prescribed aubstanae abuss programt andd Not committing

additinnal offenses. At the canglusion oF the diversionary pered the guily plus 18 vesaion. e
eana mochisimiesed, and tw offandar nan lagatly olabm naws o Rawe benr arvasead o oorpvigted of
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Report of Investigati
Case Name:
Case # DO-13- -

Page 3 of6
. -, Senior Insurance Regulatory Policy Analyst, FIO, DO

During the course of the investigation, TOIG reviewed the following pertinent documents:
. Treasury Personnel Fils, including his e-QIP dated November 9, 2011,
C Court Case ocket entries.
Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TECS), Custom and Border Protection
(CBP) foreign travel records for
FB! Form 302 dated, March 11, 2011,

investigative Activity

In an interview with TOIG, - stated the FBI! identified -during an ongoing
investigation and subsequently conducted a traffic stop of-s vehicle after he was witnessed
by the FBI purchasing cocaine from a known drug dealer in Washington, DC. as detained
and interviewed by the FBI, at which time he admitted to possessing 1.5 grams of cocaine.

confirmed the FBI previously investigated -but does not currently have an active

investigation. (Exhibit 4)

in an interview with TOIG,qstated during an FBI investigation, the FBI identiﬁed-
and documented that he purchased cocaine almost on a daily basis and that-expressed

interest in purchasing significant amounts of cocaine. The FBI worked with MPD to nolle
proseque the misdemeanor possession of a controlled substance in an attempt to entice o]
cooperate, which was unsuccessful. Initially, howed interest; however, after the charge
was dismissed and he was granted diversion, he never returned the FBl's telephone calls.

(Exhibit 5)

In an interview with TOIG, -stated the FBi conducted the traffic stop of-s vehicle and
subsequently detained him on February 28, 2011. The FBl completed a report on March 11,
2011, and‘as charged and arraigned on September 9, 2011, (Exhibit 6&7)

A TOIG document review of TECS foreign travel records for-mm November 2005 through
November 2012, revealed in addition to what he reported on his e-QIP, that he also traveled to
Barcelona and Madrid, Spain; Monaco; Nice and Cannes, France; Berlin, Germany and one
additional trip to Londen, England. (Exhibit 8}

In an Interview with TOIG, qﬁt?&tﬁiﬁ -S§$Q§%§§Z$§ in life insurance and is the lead
analvst assigned to the International Association of Insurance Supervisors [nsurance Group

which requires significant foreign travel, irped official Treasury travel taken by
o Frankfurt, Germany and Basel, Switzerland. stated there is no excuse for illicit
rug use and any such activity conflicts with the integrity and confidence which Is essential to
FIO's waork, (Exhibit 9)

This Report of Investigation is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of the Inepector %
General. It contalns sensitive law anforcement Information and Us sontents may not be reproduced without |
written permission In accordance with 5 U 8.0, § 682, This report Is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and iz diselosure f

to unauthorized persons Is prohiblted,
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Case Name:

Case # DO-1 .

Page4of8

In an interview with TOIG, tated he forgot to add travel to Monaco; Nice and Cannes,

France; Barcelona and Madrid, Spain; Berlin, Germany and one additional trip ta London, England
within the last seven years when he completed his e-QlP.

Fstated when he was detained by the FB! for possession of cocaine in the fall of 2011, he
ad just returned from vacation and received a telephone cali from a man he previously

purchased cocaine m, asking if he wanted to buy cocaine. tated he was charged in
September 2011. confirmed that he went to 16th Street NW Washington, D.C. to
purchase cocaine. tated he used cocaine once a month.

[Agent’s Note: - e-QIP submission indicated his first encounter with law enforcement
regarding the charge for possessing cocaine occurred in September 2011; however, the FBI
informed TOIG the actual traffic stop occurred on February 28, 2011.]

TOIG asked -f the incident when MPD and FBI detained him for purchasing cocaine actually
occurred on February 28, 2011, at which time he answered, “Yes.” ould not provide an
explanation why the dates he reported on his e-QIP were wrong, but stated he never used

cocaine after the traffic stop.

[Agent's Note: - e-QIP submission indicated the estimated first use of cocaine occurred in
May 2011 and his most recent use was estimated to be July 2011, which falls after the date of

the incident with MPD and FBI.1

dmitted that the dates of first and most recent use of cocaine on his e-QIP were incorrect
and suggested his first use may have been between September and October 2010 and the date
he most recently used were during the months of December 2010 and January 2011. (Exhibit

10)

Referrals

On September 10, 2013, TOIG presented the case to the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) for the
District of Columbia, and the case was declined for prosecution. (Exhibit 11}

Judicial Action

N/A

This Report of investigation s the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of the Inspector
Gengral. It contains sensitive law enforcement Information and its contents may not be reproduced without
written sermiesion In aceordance with 5 1.8.C, € 882, This report iz FOR OFFICIAL USE DNLY and iis disclosurs

to unasuthorized persons iz prohibited,
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Findings

The investigation determined that the allegations are substantiated. 9rovfded false and
misleading statements regarding international travel, arrest/arraignment dates, and dates cf

cocaine use when he submitted his e-QlP,

Based on the findings of our Investigation, it appears that the following pertinent statute(s),
regulation{s) and/or policies were violated or could be applied {o the case:

« 5 CFR 2635-101 Basic Obligation of Public Service

31 CFR 0.208 Falsification of Official Records
31 CFR 0.213 General Conduct Prejudicial to the Gavernment

Distribution

— Senior Advisor, DO

Signatures

Casa Agent:

G-3a 12
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Report of Investi
Case Name;
Case # DO-13-2057-

Page 6 of 6

Exhibits

1. TOIG Complaint Intake, dated August 1, 2013.

2. Memorandum of Activity, Document Review, dated July 31, 2013.

3. Memorandum of Activity, Document Review, dated August 2, 2013.

4. Memorandum of Activity, interview of (B dated July 31, 2013.
5. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -dated July 31, 2013.
6. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -dated July 31, 2013.

7. Memorandum of Activity, Document Review, dated August 9, 2013.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Document Review, dated August 5, 2013,

9. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-dated September 9, 2013.
10. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-dated September 10, 2013,

11, Memorandum of Activity, Case presentation, dated September 10, 2013.

This Report of Investigation 1s the property of the Uffice of Investigation, Treasury Cffics of the Inspactor
Genergl, i contalne sensitive law enforcement Information and s contenis may net be reprodused without
wiritten permission In accordance with § U.8.0, § 5582, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its dinclosurs

to unauthorized persons is prohibited,
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Office of Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case Title: Chief, G5-15

Consumer Financial Protection Case #: DO-12-1718-

Bureau {CFPB]) Case Type: Criminal

{Non Treasury Empioyse} Administrative _X
Civil

investigation Initiated: May 14, 2012
Conducted by:

Investigation Completed: ~— OOT 22 2012 : Special Agent

Origin: Hotline Approved by: John L. Philiips
Special Agent in Charge

Summary

On May 14, 2012, the Department of the Treasury {Treasury), Office of Inspector General,
QOffice of Investigations {TOIG}, initiated an investigation based on an anocnymous compiaint
afleging conflict of interest and employee misconduct violations by*Chief
Administrative Officer and Acting Chief of Operations {COQ}, Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau {CFPB} {formerly Chief of Operations, Office of Financial Stahility {OFS). The
complainant alleged esigned from QFS in July 2011 and immediately went to work as
the Senicr Vice President {VP) of Market Development and Government Services for
Inc., an information Technology {IT} Gavern {ractor. ﬂeported!y participated in a

rocuregment meeting with OFS on behalf ofwn an attempt to secure a contract for
with OFS. {Exhibit 1}
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Basis and Scope of the Investigation

, 2012, based on informatian raceived by TOIG
alleging while employed with entered OFS premises and participated in a
procurement meeting batween OFS and , in possible violation of 18 USC § 207 -
Restrictions on Former Officers, Employees, And Elected Officials of the Executive and

Legisiative Branches.

This investigation was initiated on June 2

g investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:

During t
. Director, Financial Services & QOperations, OFS.
. Director, Electranic Paymen'ts,i
) Chief Administrative Qfficer, CFPB,
» Deputy Assistant General Counsel Ethics, DO,

In addition, TOIG reviewed pertinent documants, including:
¢ Posi-Employment issues Memaorandum to-dated April 12, 2011.

Investigative Activity

In an interview with TO!G,FStated he me twice, first at the OFS offices,
located at 1801 L Street NW, Washington, D.C. and later at a Caribou Coffee. At the first

meeting on August 16, 2011, mpl d by qs office to check in on him.
tated that they did not discuss At ond meating in September 2011,
as accompanied by another employee. This occurred soon

after Treasury announced in September 2011, that Treasury bureaus would be required to use
the Internet Payment Piatform (IPP} which was of interest to -andh
tated the meeting was about ervices applicable to the Financial

Management Service {FMS} and the (PP. opined wanied to meet with him

hacause before working for OFS in 2008, was employed with FIMS, dded
he had fittle information to prwtd baecauss it I'ad besn approximatealy six

yesrs since he worked for FMS, SpeleIed he was not asked by 0! te
maks ary alls to FMS for them, provide anv referenms, o ke any other type of official or
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Federal Reserve Bank of Boston and they discussed people and employees they bath knew.
sserted was not asked to take any official or uncfficial action an behaif of

or and she did not attempt to inﬂuence-in any mannar.
aid she never contacted or solicited any Treasury Departmental empioyees with intent to

influence them or cause any afficial action. (Exhibit B)

A TOIG document review of the memaorandum from fo dated April 12, 2011, and
titled “Post-Employment lssues” discovered it was created in respanse to ‘s request for
advice regarding post-employment rastrictions with respect toqs proposed work for
The memarandum states was a senior emplayee under the definitions of 18

07{c} and therefore is prohibited for one year after her service with QFS terminates from,
“knowingly, with intent to influence, making any communication to or appearance before an
empioyee of Treasury’'s Departmental Offices {including OFS}, if that communication or
appearanca is made an behalf of any ather person in connection with any matter on which you
seek official action by any Treasury employee.” In addition, is restricted for one year,
pursuant to 18 USC 207(c}, from making any contacts with Treasury Departmental Qffices if
such communications are made with intent to influence official action. {Exhibit 6}

In an interview with TOIG, -stated s post empioyment restrictions does not restrict
her from contacting, making an appearance before, or attempting to influence, internal Revenue

Service, FMS, or non-DQC employees. According to when the Aprit 12, 2011,
memorandum states, “Treasury’s Departmantal Employees”™ and "any Treasury empioyes,” it
specifically refers to DO, to include OFS, (Exhibit 7}

Referrals

N/A

Judiciel Action

N/A
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Based on the findings of our investigation, it appears that the following pertinent statute{b)

regulation(s) and/or policies were violated or could be applied to the case;

N/A

Distribution
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Exhibits
1. Lead Initiation, dated May 9, 2012.
2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — dated July 12, 2012.
3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of—dated July 23, 2012.
4. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of - dated July 24, 2012.
5. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of -dated July 24, 2012.
6. Memorandum of Activity, Review of Post-Employment Issues Memo, dated May 31,
2012.
7. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of— dated September 18, 2012.

This Report of Investigation is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of the inspector Genersl,
It containg sensitive law enforcement information and its contentis may not be reproduced without written
permission in accordance with 5 U 8.0, § 852, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE DNLY and its disclosure {0

unauthorized persons is prohibited.

Gt Bann - 8 (Sept 2010}
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N Office of the Inspector General
F) U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Cass Title: _ Misuse of Case #: QCC-12-1383-

Credentials

{Treasury Employee) Case Type: Criminal o
Administrative _x
Civil o

investigation Initiated: April 23, 2012
Conducted by:

investigation Completed: Special Agent

Origin: Office of the Comptraller of the Apptoved by: John L. Phillips
Currency {QCC) Speciat Agent In Charge

Summary

On April 3, 2012, the Department of the Treasury, Cffice of In
Investigations {TOIG), was contacted via 0!G Intake by
foliowing complaint reported to her by a third party that
his OCC badge in a private family estate legal matter, (Exhibit 1}

to

The allegation stems from -s visit to the property of*s unele,

inventory property relataed to the estate o s Grandmother, is a
beneficiary of his Grandmothert's estate. 8 a national bank examiner serving as Assistant
Deputy Comptroiter in the OCC’s Syracuse, NY fisld office.

r General, Office of
QCC, regarding the
nappropriately disptayed

Based on conflicting statemients of the complainant and witness, and interview of the subject,
TG could not substantiate the aillegation that misused his CC ssued badge or
cradentials to intimidate, harass or influence,

Lir fnvestipatan detarreried tha ategaors coubl not e subeieriiated,
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Basis and Scope of the Investigation

On April 3, 2012, TOIG hotline received a complaint by Attorney representing

, reporting that inappropriately dispiayed his OCC badge in a
private family estate legal matter. Is @ national bank examiner serving as Assistant

Deputy Comptroller in the OQCC’s Syracuse, NY field office.

During the course of the investigation, TQIG conducted relevant interviews with:

. , Complainant
» eputy Assistant Comptrolier, OCC
. ithess

in addition, TOIG reviewed pertinent documents, including:
s  Written complaint from — Attorney represanting Allie Swears, Jr.

Investigative Activity

On June 4, 2012, TOIG intarviewad
in reference to a complaint received indicating
credentials.

, QCC, misused his adge and

) mother's estate. i a
’ estate. s Tather and

- said that-:'has been contesting the estate for seven years saying that his
mother’s estate has never been allowed to see what was in the barn o
property. property is directly adjacent to .'s home and property,
as given access by the court to view the property cwned by estate,
more specifically the barn, In May 2012, ad an appointment to fook inside the barn.

ri

showed up early for the appeointment and whan waent put
b stated that neither he no said

q said that{ I
1o meet him, (putied out his badge.
asked 1o see the barn,

anything at that point. A couple rmruutas tater, whan
safrd that he the uwu Wit wesning his gime heoaise avervifiieg it the bern was bis dad’s,
g, FHG m; i85 nwﬁsjn- 1 Tl nodbing won sl &t Wt thne.
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mother are also beneficiaries of

astate.
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informed him that that property was not part of the estate. responded that he had the
right to take the pictures. advised he tol that he was going to call the State
Police, to which esponded, “Ha, State, I’'m Federal” and puiled out his badge and said,
“call whoever you want, {'m taking pictures and recording”. said that his mother
then aske who he worked for and said "Treasury”. . said that

never said that he was on official business,

- said that if as trying to intimidate them, it worked. F told his
mother right after left that they... “for sure were going to be audited now.” {Exhibit 2)
On August 1, 2012, TOIG interviewed —Assistant Deputy Comptroller, OCC,
Syracuse, NY, relating to an allegation that-misused his OCC issued credentials.

said that he is a beneficiary of the estate of his Grandmother,— as is his

I

uncle,

aid that there has been growing “anger” between tha bensficiaries
because a lack of movement to tiquidate the estate by . P owns the
property directly adjacent to his Grandmother’s property. said that as part of the astate

liquidation, he was allowed, by court order in March 2012, to have access to his Grandmother’s
property to do an accounting of all the property regarding the estate,

After receiving permission by the court to view the property,- said he made arrangements
with to visit the property. In May 2012 aid he went to the property to
account for all the estate property. said that he arrived at the farm and parked in front of
the barn. Psaid that cousin, came out of his house and told
-that e couldn’t take pictures, that at that point he conference called his wife
and his attorney. advised after the call finaily agreed to let him take pictures.
aid that he entered the barn to begin taking pictures but the camera he had would not
take good pictures in the dark. went back to his car to get his other camera, Fsaid
that because his camera was in his backpack, he dumped his backpack contents onto his front
car seat to find the camera, While dumping everything ou_t,’ said that his OCC credentials

feli onto the ground. said that* picked his credentials off the ground and
or the Fad?” and handed his cradentials back td -

asked, "Do you still wor
responded that he did,
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Stata Police. aid that he responded, "I don"t care who you call”. xptained that

he actually would have liked them to call tha authorities because he believed it would have
defused their anger. : :

-said that he has no idea why would have said that s credentials were
shown numerous times and that he never said, “l don‘t care who you call, call the locals, I'm a
Fed.” aid that he did not intend to intimidate, harass or influence based on his
Federal Government position. denied sver showing his credantials. said that he
has been very careful the entire time to not send an email to

from his work emall because of the perception.

ostate matter, “to get to a resolution”.

aid that he just wants the

-providad a sworn written statement addressing the above, (Exhibit 3)

On September 12, 2012, TOIG reinterviewed was asked if he couid
describe the badge that he alleges was shown to him said that “it was
gold”. When asked if he could describe it a little more, said he could not see it very
well, ha only saw that it was gold and could not tell if thera was any other identification

attached to the badgs. -said that seemed to flip open his wallet and he saw the
badge. aid that the other side of the wallet was not biack but didn’t see anything

there. (Exhibit 4}
On September 12, 2012, TOIG interviewedH, who was present wheriiiiI
allegedly showed his badge. -was asked to recount the timeline of what happened the

day of-s showing his credentials/badge. said that her memory was not very good
and she has a hard time remembering back that Tar. said that*/, o
Nephew, was taking pictures of roperty, which is next door to her property, to
account for property that is included in the ' Estate, in which
benefictary. said that she does not know what happened while

were next door at the property. said that after
next doar, he stopped by her mailbox and was taking pictures of her property,

isa
and her son,
accounted for the property

said that

both she an went outside and 'toid-that he had no business taking pictures of her
property. 3aid that she was going to call the polics. said that ulied our
kis wallet and sald "I'm federal”, in which she responded you'ra a “Tederal asshole”.
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said that she never called the police and ot in the car and left without further
incident. She said she has only seen him in court since that incident and he does not speak to

them. —supphed a sworn written statement. (Exhibit 5)
Referrals |
None

Judicial Action

None

Findings

TOIG’s investigation of the misuse of OCC badge and credentials in violation of 31 CFR 0.213 -
General conduct prejudicial to the Government and 5 CFR 2635.704 - Use of Government
Property led to differing accounts by witnesses and uncorroborated statements, therefore TOIG

finds the allegations unsubstantiated.

Distribution

- Senior Advisor, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency.

Thiz Report of investigation is the ?f@g@fgy of the Offlcs of Investigation, Treasury Offles of the Inspector
General. 1t containg sensitive law enforcement Information and its contents may not be reproduced without
writion permission In accordance with 8 U.8.0. § 552. This report Is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

to unauthorized persons is prohibifed,
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Exhibits

. Complaint document, Letter from Attornery dated March 30, 2012,

1

2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of dated June 4, 2012.

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of ated August 1, 2012,

4, Mamorandum of Activity, Interview of dated September 12, 2012.
5

. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of _dated September 12, 2012.

i i mm.m vt ik .mm.ﬁ’g&%wt R 84 iy -f.?‘,! of fliw Gition & ‘_ammwrigszﬁ‘tw .m'-mr,, Cottien o v msr";ri o f
f Eaperal. B envhidng seasiiive Deer anforeairest infuemiation am 2o Sogden's ey nod B ewprodaned seiiftond [
) |
i

wirkiisey ermiesicn T anonrdanos with 8 LT 8 S5 This recoct T FOR ORFIGIAL GSE OHLY and e dleckistire
| S wrraatbioriead pecsons s prohiniied, !




REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
BEP-13-1243-T

o R LR R T 4 Y

Uaited 4

ranig

g

T A T T R N S P T

ates Departmens of ohe Treagury

s Fri o 4 2 T

I A S LT

AR, TRRYRE P AR

b "I*A""‘"“I'W"F"i'ﬁ?@"‘":'%

B L e s e () A ot %y
e A B R R S e R e e b e

e e
i Y ot b e e gttt R e




Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Assauit Case Type: Criminal
Administrative X

Civil

Case Title:
{Treasury Employee)

Investigation nitiated: April 23, 2013 Conducted by: §

Special Agent

investigation Completed: JUN 2 4 2013
Approved by: John L. Phillips

Origin: Bureau of Engraving and Printing Special Agent In Charge

Cage #: BEP-13-1243-|

Summary

On April 23, 2013, the Department of the Treasury, Office of Inspector General, Office of

investigations (TOIG), was contacted regarding the complaint of Bureau of
Engraving and Printing (BEP}, who reported to BEP Police that as waving a knife at
her and that he pinched her cheek while exiting an elevator in BEP Headquarters. {Exhibit 1)

On April 18, 2013, —was on elevator #18 at BEP with a pocket knife opaned

cleaning his fingernails when the elevator doors opened on the second floor and _

entared the elevator. engaged in conversation with the pocket knife open. After
ommented about her being fearful of the knife, -:losed the knife and continued

engaging in conversation. On the third ficor, upon exiting the eiavator-pinched

left cheek. Mumerous interviews of BEP employees and viewing the security video did not

substantiate the assauit allegations,

Oy April 24, 2013, TOHG revsivad 8 copy of rhe video surveiilance from BEP Poilcs of the

incidend,

sprremtiyanion getarnined tha alegatians of aevaa)? cuuld ool e substecciatad, sithouwgh,
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Basis and Scope of the Investigation

On April 23, 2013, TOIG was notified by BEP Police of an incident reported to them by F
n

queported that - was waving a knife at her in a BEP elavator a
pinched ner cheek as he exited the elevator.

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:
Complainant, informstion Systems Specialist, BEP

Chief, Office of Enterprise Solutions, BEP

Deputy Director, BEP

roduction Manager, BEP

IT Specialist, BEP

Inspector, BEP
xecutive Asgistant, BEP
In addition, TOIG roviswead pertinent documents, including:
» BEP Police incident report, dated April 18, 2013.

Investigative Activity

On Aprit 30, 2013, TOIG interviewsd Information Systems Specialist, BEP in
reference to her complaint of harassment by

—Jrovided the following information in substance and in part:

said that she has been employed at BEP since Septamber 2005 in the Chief Information
Officer’'s Office &3 an information Systems Specialist {GS-14}. She said that she works on ths
BEP Enterprise contract with - She said that-' is 2 GG3-15 and a 40 year amployee of
BEP.

As background, -said that since they started working 'toge_thar.-s business mannear
was a “culture shock” compared 1o the private sector, freem where sha camea, sair thay

waes profanity, stioks ms puddie finger ou? gt ber and others, hugs ber and puts his anm
srovrd her, MOt e busioesy ounduel sthat ghe wag useo 1o s Gyt b s beaefug of
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finger without the third employee seeing it. -saéd she has tried to avoid-since this
time.

said that on March 18, 2013 she went to the cafeteria for breakfast. As she was
returning from the cafeteria, was waiting for the elevator on the 2nd floor and the
elevator door opened. She sal was already on the elevator by himself when she entered
the elevator. said that had an open pocket knife and she debated whether to get
on the elevator but decided to do it because it would have been too obvious not to get on the
elevator ‘said that she toid-that she was “a little gcared of the kpife”. She said
that olded the pocket knife up, but did not put it away. “who is
going to be your buddy?” referring to a co-worker being transferred. said she felt
intimidated because he changes moods so fast. id the door

opened on the 3rd floor
and as leaving the elevator when he pinched s cheek, h said that-
did ot say anything as he pinched her cheek and left the elevator.

-said that she roported the incident to her supervisor, - later in the day after she
went back to the elevator to see if there were security cameras. She asked if she could
get a copy of the elevator security tape. said that she was told that (
manager}, the Labor Relations Manager g Human Resources Manager were going
to meet and discuss what to do. told her that has no violent
history and “pretty sure he won’t do harm to her.” was told that they were going to put
the 10-foot rule in effect {saying thet neither party could come within 10 feet of the other}.

-said that-spoke to-

her. She didn‘t want to be alons with him.
“I'm sorry if today’s event upset you, wasn’t my intent.
sincerity or remorse.

o comse apclogize to
came to her cube and said,
said she fait no

an said he will as
said that
I apologize.”

said that sha felt like nothing was going to be done so she went to the BEP Police and
asked for the security tape. She filed a report with Officer who told her that
wasn’t supposed to have the knife on BEP property. T morning (Friday)

that she had filed a police report. already knew because
had his BEP pass red-lined {suspended}. her that nranagement was rmeating
that day to figure oot how 0 handie the situation, sent an ermatt 1 shisut Reing
frrarfid amd he asigd & remo ol na trovicsd o har aned shie wisd toks o telark for the oot

W Famn: et she was abeniced i bas oA conferants ool o Tusssny when
ghg caledin, Bha gas! opdt of the 10-Tool rule
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aid that he found out about the incident in question on Thursday, April 18, 2013. -
gaid that came into his office at 10:15 o tell him about the incident and asked him if
she was overreacting. old him that &had a knife out, waving it.” She felt like he
was waving it at her_face, She told him that she thought t not getting into tha ejevator,
but got in anyway. -said that -totd him thatﬂ - how’s it going?”
H explained to that

espondad by saying, “frankly pretty scared right now”
inched her cheek and sgid, _“everything will be alright” as he was walking out the

alavator door. said that Iso brought up an incident about (i} giving her the
middle finger about a year ago, that had never heard before,

ard that In approximately March 2012, -brought to his gttention that sed
mapiroirlate language, but had never heard the middle finger story. said that he spoke

bout the inappropriate language and told him that it was not appropriate.

-said thatqhad never mentiened anything to him or
i [ said that

uncomfortable around o5 waorking with
has no disciplinary issues, —said that
managemant/government and feels like this wi

to get a copy of the security video tape.

about her being

is a good performer and
seems to have 8 total distrust” of

be swept under the rug. That is why she asked

and have been issued a stay away
meetings that both are scheduled to attend, and as been
said that if there were a violation of the stay away order, it
ces, e Stay away order {10 foot rule) says that nd
are not to have interaction. isaid that there was a miscommunication by
supervisor) on one occasion, where attended a meeling in person wherll
was thought to be teleworking. When she telsconferenced in to the meeting, as

present. -Was upset becauge was supposed to call in to ali meetings where
“could” be present. xplained that would not have known whether or not she

would be present at the meeting. aid that it's been corrected so that must call in
to all meetings where Shiang and re to participate.

order. must call in to
teleworking more frequantly.
is to be reported to Human Resour

imunediataly after was told of the elavator incident, Human Resaurces wasg safled anad thae

Wiolance inittating Taam met, ag told that o was detsorained that thers was "oo
rndloatorn of rek of vichmos oy _
aukad Tor anitimrizanon o brdngg migoe v Bee Bao the Dabidig,

sakd th ”"f-‘a a4
saird Thar be rnas velked 1o BEY Polios wnd hey bdd Bim that it can be sohoyized, but fhaw
- fimg nol Drounist the fssus of made up

would prater what b net be awdharized. - Bai
Again said that he befloves ihat the employvees are authorized tr being 8 knife m?:z HEY

s fang ag st o undey .~‘ ity fong. -sm-‘ﬂ i""l'- e Wien  kte b ledn B

forvgpnr nrafbn,  (Fwralig 2

1
mqmpma Lmswn e 0 i !mﬂwr&w {
H% Conbeeng Aty ok e cepradiong 'g
£hi9 raport b FOR QFECIAL LSE OROY ang it u‘!-\,« Ifwuuu

oty ot (a Ciftew of s

| aerttbegt payenisgion by @nuirdancs w5 ULEAT & 88 s repurt iz FOR (
|

1. by unmuihorioed poraons 1 proniitad,

S B e e " 1 LR LEIEL R kT e b ] e e R






Reion of Investigation

Page 6 of 11

said that -as never been violent, .is very knowledgeable of BEP. He is
well received, has never threatened anybody and is willing to do anything to make it better.

said that is a great guy, he umpires little league games and has taken mediation
classes to be a mediator for the U.S. Government. He said is opinionated and strong
minded and will call “BS” depending on the audience, but never uses profanity. He gets along
with 99% of the people at BEP. He said_is “touchy/feely” but never in an inappropriate
way. People still respect him even though he is opinionated. b said that back in the
1970s or 1980s, BEP was doing an audit of time cards and they found that they actually owed

money. - said he is one of the most honest guys that he knows.

W s-id that- has never spoken about{fjJjjfj and is “disillusioned by the whole

thing” (incident).

feels that everything was fine until s partner was transferred and all the

responsibility fell on her and she can’t do the job and is trying to make excuses. said
that it is his opinion that is asking too much with respect to the restrictions being put on

When asked about the knife, said tha has a habit of cleaning his nails with
anything he can. He said it’s a habit of printers. He has his knife to clean his nails and that is

the only reason he has a knife. (Exhibit 5)

On May 8, 2013, TOIG interviewed_ a peer of-’s.

@::ic that she has been employed at BEP since 1998 and has known-ince
approximately 2006. She works on the same project as

‘said that the morning of the elevator incident, came to her appearing very shaken
told her what happened on the elevator

up. When sked her what was going on,
and asked f she would come with her to try to get the security video tape from the BEP

Police.

aid that she has had only one meeting with since she has worked at BEP and didn’t

know him until they worked on the same project. She said is very arrogant and hossy.
She said that she has never talked to and F never talks to her. said that
told her about the “middle finger” incident and how always uses profanity, but she has

never sean or heard it directly.

-said that she was asked on Friday morning, April 19, 2013, to go take | $ computer
and then in the afternocon she gave it back. She was concerned that would retaliate

against her, but she said her manager told her if - rataliates, to notify him, aid that
she is concerned that -wéi% retaliate against her for going to the police wit .

This Report of Investigation Is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Offlce of the inspsetor
General. 1t containg gensitive law enforcement Information and its contants may not be reproduced without
wrilten permission in aceordance with § U.S.C. § 852. This roport is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

to unauthorized persons le prohibited,
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said that the only people that know she went with-to the Police are-

(supervisor) and Officer‘ (Exhibit 6)

On May 17, 2013, TOIG requested information from BEP, Employee and Labor-Management
Relations Division, on any/all disciplinary action related toh

~Employee and Labor Relations Specialist, BEP, responded via email stating
that there is no disciplinary information related to (Exhibit 7)

He has been employed at BEP for

for approximately 2 or 3 years, from working on
is the Information Technology Lead and he is the

Business Lead for the Data Management Module (DMM) project. isaid that they would see

each other every day when they worked on the same project for approximately 1 % years and

then approximately 2 or 3 times a week after they finished the project.

-said that on the morning of the incident referenced in the complaint, he was riding the
“got on the elevator.

elevator up to his office when the elevator door opened and

- said he already had his pocket knife out cleaning his nails because he had been gardening
the night before and was trying to get the dirt out of them. said that when&got on
the elevator he was commenting to her about the other Business Lead on the DMM project,

, being transferred to Texas. said he was expressing his concern to
explaining that he knew that there was more of a need to help her out on the project
because of s departure. explained that, as a whole, the line workers do not trust
IT because they teel that IT does not know what they need and doesn’t understand the business
workings of the Bureau. explained that he believes IT needs an ally on the business side
of the house, and that is what he was trying to relay to admitted that he is very
animated when he talks and tends to “talk with his hands”. said that he does not
remember what said to him on the elevator, but knows that he put the knife blade down

at some point. § said that he doesn’t remember all the details of the incident because the
incident on the elevator was a non-event in his mind and didn’t think twice about what he did,

because he was trying to comfor

!said that he *‘tweaked’qs cheek as he left the elevator, but it was like a “Paternal
cheek tweak” or like 8 she w

On May 22, 2013, TOIG interviewed

as a little sister type thing. ’said he was trying to comfort
-"‘kind of like, it will be OK”. He said he had no intention of causing her fear or to feel
uy e. He said the way she took it was 180 degrees differant than what he was trying

neomiortabi
to relay to her.

'aid that Deputy Director, asked him about the incident later in the day and it
was recamm@ﬁée tha go ag;sr %@ze 'zéi@ qu that he went up o 5
“““““ t realized she was on the phone.

This Repert of investigation is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Office of the Inspecior
General. i contains sensitive law enforcement information and is contents may not be reproduced without
writton permission in accordance with 8 UU.8.C. § 582, This report Is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disciosure

to unauthorized persons is prohibited.
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said that when hung up the phone, he went back and apologized and said something to the
effect that in no way, shape, or form was he trying to make her feel uncomfortable.

Hsaid that he,- andmused to work together very regularly. He said
that they have all travelled together and felt that they had a trusting working relationship.
said tha as never mentioned not wanting to work together or that she was
afraid of- aid that he never had the feeling that she was afraid of him.

-said that his personality is that he talks with his hands and will sometimes put his arm
around someone’s shoulder to convey friendship or understanding. He will sometimes shake
hands with somebody and then grab their arm as well. He said he tends to do this more with
males than with females. said that there was nothing specifically said during the cheek
tweak, and stated that he was trying to relay his concern, not about the project, but his concern

for her ability to carry out the project.

*said he has carried a knife since he was a kid and the habit was passed down by his

a . knew about the BEP guidelines referencing pocket knives and was told that the
pocket knife he carried met the guidelines. He said the pocket knife he was cleaning his
fingernails with during the incident was a leatherman brand knife that he removes to open boxes
and perform his daily functions. said he was never questioned about the knife whenever
he came in to the building because it was within guidelines. -said that he will never carry

a knife to work anymore.

aid that he is opinionated and “doesn’t suffer fools easily”. He does not consider
himself violent, He said he can be free with his speech, but he considers his audience before

speaking. said that if he has ever used vulgar language in front of it would've
been a slip. said that-is a “nice lady” and they had a very good working
relationship. He said he has nothing against her and he is sorry for having offended her. -

said that he feels bad because he knows what was in his heart and mind and it wasn’t to make
her feel bad. He said that he will not approach her at all. (Exhibit 8)

Referrals
MNone

Judiclal Action

None

- This Report of investigation Is the properly of the Office of Investigatlon, Treasury Office of the Inspector
General. i contains sensitive law enforcament Information and s contents may not be reproduced without
written permission In accordance with 3 U.S.C, § 382, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosurs

to unauthorized persons is prohibited,
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Findings

Investigation determined the allegations of assault could not be substantiated, although,
improper behavior, relating to the pinching of Shiang’s cheek, was substantiated.

By definition, assault is described as any willful attempt or threat to inflict injury upon the
person or another, when coupled with an apparent present ability to do so, and any intentional
display of force such as would give the victim reason to fear or expect immediate bodily harm
without legal excuse of justification. Based on investigation, there is no indication that there

was a willful attempt or threat to inflict injury upon Shiang.

Based on the findings of our investigation, it appeéars that the following pertinent statute(s),
regulation(s) and/or policy({ies) were violated or could be applied to the case:

e 5 C.F.R. 735.203, Conduct prejudicial to the Government

Distribution

— Manager, Security Investigations Division, Office of Security, BEP.

Thiz Report of investigation iz the property of the Ofice of Investigation, Treasury Offles of the Inspecior
General. i contalng sensiiive law enforcement Information and i3 contents may not be reproduced without
writtens permission in accordance with 5 U.8.C, § 882, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure
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Signatures

Supervisor:
6/2,/73
J?Gn L. Phillips Date
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Exhibits
1. Compigint document, BEP Puolice Repuort, dated April 18, 2013,
2, Memorandum of Activity, interview of dated April 30, 2013,
3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview o , dated May 8, 2013.
4. Memorandum of Activity, Interview o , dated May 8, 2013,
8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of dated May 8, 2013.
6. Memarandum of Activity, Interview of ted May 8, 2013.
7. Memorandum of Activity, Email fro dated May 17, 2013.
8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview , dated May 22, 2013.
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case Title: _ Case #: 0O-12-0526-1
TEOCAF
Case Type: Criminal

Investigation Initiated: January 6, 2012 Administrative

X

Civil
Investigation Completed: - APR 02 20thnducted by: Gina Buchanan
Special Agent
Orlgin:_, Dirsctor, Office of Approved by: .Jonhn L. Phillips

Security Programs Special Agent In Charge

Summary

On January 3, 2012, the Treasury, Office of Inspector General, Office of Investigations {TOIG}), was
advised by the Treasury Office of Security Programs, Departmental Offices, of an aliegation of
rnishandling and improper disclosure of a “Secret” classified document.

reasury Executive QOffice of Asset Forfeiture (TEQAF}, aliegediy shared a “Secret”
classified document with a subordinate and then subsequently referred to that document in a meeting

that same day with other non-authorized personnel prasent.

Upon being served with two noti tential security violations for these occurances, a third
vioiation was discovered in which id not property secure an unretated “Secret” classified

dacument.

mtion stems from an incident which occurred in September 2011, in which _

{ur investigation determined the initiaf allegations to ba unsubstantiated. The separate incident,
which ngcurred op Janvary 3, 2012, was substantiated,
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Basis and Scope of the investigation

On January 3, 2012, this investigation was initiated based on info ign received from —
Director, Deparimenat Office (DO}, Office of Security Programs. rovided information regarding
an allegation made to his office regarding improper disclosure of “Secret” classified documentation.

Buring the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relevant interviews with:

Assistant Director, Strategic Paolicy Office of Terrorist Financing and Financial

Program Analyst, TEOAF
Director, Office of Security Programs
upelvisory Program Analyst, TEOAF

In additior, TG reviewed pertinent documents, including:
» Notice of potential security violations issued by the Treasury Office of Security Programs .

+ TEQOAF Office Calendar.
Investigative Activity

On January 3, 2012M‘and Director and Investigator, DO, Office of
Security Programs, advi at the sourca of the allegation was* Program Analyst
TEOAF. reported the allegation several months later due to his lack of knowledge on reporting
requirements. (Exhibit 1)

n January 3, 2012, due to the recovery
's desk when asked to provide the “Secret”

W 2t that an additional violation was issued to
of unrelated “Secret” clfassified documentation from
classified document allegedly referred to during a meeting. rovided a summary of corrective
action taken including counseling and instaliation of an additional safe inﬁ’s office. Upon

advising TOIG of the situation, DO ceased any further corrective action. hibit 2}

On January 10, 2012, was interviewed by TOIG. {JJJJJj reported that prior to a meeting

on September 29, 20 1”%(:1;&- to review a document that was classified “Secret”,
advised at he did not pessess a clearance o which q:dvised that as
kaing granted one! did as irsfructed and ioviewed the Jocument. Accorcding t later i3
he saime dale, duning a meating iovohlding membars of TEOAF arwd the Sirafeygie Folicy Office of
Terrorst Financing ard Vinancly! Grimey (GPOTIED) eferred i1 thin docummeat to which
, ASSj Ehragtor, SPGTRRG, nuestioned the cleararce e Fcdividuals i the
room as well as physical handiing of tha decument in guastion. Wrespmded that
averyone in the rogm had the praper clearance. He alse mumbiled an incoherent statemerd
refeering to the shysical handling of the docsument. {Exhr
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On January 17, 2012, TOIG interviewed H *stated that he cannot recall any type of
"Secret” classified documentation present during the meeting, nor could he recall questioning the

- clearance isvels or the handling of “Secret” classified documeniation. He further stated that if any
documentation were present, it would most likely be “Law Enforcement Sensitive”. (Exhibit 4)

On January 23, 2012, TOIG interviewed Program Analyst, TEOAF. was indicated b!

m being someone who had similar situations with arding classified information.
as dSked if he had experienced any situations in which hared “Secret” classified documen
or information with himJflptated that he had never experiericed such an incident. (Exhibit 5)

On January 27, 2012, TOIG interviewed mmrector, SPOTFFC, who was able to recall the
meeting in question. #tated with certainty that no “Secret” classified documentation was
present and that if any other documentation was presented, it would have been “Law Enforcement
Sensitive”, rther stated that any documentation utilized on any project between his office

and TEOAF would not be of a “Secret” classified nature, but rather "Law Enforcment Sensitive”.
(Exhibit 8)

On January 27, 2012, TOIG interviewed mmed that documentation, if any,

presented during the meeting in Septermber would have been “Law Enforcement Sensitive”,
aithough he does not recail referring to any documentation. The meeting was an initial meeting to
establish a straﬁiy and inforrnation gathering and therefore, no documents would have existed at

that time. rther stated that he doss not recall the exchange between himself and rior
to the meeting, but stated that he would never provide “Secret” classified documentation to a

subordinate that did not possess the proper clearance,

Iso advised that TEQAF deais mainly with law enforcement agencies and therefore the
majonty of documents that pass through the TEOAF offices are classified “Law Enforcement

Sensitive”. N

Concerning the January 3, 2012, incident in which a “Secret” classified document was discovered in
his desk, tated that he did not secure that document correctly.

Htated that he believes the allegations levied against him are retributive in nature due to an
nsatistactory performance review given | in October 2011. )

rovided a wiittern staterrerd requrding his recolfiection of the ncidents in guestion. (Exhibit 7)
] 3

i Uebruary 13, 20172, TGHS inferviewad Bupervisony Prograne Analyst ,km‘-.
shated that she was presesd dining the meeting 10 QUesiion ond ad¢ed that no "Seocel”
dewnarrmniation was present o refeered 1o durbig that, or sudsenpient maetings on s sobiec,
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Referrails

None

Judicial Action

None

Findings

Our investigation has determined the initiai allegations invoiving mishandling and improper disclosure
of “Secret’ classified documentation in September 2011 are unsubstantiated. The separate incident

involving a security violation on January 3, 2012, is substantiated.

Distribution
—, Senior Advisor, Departmental Offices
Signatures
Case nt:
2leofiz
Date
supewis?:
7 3-29-/2
John yPhiiiips Date
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Exhibits

1. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of {J I =< SR OO dated January 3,

2012. )

2. Security violation issued by the Office of Security Programs, DO, dated December 22, 2011.
Security violation issued by the Office of Security Programs, DO, dated December 28, 2011.
Security violation issued by the Office of Security Programs, DO, dated January 3, 2011.
Email correspondence from —dated February 21, 2012.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —dated January 10, 2012.
Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (R dated January 17, 2012.
Memorandum of Activity, Interview of_dated January 23, 2012.
Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-dated January 27, 2012.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview o?dated January 27, 2012.
Advice of Rights, signed by a anuary 27, 2012.

tatement, signed by dated January 30, 2012.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —dated February 13, 2012.

N o s e

This Report of investigation le the property of the Office of Eﬁgsﬁiigaséé@%g Tressury Office of the inapector
General. [t contalns sensitive law enforcement information and s contents may not be reproduced without
written permission in accordance with § U.8.C, § 552, This repert Is FOR GFFICIAL USE ONLY and s disclosurs

te unauthorized persons Is prohibited.
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Bagis and Scope of the Investigation

Tﬁis investiga-tion was initiated on August 7, 2012, based upon information that Lauter misusad
his telework time to travel to and from his post of duty (POD) and care for his chiidren.

During the course of the investigation, TOIG conducted relsvant interviews with:
Associate Chiaf Human Capital Officer, DO

Diractor, DO Operations

atety Technician, DO

Safety Occupational Program Manager, DO
Environmental Safety and Health Manager, DO

SHIMS Program Manager, DO

Program Executive Officer, HSPD-12, DO

General Counsel, DO

Contract Specialist, Internal Revenue Service

Investigative Activity

On August 20, 2012, TOIG interviewed Associate Chief Human Capital
Officer, Human Capital Services, DO. ated she was not aware of any issuas and that
as in compliance with his telework agreement. {Exhibit 2}

On August 27, 2012, TOIG interviewed S supervisor, Director, DO-
Operations. Pdescrihed s work performance as “beyond outstanding” and
stated that she has never had an issue reaching on his telawork days or receiving work
product. advised that on Mondays, rrives later due to his commute from

Charlottesville, VA, tays until 7 or 8 PM on Mondays, Tuesdays and Wednesdays. On
Thursdays,-dsparts earlier and reconnects upon his arrival at his residence. (Exhibit 3)

On August 28, 2012, TOIG interviewad— Safety Technicial, DO. Phas
been with the Treasury for 11 years and 1s supervised by# - stated thavshe

helieves the allegations of telework fraud are correct and telework is abused by EF
refarred 1o 2 specifiv ingident whers she oortacted ia emgi on Foday, 8. 2012,
winert B had an ava

welawark day, exnmstan 1o speni wit
mamient to which ephied "¢ am speocding YSme with my son, 8 It urgent?”,
sratad what o the offics ortanday, wiid regkand ge Telewearking 13 ks, Pardbit 4)
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On August 30, 2012 forwarded-s time and attendance record for pay
penod 13 whtch encompasses June 28, 2012; the date the email exchange took place between
The report indicates that _had taken 4 hours of sick leave on June
2012 stated that these instances would not normally be noted on the office
calendar (Exh: it

On September 15, 2012, TOIG interviewed - Safety Occupatignal Health Manager,
DO. was asked if he had observed any telework abuses by ﬂnd advised that he
did. outlined that is permitted to utilize telework time in order to commute from

his home.?rovided one example where he attempted to reach via telephone on a
Friday, which is a telework day for eported ade a statement to the

effect of “I am with my son, can we do this another time?” did not provide any other
examples of telework abuse b

brought one other issue to the attention of TOIG. “stated that when egan
working at DO, the Safety and Health department was close to completing the procurement of

an Information Technology (IT) application that merges the Health and Safety databases.
According to ‘ stopped the process in order to propose adding a new vendor,

into the application process. further advised that —was a General
Electric (GE) software product which led to believe there is a conflict of interest in the

situation. {Exhibit 6)

On September 17, 2012, TOIG interviewed— Director of Environment, Health and

Safety, DO. as asked to explain his telework practice. stated that as part of his
acceptance of the position, he and his supervisor, agreed that he would be
permitted to telework two days per week on Thursdays and Fridays. Due to issues within the

department,_requested he telecommute one day per week, to which i lPgreed.

On Mondays, ”«:ommutes from his residence in Charlottesville, VA and arrives at DO at
approximately 10:15-10:45 AM. continues to work until approximately 7 PM and

remains in the Washington DC area thru Thursday afternoon departing at approximately 4 PM to

commute to his residence. On Fridays teleworks and is available via telephone or email.
advised that his time and attendance reflects 8 hour days, but his actual hours worked

superseds the standard 8 hour work day. advised that he views that as a responsibility

of his pay grade which is GS-18/6,

was asked about his subeordinates attempting to contact him during his telework days

and receiving responseg that he was not abie to spesk with them because he was with his son
or other children. éstat&ﬂ that he could recall an instance where he received an email with

a request to speak with one of his subordinates on a day he had taken 2 half day of sick leave.

This Begort of Investigation Is the preperty of the Olflce of Investigation, Tressury Ofine of the Inenacior Sensral.
it comtalng sansitive law enforcement Information and s contents may not be repreduced without wlttan
narmigsion n accordence with B U.8.C. § 852, Thiz report s FOR OFFICIAL USE OMLY and its disclosurs 10

unauthorized persons 3 prohibited,
& Fonm = 08 iGest 207681
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?‘advised of one other instance when he received a phone call from a subordinate at
approximately 5:30 or 8 PM on a Friday. He asked the individual if it was an emergency
because he was with his family, The individual stated no and the cail was terminated,

-providad information regarding childcare arrangements for his 3 children. One child is
regularly attending elementary schoo! and the other two are in regular attendance at a daycare
faci!ity.-!so stated that he and his spouse empioy the services of a person who regularly
responds to pick up the children from school and transport them to theit residence. (Exhibit 7)

was asked if, at any time, he utilized telework time in order to care for his children. He
responded that his spouse works from the home and thet there have been 4-5 occasions where
a child was home due to illness. He advised that due to the age of the children, constant care
was not necessary. Occasionally, water or medicine would be provided to the children, but
otherwise his work was not impacted. Since he and his spouse were homae, he did not feel it
necessary to utilize sick leave hours due to the minimal amount of time and attention the child

needed.

- was asked about orms that he raquired his subordinates adopt. -stated that he
provided the forms to s an example when creating a Treasury template.

stated that the forms are not proprietary and are often shared betwean companies in the name
of safety. tated he did instrugt o utilize locks that also were from.ecause
at the time, there was nothing securing certain equipment and he felt it was a safety hazard. A
short time later, he was made aware that General Counsel advised that the forms as well as the
locks should not be utilized due to the possibility of copyright infringement,

-tated that he had utilized the -software program while employed a. He is

very familiar with the program and rates it as one of the best on the market, as a
proiiim developed by but as of 2007 is owned by a Limited Liability Company (LLC}.

orked with the president of the company for over 13 years and has strong opinions on

the product. Hdvised he does not hold stock in tha company. According to-ﬂhen
he begen worklng at DO, the process to acquire the needed software was siowly progressing

and was not far along in the ecquisition process. He reviewed the documentation and felt that
it was aubstandard at best. in particular, the sections indicating the requested capabilities

inniuded ftams that a0 software would be able to perforns. Based on these Hidings, he felt it
Wy resptnsilie 0 reawrite saveral seunoig, ia»,;!‘-“-;,;ﬁ{j rhe yaesrtee gl it abve q
gral other
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as asked if he was a member of the Technical Review Panel (TRP) and advised he was
not. dvised he does not know the members of TRP. He also stated he did not contact
anyone regarding this contract in order to enhance the consideration of xhibit 8)

On September 18, 2012, TOIG met with ‘ for a second time. *provided
TOIG with the documents forwarded to her by s well as a brochure for the product
: re-iterated the concerns brought forth by Iso advised that

she had sought counsel from a former manager, now Program Executive Officer
HSPD-12 regarding what action she should take in resiect to the directions given to her by

advised she had sought advice from General Counsel, DO
regarding the use of these documents. (Exhibit 9)

On September 19, 2012, TOIG met with Program Executive Offiéer, HSPD-12.
had previously supervised the Environment Health and Safety Department of which
as a direct report. onfirmed tha ad contacted him and asked his

advice about what she should do wit instructions. —advisad Syt she
should follow her managers instructions. (Exhibit 10)

On September 19, 2012, TOIG met with Program Manager, Safety and Health
Information Management System (SHIMS), DO. According to , when q“me to
work at DO the process of selecting an IT software database vendor was close to being

presented to the TRP. topped the process and insisted that the market research be re-

done and consider UNEEN

stated that each vendor makes a presentation for their product with little to no
discussion by the attendees. advised that when made their presentation,

id not remain impartial and inserted himself into the presentation by supporting
‘stated that competitor presentations were met with a negative attitude from
giving the impression of dissatisfaction from stated that she spoke wit
and gently advised him that as a government employee, he needed to remain impartial and
discussions regarding the bidders would take place at a later time.

stated that although it was clearly evident that - oortial ©o %h@q
program, to her knowledgs, he was not in violation of any procedural standards, (Exhibit 17)

On Getober 1, 2012, TOIG spoke with | IR Goneral Counsel, DO regarding the
conversation he had with SR ad forwarded the documents in gquestion,

advised that he responded as to err an the side of caution, any use of ocumentation or
equipment should cease. advised that after providing thiz counsel, he did not hear from

S c-in (Exhibit 12)

This Report of Investipation iz the property of the Offise of Invastigation, Tressury Office of the Inspestor Genesal,
It sontsins sensltive law enforcoment Information and it contents may not be reproduced wisthout written
pasriasion i scoordence with B U.S.C. § 882, This report [z FOR GFFICIAL USE DMLY and its dscloswe o
unsuthorized persons iz prohiblted,
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On Qctober 11, 2012, TOIG spoke with - Contracting Officer, Internal Revenue
Service. dvised that this contract is not close to completion. -advised that when
the contract process started certain procedures were not done, including a required consultation
with the TRP which compiles the technical requirements for the software. dvised
contact with the TRP is usually done in the beginning stages of the procurement process. Since
this was not done, the procurement process is on hold indefinitely until the specifications are
written. advised Qlwould not have any participation or input during this process.
‘ta ed that it is soley up to the TRP to produce the requirements.

stated that he does not recall any occasion where he had a discussion with - any
time and specifically not in regard to —(Exhibit 13}

Referrals
N/A

Judiclal Action

N/A

Findings

The investigation determined that the allegations are unsubstantiated.

Title 5 USC 6502 states that an agency’s telework policy must ensure that telework does not

diminish employee performance or agency operations. The allegation regarding telework is
unsubstantiated. supervisor finds that his telework did not diminish his performance or

agency operations. completed and accomplished the required preliminaries and has
remained available to his supervisor’s satisfaction. The instance regarding the email

correspondence and phone call does not establish abuse of telework. q alleged use of
telework time for commuting purposes is also unsubstantiated. According to (JJffend his

supervisor, s permitted to adjust his schedule on the days he travels to and from work.
*feperts an 8 hour work day on his time and attendance; which is accurate.

The silegation regarding copyright infringement is also unsubstantiated. DO General Counsel
advised not to use the ocuments and they were removed from consideration. Thes locks

initially used were also removed and were not used at a later time,

The allegation of conflict of interast is also unsubstantiated, As defined in Title 18 USC 208, in
erder for there to be a conflict of éﬁéefé@,-@aﬁéé have to participate “... perscnally and

This Hoport of Investigatlon Is the proporty of the OHice of Investigetien, Tressury Offlcs of the Inspector Genersl,
it contaling sensitive law snforcoment Information and its contents meaey Rot be reproduced without wiltten
permizalon in scocordance with B L.8.C. § BB2, This roport Iz FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY snd ite disclosirs 1o

unauthorlzed persons ia srohibited.
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substantially as a Government officer or employese, through decision, approval, disapproval,
recommendation, the rendering of advice, inveastigation, or otherwise, in a judicial or other
proceeding, application, request for a ruling or other determination, contract, claim, controversy,
charge, accusation, arrest, or other particular matter in which, to his knowledge, he, his spouse,
mirnor child, generai partner, organization in which he is serving as officer, diractor, trustes,
general partner or employee, or any person or organization with whom he is negotiating or has
any arrangement concerning prospective employment, has a financial interast .

ecommended ie for the government contract, but did not take action in an
attempt to ensure as awarded the contract, nor was hs in a position {0 assert

influence over the selection process.

Distribution

—Senior Advisor, Department of the Treasury

Signetures

Case Agent:

},3,/3

Date

Superyisor:
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1. Initial Complaint ddcument, dated August 1, 2012.
2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of S 00 dated August 20, 2012.

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (MNP CO. dated August 27, 2012.

4. Memorandum of Activity, interview of SN0, dated August 28, 2012,

5. Email correspondence from (NN < 2tcd August 30, 2012.

6. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —DO, dated September 15, 2012.

7. Childcare documentation provided by —to ~ated August 22,

2012.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of (JllFDO. dated September 17, 2012,
9. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — DO, dated September 18, 2012.

10. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —DO, dated September 19,
2012,

11. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — DO, dated September 20, 2012.
12. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — DO, dated October 1, 2012.

13. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of”lRS, dated October 11, 2012,

This Raport of investigetion Is the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Offlce of the Inspector General,
it contalne seneltive law enforcement information and itz contonts mey not be regrodused without written
pormission in sceordence with B U,8.2, § BBZ, This repost s FOR OFFICIAL UBE ONLY and lte disclosurs o

unauthorzed persons Is prohibited.
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

DATE OF REPORT NOV 1 B 2009
REPORT STATUS | Final

CASE NUMBER D0~2009-0060-

CASE TITLE Y

GS-0132-15
Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of Intelligence and Analysis

GS-0301-15
Senior Resource Officer
Office of Intelligence and Analysis

PERTINENT :
STATUTE(S), 5 C.F.R. 2635.101 - Basic obligation of public service

REGULATION(S),
AND/OR 5 C.F.R. 2635.705 - Misuse of Position
POLICY(IES)

2301 (b) (1) - Merit Principles

2302 {6) - Prohibited Personnel Practices

SYNOPSIS

On April 15, 2009, the US Department of the Treasury (Treasury), Office of
Inspector General (OIG), Office of Investigations (Ol), received an anonymous
complaint reflecting that received a position with the federal
government as a “political favor.” as employed with the Department of

Case Agent: Supervisory Approval:

L John Phillips

Special Agent phci jt In Chargs {Acting)
' V e B ) ? @ef’ ‘K/ . 3 ;ﬁ"‘%)

{Signaturs)

| This report is the propesty of the Office of Inspecter General, and is FPor Official Use Only. It contains |
| sgnsitive law enforcement Information, the use and dissemination of which ig sublect 1o the Privacy Azt § r
[ U.B.C. 5 B62Zs. Thiz information may nat be copled or deseminated without the wiltten permiission of the |
{ O3, which will be grantad ondy inv sccordance with the Privacy Aot and the Freedom of Information fct, § |
L U.B.C. § 552, Any unauthorized or uncfficial use or disgsemination of this information will be penalized,
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Department of the Treasury

Epem (R08

-



REPORT OF INVESTIGATION D0O-2009-0060-!

Defense (DoD) as a Schedule C appointee, but the DoD was unable to convert her

position to a career position. The DoD then made an agreement with Tr to
hire d detail her back to DoD. According to the complaint, %5

now a Treasury employee, but claims she is a DoD employee in meetings.
(Exhibit 1)

Based on the evidence and information gathered during the investigation, it was
determined that the allegations regarding the improper hiring and detailing of
, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Office of Intelligence and
Analysis  (OlA) and Senior Resource Officer, OIA, were

substantiated. It also appears that and ollaborated with cofficials at

the DoD to “burrow” —into federal employment. “Burrowing” is the transfer
of political appointees into permanent federal positions.

DETAILS

A. Allegation: It was alleged that Treasury and DoD employees were able to
“get around the federal hiring system” by having Treasury hire - d
detail her back to her former position at the DoD, after the DoD was unable
to convert her from a Schedule C appointment to a career position.

B. Context / Background: -is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Intelligence Community Integration in the OIA, Treasury. a Senior

Resource Officer in OlA. The DoD employees involved are

_ Principal Director, and Deputy Director,
oth of the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of

Counternarcotics, Counterproliferation, and Global Threats, DoD.

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY

Contact with the Bureau of Public Debt

On June 1, 2008, the OIG/CI contacted the Bureau of Public Debt (BPD) to obtain
Official Personnel Folder (OPF) information regarding intelligence
Operations Specialist, Treasury, The QPF reflected that i eceived a Schedule
C excepted appointment as a Defense Fellow, GS 0301-GS 14, with the Dol on

August €, 2006,

| This report is the property of the Office of inspacter Genezal, and is For Officlal Use Only. It g@nggém{f
? sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is subject 1o the Privacy fet, 5 |
g U.8.C. § 552a. This information may not be copled or disseminated without the written permission of the j
g 016G, which will be granted only I accordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act, § i

L U.5.C. 8 552, Any unauthorized or unofficial use or dissemination of this Information will be penalized.
Otfice of Inspector Gensral - investigations
Department of the Treasury
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On January 20, 2009, eceived a termination due to change of presidential
administration, as a Defense Fellow, GS 15 with the DoD.

On February 1, 2009 received an excepted appointment as an Intelligence
Operations Specialist, GS 15 with the Department of Treasury.

Departmental Offices Reimbursable Agreement
#TDPROO75 signed by Director, Office of Financial Management,
Treasury, and Director, Office of Operations and IC Integration, on
March 13, 2009, and a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between Treasury

and DoD signed by-)n February 26, 2009. (Exhibit 2)

On July 16, 2009, the OIG/Ol contacted — Supervisory Human
Resources Specialist (HRS), BPD, to obtain more information regarding the hiring

process qu stated that when the government wants to hire an
employee through an excepted appointment (Schedule A), as-was hired, a
vacancy annauncement is not required. The government official who wants to hire
the employee, completes an “HR Connect Recruit Request” that is sent
electronically to BPD. BPD then assigns the task to a HRS in BPD who prepares all
the necessary paperwork to hire the employee. stated that BPD was not
involved with detail to DoD, and was not aware of this detail until notified
by the OIG/Ol obtained the MOU and interagency agreement between

Treasury and DoD from the OlA, after it was requested by the OIG/Ol.

-stated that qs hire and immediate transfer to DoD seems suspicious.
t appears that DoD could not continue her employment at DoD so an arrangement
was made with Treasury to hire her and return her to DoD.

-tated that in the spring of 2009, BPD changed their policies regarding the
hiring of excepted employees under Schedules A and C. The requesting / hiring

manager must now write a memorandum to Human
Resources Director, DO, regarding the requested applicant before completing the

electranic paperwork. In addition, now reviews the electronic
request before it is assigned to a HRS. stated that the process changed to

reduce the appearance of conflicts of interest. (Exhibit 3}

BPD provided the OIG/O!l a Treasur

On July 17, 2009, the OIG/0I received documents from
These documents were requested by the OIG/Ol and included

“ﬂug yapart ig the property of the Qffice of 5%35%2@? {g%é"%é’f?ﬁ and is For Official Use Only, It c@*x@asmi

{' sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is sublect to the Privacy fAet, § |
P U.8.C. 8 5B2a. Thiz Information may not be copled or disseminated without the weitten permission of 8"3%
¢ OlG, which will be granted only in accordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act, § f

U.5.C. § 852, Any unauthorized or unofficial use or dissaminatlon of this information will be penalized.
Oftfice of Inspector Genearal -~ Invesngations
Depariment of the Treasury
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resume, hiring documents, and several e-mails between Treasury and BPD officials

regarding s appointment with Treasury. (Exhibit 4)

Contact with the Office of Personnel Management

On July 24, 2009, the OIG/Ol conducted a teleconference with several
management officials from the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) to discuss
the hiring of The group advised that OPM requires agencies that have a
Schedule C appointee hired through an excepted appointment to notify OPM if the
agency desires to convert the employee to a career position. The DoD sent OPM a
request on April 2, 2008, requesting to convert M from an excepted
appointment to a career appointment. On June 20, 2 M sent DoD a letter
denying the conversion. The OPM letter provided to the OIG/C! reflected that OPM
disapproved the conversion because the position “appears to have been designed
to appoint ? the requirements were established to make ’:e
only one gualified at a certain level, a veteran was inappropriately rated, an e

rating process for determining the best qualified applicants was flawed.”

OPM officials stated that Treasury and DoD officials did not violate law, but did
circumvent OPM’s decision by Treasury hiring-and subsequently detailing
her back to DoD. It appears that management at both organizations conspired to
hire (v hich violated merit principles. (Exhibit 5)

On August 18, 2009, the 0OIG/O! received records from Group
Manager, Philadelphia Oversight and Accountability Group, OPM. The records
were of the applicants for vacancy announcement 173-07-Z07-DEU-NT, for the
position of Foreign Affairs Specialist, at the DoD. The applicant list reflected that
there were 11 applicants for the position, however, one withdrew his or her
application. It also reflected that all were found non-eligible or not qualified except
for three. One of those three was a veteran. A review of the records showed the
selected appiicant,?had a bachelors and masters degree, and was a threat
finance coordinator, review of the other candidates showed one candidate had a
PhD in International Relations, was a Counternarcotics Specialist and a Senior

Threat Analyst, but was not selected. {Exhibit 6}

On September 25, 2009, the 0IG/O! interviewsd (RN ~sscciste
Director of Human Capital Leadership and Merit System Accountability, OPM,

| This report s the proparty of the Office of inspsctor General, and ls For Official Use Only. It conains g

‘ sensitive lew enforcemeant information, the use and dissemination of which Is subject 19 the Privacy Act, 5 |
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'REPORT OF INVESTIGATION D0-2009-0060-!

stated that the OPM is responsible for reviewing all requests by agencies
who attempt to convert Schedule C appointees to competitive government

positions. He explained that this occurs every four years when the President of the
United States and his administration changes. _stated that the OPM

denies very few of these conversions because agencies follow all the necessary
rules. In the case of the DoD followed the rules by posting a vacancy

announcement for the position, but appeared to design the announcement for

Pand their applicant rating appeared flawed. _ could not recall all of
the specifics regarding this attempted conversion. m Deputy
Associate Director for Merit System Accountability, OPM, and his staff reviewed

DoD’s request to convertP butFreviewed OPM'’s denial and signed
the refusal letter sent from OPM to the DoD.

-tated that he was not aware that Treasury hire‘vd detailed her
back to the DoD until he was informed of this by OIG/Ol. stated that it
appears the DoD and Treasury colluded to bypass OPM rules and autharity to
improperly convert an employee’'s government status so that the employee could
maintain government employment. It is also suspicious that Treasury detailed

_back to DoD shortly after she was hired. ~ad no additional
] {Exhibit 7) ‘

nformation regarding this matter.

iterview of G
On July 30, 2009, the OIG/O} interviewed Senior Resource
Officer, Treasury. (s direct supervisor is e stated that she

handles the operations of her office to include hiring and budget. Her office

consists of 151 full time employees; 80 are Intelligence Operations Specialists
(10S); 30 of these I0S were hired as Schedule A appointments.

with s resume and informed
q that he wanted to hire as an |0S, grade 15, from the DoD. He
wanted to use the Schedule A authority which did not require their office to
announce the vacancy. She contacted the BPD who handled the necessary
paperwork to hire Shortly thereafter, spoke with members at the
DoD and Treasury's Office of General Counsel regarding a MOU to detal

back to DoD. General Counsel, OGC, wrote the MOU. It was signed
by on February 26, 2009, and ' Principal Director,
Transnational Threats, Office of Counternarcotics, Counterproliferation and Global

In January 2008, came to

;“ﬁz%s report is the property of the Office of Inspector General, and is For Official Use Only. It mr‘siaﬁﬁg?
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Threats, DoD, on February 27, 2009, wrote the interagency agreament
tisting the method and amount of reimbursement of DoD to Treasury. The
agreement was signed by and Director, Office of Finance

Management, Treasury on Marg 3, 2009. i was signed by and
Director, Programs, Resources and Assessments, Dol, on March 31,

2009,

qtated that -ecama empioyed at Treasury on February 2, 2003, and
w B =s iso not aware that

as detaited ta DoD semetime in March 2008,

DoD attempted to convert qfrom an accepted position to a competitive
service position and was denied by OPM.  (Exhibit 8}

Interview gj__-

On August 4, 2009, the OIG/Oi interviewed q Senior Counsel,

Treasury. -stated that she received a calt in January 2 fromqwho
the Do

as a foreign affairs speciaiist from and
also stated -was a Schedule C

stated he wanted to hire

detail har back to the DoD.
appointee and DoD was having difficuities converting her to a career position,

manted Treasury te hire her as a career appointment, and wanted to know
there was anything illegal about the conversion. xpressed some cancerns,

but informed him that there was nothing illegat. then prepared the MOU
between Treasury and QoD, which was signed by and

from DoD.

began empioyment at Treasury. ad a meeting
informed her that she { would represent herseif as

informed her that she couid not represent herself as a DoD
ingisted that she needed

in February 2009,
with and

a DoD empioyee,
employee because she was a Treasury emplovee.
1o represent herself as a OoD smployee, and that the matter was decided on b

ﬂand with DoD. Later that day, she andd
attende fragq wor eting, and i was apparent that inembers at the
rmeeting believed was a Dol civilian. -curltacted- via g-mail

ragarding the matter, but he did not respond promptly, en spokg in
He did not ssem woncerned

q "'"m neel, Treasury, regardiog the matlier.  Ha
abaut mranresantation  He owas moee concerngd about the manase o wihicd
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Officer, Treasury, regarding both matters. “eemed irritated that she knew
nothing of this hire. (Exhibit 9)

interview of (ESSSEEEED

On September 22, 2009, the OIG/OI interviewed
Treasury. stated that in February 2009,
concerned about the hiring and detailing of

Hwas a former Schedule C appointee of the DoD who was being detailed
ack to the DoD. tated that the hiring was not an issue since -

was hired as a Schedule A appointment and not a competitive position. However,
he and-decided to speak with regarding the matter. shared
their concern that although the hiring and detailing of i was proper, it could
appear that Treasury was assisting DoD in improperly converting a political

appointee to a federal position near a presidential transition. -stated that she
would speak to someone in OlA regarding the matter.

I Senior Counsel,
ame to his office and was
was concerned because

A few days later, -called to his office and asked if

Treasury’'s Office of General Counsel had problems with the hiring of’
stated that the hiring was legal, but may appear suspicious to an outsider.

assured -that was highly qualified and that she was hired
based on her merits and not as a favor to DoD. (Exhibit 10)

imterview of (NN

On August 5, 2009, the OIG/O} interviewed Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Intelligence Community Integration, Office of Intelligence and

Analysis, Treasury.-stated that he knew-since approximately 2007,
from waorking with her as co-leaders on the Iraq Threat Finance Cell. erved

on the team as the Treasury representative and -served on the team as the

DoD representative.

In January 2009, -received a telephone call from DoD.
informed that DoD was having difficulties converting § ‘s

appointment at DoD and keeping her as an employee. could not recall the
specifics of the conversation or why Dol was having difficulties. then
decided that he would try to hire and transfer her back to her role at the

Dol because he did not want to lose her expertise. ‘wr{sé% a MOU regarding

L
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the detail of-from Treasury to the DoD, which was reviewed by -Th

MOU was thén signed by (N < NG MR o.'s oot rooal the

dates.

In February 2009, began at Treasury as an Intelligence Specialist under the
supervision of Deputy Assistant Secretary, Intelligence and
Analysis, OlA, Treasury. Approximately three weeks later, her detail began at the
DoD. She now is located at the DoD, but and his staff have daily contact
with her by telephone or at meetings regarding Iraq and Afghanistan.

recalled an incident that occurred the week—began at Treasury,
met with MOunse! Treasury, for a routine meeting to discuss
her role and responsibilities at Treasury. was not present at the meeting,

but was informed by qthat as going to represent herself as a DoD
employee instead of as reasury employee. _ then spoke with- and
instructed her to represent herself as a Treasury employee. stated he did
not inquire as to why -desired to represent herself as a DoD employee.
(Exhibit 11)

interview of Y NG_

On August 14, 2009, the OIG/Ol interviewed — Policy Advisor,
OlA, Treasury. stated that he met -in approximately 2006. At that
time, she was employed at the DoD, and was working in the field of threat finance.

He would have monthly contact with-at meetings and teleconferences
between Treasury and the DoD.

In March 2009, she became employed at Treasury as an Intelligence Liaison, and
was almost immediately placed on detail to the DoD. Current contact consists of

monthly meetings at Treasury.

stated that he was not surprised how was hired, hut was more
interested in the fact that others appeared more qualified that were not hired.
tated that he felt someone who had been in the military or the Defense
intelligence Agency (DIA) or had written papers on threat finance should have been
hired, dpeﬂt time in lrag, but was never in the military or the DIA, or had
written any notable reports on threat finance. did not and does not believe
she is an expert in the field of threat finance as she claims.

| Thiz report is the property of the Office of Inspector Beneral, and ls For Officizl Use Only. It contains |
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stated that when a new employee begins at OlA, he writes a memo

welcoming the new employee, with a biography of the employee, which is sent to
“all OlA employees. in s case, requested that no memo be sent to

the staff. did not provide a reason, but believes that the hire of
was to be kept quiet from Treasury employees so DoD employees would

still believe she was a DoD employee. -was not certain of the reason.
{Exhibit 12)

mterview of (NG

On August 27, 2009, the OIG/O!l interviewed
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of Counternarcotics and

Global Threats, DoD.

Deputy Director,

met in approximately 2006 at the DoD. They had contact twice a
week regarding work. Their social contact has consisted of two dinners.

In approximately 2008, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of
Counternarcotics and Global Threats attempted to convert her position from a
Schedule C appointment to a career position. She explained that as a
Schedule C appointee who would lose her position with the change of
administration in January 2009. Her office valued her work in threat finance and
did not want to lose her. A vacancy announcement for the position of Foreign
Affairs Specialist was created by her office and several applicants applied. q
was selected as the maost qualified applicant. was not certain who the
selecting official was. Shortly thereafter, OPM denied the conversion of
from a Schedule C appointee to a career appointment by her office.
her office then “reached out” to colleagues in the Department of Army and
Department of Navy to hire but received no definitive response or offers.

‘beﬁeves the Treasury became aware of—!osing her position through
conversations with d

does not believe she | directly
contacted -or anyone else in Treasury.

s office that Treasury was interested in hiring
assisted with

and

After informed
and could detail her back to the DoD if needed,

writing the MOU and interagency agreement between the two agencies.
Jdanuary 2009, ‘5 position was terminated st the Dol In February 2008,

s

i
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as hired by Treasury. Approximately three weeks later, she was detailed
back to the DoD. From February to August 2009, | saw her daily at the

DoD. Howevef:q would also go to"Treasury regularly for meetings. In
August 2009, she was detailed to Afghanistan for one year after a new MOU was

agreed upon by the DoD and Treasury.

—stated that she never advised ?to misrepresent herself as a DoD
employee and not a Treasury employee. She simply informed 'hat she was
working under the DoD authority and would represent DoD at interagency
meetings.

-stated that she believes —is an expert in threat finance because of
her “incredible depth of knowledge” in the field, her business background, her work
in Irag, and her contacts with others in the field. believes Treasury benefits
from the arrangement because Treasury would still have a representative at the

interagency threat finance meetings. QM does not believe anything improper
occurred in the hiring and detailing of -;v the DoD and Treasury. (Exhibit 13)

On August 27, 2009, the OIG/0O! interviewed
Director, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of Counternarcotics

and Global Threats, DoD.

-netm in approximately 2005, when-was briefing
his office on her work n Afghanistan. In 2006, SN was employed as a

specialist with Special Operations Low Intensity Conflict, DoD. She never worked
for - but worked in his office on detail from 2006 until January 2009,

and his office were aware that [JJlllfas a Schedule C appointee
who would lose her position with the change of administration in January 2009. In

the fall of 2007, and his staff wrote a vacancy announcement that
listed her current job description, as the position’s duties. Several people applied,
but she was selected as the most qualified applicant by

Director, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of Counternarcotics

and Global Threats, Do, Shortly thereafter, OPM denied the conversion of
Fwas not aware

from a Schedule C appointee to a career appointment.
of the reason. added that he placed the vagancy announcement out

Principal

, This report Iz the property of the Office of Inspector Genersl, and is For Cfficial Use Only, It containg 5
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several months before the change of administration so it would not appear that his
office was guilty of “burrowing” or improperly converting a political appointee to a
career position. He also stated that he asked the DoD Human Resources Office in
Dahlgren, Virginia, to review the announcement and make certain his office was

not violating any rules or regulations in their attempt to convert-

W o5 not aware of how the Treasury became aware of- losing

her position, but believes it was probably through conversations with

(Agent's Note: (il stated that contacted him telephonically in
January 2009 regarding the hiring of Ledeen.)

‘wad worked with members of Treasur ragency meetings for three
s office that they were

vears. Once Treasury officials informed
interested in hmng hand could detail her back to the DoD if needed,
assisted with writing the MOU and interagency agreement

between the two agencles.

In February 2009, was hired by Treasury. Approximately three weeks
she was detailed back to the DoD. From February to August 2009,

saw her daily at the DoD. However,- would also go to
Treasury regularly for meetings. In August 2009, she was detailed to Afghanistan

for one year after a new MOU was agreed upon by DoD and Treasury.

stated that he never advised—to misrepresent herself as a DoD

employee and not a Treasury employee. He and simply informed
that she was working under DoD authority and would represent DoD at interagency
He stated, "he did not care how she introduced herself.”

later,

meetings.

stated that he believes s an expert in threat finance because

of her knowledge in the field. She was also the only one in DoD handling threat
finance for the last two years. does not believe anything improper

occurred in the hiring and detailing of -by DoD and Treasury. (Exhibit 14)
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interview of (NN

On August 13, 2009, the 0IG/Ql interviewed ) Intelligence Liaison,
OlA, Treasury. has been employed with Treasury since February 2009.

She previously was employed as a Defense Fellow and Program Analyst in the
Defense Reconstruction Support Office, DoD, and Counter Threat Finance
Coordinator in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, DoD. She also worked

closely with— and met with officials from various agencies, including

In approximately the spring of 2008, management at the DoD created a vacancy
announcement for the position of Foreign Affairs Specialist. was a
Schedule C appointee and the position advertised in the vacancy announcement
would be a career position. applied and was selected. She later learned
that OPM denied the conversion so she could not be selected for the position. She

did not know the reasons provided by OPM.

In December 2008, she received a letter from the Obama DoD Transition Team
requesting her resignation and informing her that she would lose her position on
January 20, 2009. decided that she would not send a resignation, but
would send a letter stating her case to keep her position. She would also send
references from individuals within the federal intelligence field. recalled
that she sent e-mails and made telephone calls to individuals at Treasury, the

National Security Council, and the Joint Staff Committees. She recalled that she
contactedﬁ but was not certain if he replied. She was also not certain if she

sent the proposed letter.

was terminated at the DoD on January 20, 2009. She stated that her
resume and job description at the DoD were sent to the OlA, Treasury, in January
2009, by Sometime in January 2009, she received a telephone call from
OlA, Treasury offering her the position of Intelligence Liaison, GS 15.
could not recall who called her with the job offer, and was not certain of her start
date, except that it was February 2008. in February 2009, -began at
Treasury as an Intelligence Specialist. Approximately three weeks later, her detail
began at DoD. She now is located at the DoD, but comes to Treasury
approximately three times per week for meetings. Her supervisor at DeD is

¢ This raport is the properly of the Office of Inspector General, and is For Official Use Only. It contsine
sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is sublect io the Privacy Act, § |
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Ptated that she never deliberately misrepresented herself. According to the
MOU between Treasury and DaD, she is to inform employees and individuals that

she is a Treasury employee representing DoD on threat finance matters.
has informed everyone she meets that she is a Treasury employee.

tated that her being detailed to the DoD is beneficial to Treasury because
she can work on a daily basis with DoD officials regarding Treasury OIA matters.
She added that she is an asset to Treasury and DoD because she has a Masters in
Business Administration, has worked in Iraq and Afghanistan, and is one of a few
people who understand threat finance. She stated "no one else does this.”

stated that the manner she was hired may be “confusing” to an outsider, but does
not believe her hire and detail is suspicious, and does not believe Treasury or DoD

officials acted improperly. (Exhibit 15)

mterview of (NG

On September 22, 2009, the OIG/Ol interviewed # Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Human Resources and Chief Human Capital Officer, Treasury.

‘tated that she was not aware of the hiring or detailing o ntil she
( was contacted by -and - in February 2009. ould not
recall all of the specifics regarding the meeting, but recalled that and

were concerned how #was hired and immediately detailed back to the DoD
from where she was hired. stated that she was concerned, but did not

have all the facts so she informed and -that she would look into the
matter, also stated that she was frustrated with the BPD because they did

not inform anyone at Treasury Office of Human Resources that a former Schedule
C appointee was being converted to a competitive position close to the Presidential
transition. added that BPD handles Treasury’s staffing, classifications,
benefits, and retirement matters, but Treasury Human Resources is still supposed

to oversee BPD regarding these matters.

sked her deputy, . to contact BPD regarding this hire.
learned from that as hired with the use of Schedule A authority,
and did not know she was a Schedule C until they made the official job offer to
, BPD stated that they did not contact the OPM regarding the hire as
required when a government agency attempts to convert a Schedule C to a

competitive position near a presidential transition, because it was unnecessary

This report is the property of the Office of Inspacior Genersl, and iz For Official Use Only, 1t containg |
‘ sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissomination of which iz subject to the Privacy Act, § 5
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since she was being appointed using Schedule A authority and the transition
timeframe had elapsed. She stated that agreed with their decision, but
informed BPD that they should contact Treasury Human Resources regarding future

appointments of Schedule C applicants.

tated that she or also contacted- He informed them that
was hired because she would be an asset to Treasury, and was not done to

accommodate DoD. was not aware that OPM denied DoD the ability to
convert ?from a Schedule C position to a competitive position.
stated that this information would “raise alarm bells” and make her look further into
the hiring and the reasons OPM denied DoD the conversion. However,

stated that Treasury did nothing improper by hiring ’since she met the job
qualifications, and is performing Treasury work. (Exhibit 1

On September 25, 2009, the 0IG/0! interviewed CEEGTGNGY o<--tv

Chief Human Capital Officer, Treasury.

tated that he received a telephone call from in February 2009,

regarding the hiring and detailing of ! He was not aware of~ntii this
telephone call. was concerned because was a Schedule C

appointement from another agency and was hired close to the Presidential
transition. explained that there are rules regarding the conversion of
political appointees to competitive service near a Presidential transition, which

include notifying the OPM. P{:ontacted —, BPD.’exp!ained
as hired using Schedule A authority, and would be detailed to the

that W
DoD.‘ informed her that BPD needed to make Treasury Office of Human
Resources aware in the future of any hiring of former Schedule C appointees near a

agreed that future notifications would be made.
stated he was not concerned that was being detailed to the DoD
because several Treasury employees are detailed to other agencies. was

not aware that OPM denied DoD the ability to convert —from a Schedule C

position to a competitive position. q stated that this information would not
change his opinion because he does not believe OIA would use a limited Schedule

A appointment to hire someone that was not needed. stated that he
could not recall anythng else, or any other conversations he had regarding this

presidential transition.

matter. {(Exhibit 17}
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FINDINGS

Based on the evidence and information gathered during this investigation it was
determined that the allegations regarding the improper hiring and detailing of

_by —and- were substantiated.

REFERRALS

Criminal

Not applicable
Civil

Not applicable

Administrative

The investigation determined that -and improperly hired and detailed
back to DoD subsequently circumventing the OPM’s rules on converting

former Schedule C positions. It is recommended that this information be provided
to Treasury management for any action they deem appropriate. It is also
recommended that this information be provided to the DoD QIG for any action they

deem necessary.

DISTRIBUTION

Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Management, Chief
Financial Officer, and Chief Performance Officer, Department of Treasury

“ Director for Investigations of Senior Officials, Department of

efense Office of Inspector General

m Associate Director of Human Capital Leadership and Merit System
c iity, Office of Personnel Management

Pmeieemw -t torney, Office of Special Counsel
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EXHIBITS

Number - Description

1. Memorandum of Activity, Predicating Documents, dated April 15, 2009.

2. Memorandum of Activity, Review of Official Personnel Folder documents,
dated June 1, 2009,

3. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of- Supervisory Human
Resources Specialist, BPD dated July 16, 2009.

4, Memorandum of Activity, Review of documents regarding -s
appointment with Treasury, dated July 17, 2009.

5. Memorandum of Activity, Teleconference with OPM officials, dated July
24, 2009.
6. Memorandum of Activity, List of applicants for DoD position, dated

August 18, 2009.

7. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of q Associate Director
of Human Capital Leadership and Merit System Accountability, OPM,
dated September 25, 2009.

8. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of ([ Il Scnior Resource
QOfficer, Treasury, dated July 30, 2009,

g, Memorandum of Activity, Interview of — Senior Counsel,

Treasury, dated August 4, 2009.

10. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —Senfar Counsel,

Treasury, dated September 22, 2009.
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f O1G, which will be granted only In accordance with the Privacy fAiet and the Freedom of informstion fet, 5 f
1 U.8.C. §552. Any unauthorized or unofficial use or dissemination of this information will be penalized. |
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'REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

D0-2009-0060-I

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of H Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Intelligence Community Integration, OIA, Treasury, dated

- August 5, 2009.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Policy Advisor,

OIA, Treasury, dated August 14, 2009.

Director, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of
Counternarcotics and Global Threats, DoD, dated August 27, 2008.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Principal
Director, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense of

Counternarcotics and Global Threats, DoD, dated August 27, 2009.
Intelligence

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of ¥
Liaison, OlA, Treasury, dated August 13, 2009.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Human Resources and Chief Human Capital Officer,

Treasury, dated September 22, 2009.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Deputy

Chief Human Capital Officer, Treasury, dated September 25, 2009.

; This report is the property of the Uffice of nspector General, and is For Official Use Only. 1t contains
sgnsitive law enforcement information, the use and disseminztion of which is subject to the Privacy Act,
(U.S.C. 1 852a. This information may not be copled or disseminated without the written permission of th
OIG, which will be granted only in accordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of information Act,
| U.B.C. § 552, Any unsuthorized or unofficlal use or dissemination of this information wili be penalized.
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

DATE OF REPORT

REPORT STATUS | Final

CASE NUMBER OCC-10-1724-

CASE TITLE * NB-0905-06/2
Special Counsel of Enforcement

Enforcement and Compliance
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
PERTINENT
STATUTE(S), 31 C.F.R. 0.213 - General Conduct Prejudicial to the
REGULATION(S), | Government (SUBSTANTIATED)
AND/OR 5 C.F.R. 2635.704 - Use of Government Property
POLICYUES) | (SUBSTANTIATED)

SYNOPSIS

On April 23, 2010, the Department of Treasury (Treasury}, Office of the Inspector
General, Office of Investigations (OIlG/Ql), initiated an investigation based on
information received from Senior Advisor Office of the Comptroiler
of the Currency {(OCC), regarding an allegation that Special Counsel
of Enforcement, Enforcement and Compliance, OCC, misused his credentials and
badge during a traffic incident. (Exhibit 1).

Case Agent: Supervisory Approval:

Jahn L. Phillips
wtial Agent In Charge

Special Agent

&/23 /00
7 {Signatura}

This report is the property of the Office of Inspector Genarsl, and iz For Official Use Only. 1t contains
sensitive jaw onforeament information, the use and dissemination of which Iz sublect 1o the Privacy fe¢t, §
$.85.C. § 88528, This information may not be copled or disseminsied without the written permission of the
OIE, whish will be granted only in accosdance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act, &
U.8.C. 8 B52. Any unauthorzed or unofficial use or dissemination of this information will be penalized.
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At the request of OCC the OIG/OIl looked into the application for a concealed carry
handgun permit in the State of Maryland, submitted by ‘ and —
involvement in a second road rage incident.

The investigation determined that while driving to work misused his

Treasury issued OCC credentials and badge during a traffic incident, presenting his
badge to the complainant, ﬁ and to Sergeant [ EEGN
Washington Metropolitan D.C. Police Department (MPD).

In addition, admitted during an interview that he did not use his OCC issued

credentials and badge for OCC purposes during this incident. Therefore, the
allegations of general conduct prejudicial to the government and use of government

property are substantiated against

DETAILS

A. Allegation: it was alleged on April 13, 2010, -misused his OCC issued
credentials and badge by presenting/displaying the credentials to the complainant,

- and later to Sergeant{ IR MPO.

B. Context / Background:—is a Special Counsel of Enforcement, Office of

Enforcement in OCC. *has been employed with Treasury for approximately
ten years as an attorney. Heview of s Official Personnel File (OPF) revealed

no disciplinary actions during his tenure with the government.

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY

On May 4, 2010, OIG/Ol interviewed complainant - - advised
while she was driving to work cut her off at a traffic merge point, yelled at
her, beat on the back of her car and later beat on the side of her window with his

credentials.  {Exhibit 2)

On May 5, 2010, OIG/O! interviewed Sgt.— Maryland State Police
(MSP). Sgt. advised applied to the state of Maryland for a
concealed carry Handgun Permit. In order to be approved for a concealed carry
Handgun Permit in the state of Maryland a background investigation must be
completed by the MSP. On January 20, 2010 the MSP assigned the background
to Trooper First Class (Tfc.), ~ Sgt.
application for the concealed Handgun Permit was denied

investigation of |

This repost iz the property of the Office of nspector Gonersl, and is For Official Uss Only. 1t contains
sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is subject 1o the Privacy Act, §
U.8.C. § B52a. This information may not be copled or disseminsted without the wiltten permission of ths
GG, which will be granted only In accordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of information Act, 5

2.5.C, § 852, Any unauthorized or unoiliclsl use or disseminetion of this Information will be penalized.
Office of Inspector General ~ Investigations
Department of the Treasury
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by the MSP based on the findings of Tfc. s investigation. Sgt.
advised the official application and investigative file was maintained at MSP

headquarters. (Exhibit 3)

On May 12, 2010, OIG/OI interviewed Trooper MSP. Trooper N
advised he assisted Tfc. ‘in completing s background investigation.
Trooper —advised during the course of the background investigation he talked
to supervisor, because had used his employment as
an attorney for OCC as a reason for his application for a concealed carry permit.
Trooper advised that stated did not have a need for a
concealed carry permit relative to his duties and responsibilities as an attorney for

the OCC. (Exhibit 4)

l

On May 13, 2010, OIG/OIl received a facsimile copy of the completed Maryland
State Police Licensing Division background investigation regarding ‘s
application and supporting material submitted for his concealed carry permit. The
background investigation revealed -wad previously been involved in a similar
traffic type incident. The background investigation determined _does not
need a handgun related to his employment and indicated-has a propensity
for domestic violence. The application for a concealed carry permit was denied by

MSP. (Exhibit B)

On May 14, 2010, 0IG/O! interviewed the complainant (| | - SR a5
interviewed again in an attempt to gain information that would help identify the

District of Columbia MPD Officer who arrived at the scene of the incident. {Exhibit
6)

On May 21, 2010, OIG Ol interviewed Commander — MPD, in an
attempt to identify and interview the officer that arrived at the scene of the

incident. (Exhibit 7)

On June 7, 2010, the 0IG/OI interviewed {8 MPD. Office of Unified
Communications {OUC) in an attempt to locate and obtain any 911 recordings of
the incident in question and to identify the officer that arrived at the scene of the

incident. {Exhibit 83)

On June 8, 2010, OIG/O! interviewed Assistant Director, Critical
Infrastructure Protection & Security (CIPS), OCC. ' stated (D=
SUpDSIVISOr, advised him they ware aware of the concealed carry

permit application because Qv as contacted by the MSP during a background

§ This report is the property of the Offica of Inspector General, and iz For Officlal Use Only. it containg |
§ sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which Is subject 1o the Privacy Act, § |
| U.B.C. 5 5825, This information may not be copied or disseminated without the written permission of the §
’ O3, which will be grantad only In scoordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of information Act, B g
L 14.8.0. 8 BEZ. Any unauthorized or unofficial use or dissemination 5F this information will be penalized. i
Office of Inspector General - Investigations
Departiment of the Treasury
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investigation for the concealed carry permit to determine if-needed to carry
a concealed weapon in the performance of his duties with OCC. (Exhibit 9)

—advised —told the MSP that—did not need to carry a weapon

for his emiloiment with OCC and OCC was unaware of any specific threat made

toward jn the course of his employment. (Il 2dvised the MSP told
that s application for a concealed carry permit would probably be

denied because of anger issues they discovered during the background
investigation.

On June 8, 2010, OIG/Ol interviewed Assistant Director,
Enforcement and Compliance, OCC. advised the MSP asked him if

needed to carry a concealed weapon as part of his duties in his position with OCC.
W viscd he told the MSP that-did not have a need for a concealed

weapon in the course of his employment and referred the MSP to-s
supervisor, —the Director of Enforcement. (Exhibit 10)

advised he was aware of a second incident concerning_ where it
appeared to be a similar “road rage” type incident. (i} advised he does not
know all of the details regarding the incident but he knew that {iliilhad gone to
the police about the incident because he claimed to have been shot at by the driver

of the other vehicle involved.

On June 9, 2010, OIG/Ol interviewed Special Counsel, Enforcement
and Compliance, OCC. was interviewed during a telephone call to set up an
interview regarding the incident with provided information to
assist in identifying the MPD officer that arrived at the scene of the incident.

(Exhibit 11)

Pexpressed concern that because of his knowledge of a previous dispute
etween OCC and OIG/Ol and his participation in this dispute, that this interview
would be seen by his supervisors as retaliation against OCC by OIG/Ol. was
assured the impending interview was based solely on the allegations brought to the
attention of OIG/Ol concerning the incident in question. - agreed to be
interviewed at a later date.

On June 18, 2010, OIG/O! interviewed Sergeant (Sgt.) ” MPD. Sgt.
q{za%@aﬁ he responded to the scene of the incident in question because he was
waived down %‘:sgf- who was screaming to him while driving north on 127

| This report is the property of the Office of Inspector General, and iz For Official Use Only. 1t containg |
§ sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which s subject to the Privacy Act, B j
; 1.5.C. § 55%a, This information mey not be copled or disseminated without the written permigsion of the |
| 0iG, which will be grantad only In scoordance with the Privacy Act aad the Freedem of Information Act, § g
E U.8.C. § 852. Any unauthorized or unofficial use ov dissemination of thiz information will be penalized. |
Otfics of Inspector General - Investigations
Departmant of the Treasury
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Street in heavy traffic behind s vehicle “stop that car”, “stop that car” and
flashing a badge out the window so that Sgt.-couid see it. (Exhibit 12)

-

On June 21, 2010, OIG/Ot presented this case for consideration for criminal
prosecution to Assistant United States Attorney, (|  EJIR U-S- Attorney's
Office for the District of Columbia. On that same date, AUSA-decHned

federal prosecution of [l (Exhibit 13)

on June 24, 2010, 0IG/O! interviewed (I} W =s 2dvised of the
nature of the interview, provided personal history information and advised of his
rights. -agreed to waive his rights and he interviewed. signed the
Kalkines form indicating that he understood and waived his rights. advised
he presented his OCC credentials and badge to-at a red light during the

incident and also to Sgt. MPD while driving and again after Sgt.-
arrived at the scene of the incident. (Exhibits 14, 15)

“tated he recognized in hindsight he signed an OCC form stating he would
only use his credentials for official OCC purposes and he recognizes that he did not

use his credentials far official OCC purposes in this incident.

The interview of was videotaped. On August 6, 2010 a copy of that
videotape including a Memorandum of Activity for media conversion was

completed. (Exhibit 15,16)

On August 6, 2010, OIG/Ol interviewe MPD/UCGC. ‘ vised
MPD/UOC had no lephone calis to the 911 center from S

record of any te
cellular te!ephone,d (Exhibit 17)

FINDINGS

The investigation determined -used his OCC issued badge and credentials

inappropriately, presenting them to - and Sergeant - MPD,
during the traffic incident as alleged in the complaint. N

in addition, admitted during an interview he used his OCC credentials in an
unofficial capacity. Therefore, the allegations of general conduct prejudicial to the
government and inappropriate use of government property are substantiated.

| This report is the property of the Office of inspector Ganeral, and s For Official Use Only., # containg
g sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is subject to the Privacy Act, §
jUSL & 552a. Thiz information may not be copled or disseminated without the written permission of the
|
1
i

GH3, which will be granted only in accordance with the Prvacy Act and the Fresdom of information Act, B

U.8.C. & 882, Anv unsuthorized or unofficial use or dissemination of this information will be penalized.
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REFERRALS

Cr;mmai

On June 21, 2010, the facts of this case were presented to

Assistant United States Attorney, United States Attorney's Office, District of
Columbia for violation of Title 18 USC § 242 - Deprivation of rights under the
color of the law and Title 18 USC § 712 emblems, insignia and names. The case
was declined for prosecution on the same date, and returned to Treasury OIG for

appropriate administrative action. (Exhibit 11)
Civil
Naot applicable

Administrative

The allegations of misconduct by -were substantiated. It is recommended
that this information be provided to OCC management for any action they deem

appropriate.
RECOMMENDATIONS / DISTRIBUTION

WS S-nior Advisor, United States Department of Treasury, Office of
the Comptroller of the Currency

EXHIBITS

Number Description

1. Memorandum of Activity, Predicating Documents, dated April 16, 2010.

2. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of-dated May 4, 2010.

3. Memorandum of Activity, interview of Sgt. —MSP dated
May 5, 2010,

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of TE’@@@%_ MSP, dated
May 12, 2010.

:‘@z

§ This report is the property of the Offics of Inepector General, and is For Officlsl Use Only. 1t contsins
i sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which iz subject to the Prvasy Act, B
| U.8.C. § 8522, This information may not be copled or disseminated without the wiltten permission of the
OIS, which will be granied only in sccordance with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Agt, B
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

Facsimile of background investigation report received from Trooper-
MSP, dated May 13, 2010. : .

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of— dated May 14,

2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Commander—MPD

dated May 21, 2010,

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of S I MPD/OUC, dated
June 7, 2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of'\ i NWRISll} OCC, dated June 8,
2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview ofm OCC, dated June 8,
2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of~ OCC, dated June 9,
2010. -

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of Sgt. MPD, dated
June 16, 2010. VR ——

Memorandum of Activity, Criminal Referral, dated June 21, 2010,

Ol Form-25, Advice of Rights (Kalkines), signed by (i} [ | NN dated
June 24, 2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview oi— OCC, dated June 24,
2010.

Memorandum of Activity, Media Conversion, dated June 24, 2010.

Copy of Videotape of Interview af_
Memarandum of Activity, Interview of mf‘g‘é?&fﬁgﬁ, dated

August 6, 2010.

| This report is the property of the Office of Inspector General, and is For Official Use Only. 1t containg
. sensitive law enforcement information, the use and dissemination of which is subject to the Privacy Act, §
% U.8.C. & B52a. This informatlon may not be copled or digsaminated without the weitten permission of ih@
f OIE, which will be granted only in sccordence with the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act,

| U.8.C. § 882, Any unsutherized or unofficial uss or dissemination of this information will be penalized.
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Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of the Treasury

Report of Investigation

Case Title: Case #; OCC-13-1250-

Case Type: Criminal
Administrative X

Office of the Comptrolier of the Civil -
Currency
Conducted by: *
Special Agent
Investigation initiated: May 20, 2013 Approved by: John L. Phillips

. Special Agent in Charge
Investigation Completed: JUN T g i

Origin: Anonymous
Summa

On Aprti 21, 2013, the US Departmant of Treasury, Office of Inspector General, Office of
! ions {TOIG) received an anonymous complaint regarding Wformer-
Office of the Comptr urrency (OCC}

orporation in violation of federal sthics
xhibit 1}

owning securities in the
regulations and laws {1

The investigation determined that the ailegations are substantiated. id own securities
in the orporation and should have signed a recusal per OCC ethics regulations, She should
algo have signed a recusal for ational Bank because she owned shares of
ecause of the apital Retail Bank, and 'theForporation, or
etional Bank, are listed as commercial holding companies, but neither of these organizations
was considered a conflict of interest to OCC employees untll July 2011, when the 0CC hegan
its oversight of them. Prioe 1o thet date, thes Offing of Thrite 5 pws whaterr (TS hao oversight
iy LRy, e the sonouritios 10 March wvd Aok 2 d 1, avvd diwted the gdhvasiie I ner
Jittag of Gowernrrent BHdos (OGEN Form 378 “Eaecinive mn.efw,h Fareavimal Pubite Firenois

E.-?'.-!:'--‘,‘.Sf.'*!::iuff-ﬂ veport,”

e avenershin of neliher was on othias issue por DOE regaistions begaure the securites
noasistad of gy than $18, f}ﬁﬁ' each i ook, and $R0.000-5100, 200 in a bonkd § hieset
VAR fheird rrf ) ol ‘*fwnfm.m: proat mraneged b BEGT Dank, receivod b\,* fler her mnrhay
W F‘ A Fadetal aropinwes iy ordy regulred o Bel the sedorities widhn &
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Report of Invastigati
Case Name:
Case # OCC-13- -

Page 2 of 10

discretionary trust on his/her QGE Form 278 if he/she receives a dis;_tribution fr the trust.
did receive distributions and did fist them on her OGE Form 278. ﬂen sold

the securities in March and Aprii 2012, and listed the divesture on her OGE Form 278.

Although there were no ethics violations per OGE regulations, there were ethics violations per
OCC’s ethics regulations. According to OCC ethics rules, an employee who owns the
aforementioned sacurities, should obtain a recusal for particular matters regarding the financial
institution. !f the employee owns $20,000 or more in securities in one institution, the_ gmployee
should contact histher ethics official and obtain an expanded recusal. Because the ond was
greater than $20,000, should also have sought advice from her ethics official and

signed a recusal for matters involivin

apital Retail Bank. She should have also obtained a
recusal for particular matters involving ational Bank. Histed these securities on
S~

her 2011 form dated June 12, 2012, as required, but never obtained recusals.
Ethics Counsel, OCC, suggested a recusal fo June 2012, ance she revie
OGE Form 278, but a recusal was never signed because ad sold the securities in
March and April 2012, It is unclear when gcame aware that the discretionary trust
held securities in orporation and It appears thet versaw no enforcement
activities on either organization, but records indicate that she was aware in January 2012, of a
farge merger between apital Retail Bank and ank. Although dhould have
recused herself of any role in apital Retail Bank, she soid her securities in this institution

hefore the merger and possib'e Imancial gain for-

aforementionad OGE forms were reviewed by ethics officials at the OCC and Treasury,
and no conflicts of interest were noted. An OGE official was also contacted and stated that
Treasury’s ethics program is reviewed periodically, and always performs well, The case was
presented to the US Department of Justice, Public integrity Section, and declined.

Basis and Scope of the Investigation

TOIG received an aliegation from an anonymous complamnant that
CC ¢cwned securities in the

orporation in vioiation of federal ethics regulations and taws {18 LISC 208},

Ouring the course of the investigation, TOIG oandusted relovant interviews withs
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During the course of the investigation, TOIG reviewed the following pertinent documents:

¢ (Office of Government Ethics (OGE) Forms 278 “Executive Branch Personnel Public

Financia! Disciosure Report”
s A Comptroller of the Currency Form CC-8026-03 “0OCC Confidential Financial Disclosure

report for Covered Employees of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency” signad and
dated by U n May 1, 2012 anan July 16, 2012
Memorandum entitled “Ethics Updata-Hevised Ethics Bulietin on Bank Securities

Prohibition” dated August 13, 2012.
* Memorandum fram Thomas Curry, Comptroller, entitled _ Retirement from

the OCC" dated August 12, 2012.
¢ Memoranda from — Deputy Comptraller for Licensing, OCC, to-

entitied “Licensing Notes” from January 2012,

Investigative Activity

TO!G obtained and reviewed the following documents provided by the OCC:

An OGE Form 278 "Exsecutive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report” signed and
dated by n June 12, 2012. The form showed the following securities with financial

institutions owned by Williams:

joint interest checking valuation $1,001 - $15,000
~ insured joint money market $1,001-$15,000
insured money market $1,001-$15,000

insured money market $1,001-%$15,000

- money market account $250,000-$500,000
W Trust - $500,000-51M

W =dit card

ank credit card
o ~ corporate bond - $50,000-$100,000

Co - corporata bond - $50,000-5100,000
Co - stock- $1.001-415,000
seree &,

arporation stook -Varicmaz Bark) - $7,001-815,000
ST

Thie ranord zlzo ceflected har she raosived soves Sieithe gy fram Hhs ong Ui
JO T itk winoune of ST 00T - 82,500, She resetved dividends fam her P Ty
T, 20 T {lags than 52000

epock o Beptornter 1%, 3007 llees han FE000 ang on Gegeerder 07, 24

firy {H3E Form 278 “Exscutve Branch Parsonns! Bebie Finerecind CHscloma s Report” signad and
datad by v Fabeuary 11, 2682 The form alse apoeses 10 ba g
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Assistant General Counsel, Treasury, on April 15, 2013. The form listed the same securities as
the previous OGE Form 278, but also reflected the following transactions:
Co — trade 4/3/12 settle 4/9/12 - $50,001-5$100,000
o ~ trade 3/15/12 settle 3/20/12 - $1,001 - $15,000
Corporation- trade 4/3/12 setrtle 4/9/12 $1,0017 - $15,000

A Comptrofler of the Currency Form CC-6026-03 "QCC Confidential Financial Disclosure report
for Covered Employees of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency” signed and dated by
on May 1, 2012 and P‘Jn July 16, 2012, The form reguests information on
ownership of securities in banks or savings assogjations and iesponds with & “no.”
Under “Conflicts of Interest,” lists Corporation — common stock and
Corporation — bond. She aiso writes that thesa two items were held by a trust and sold in

2012,

The documents also contained sevaral ethics s-mails. One such e-mail was from

Senior Deputy Comptrolier and Chief of Staff, to “all OCC employees” subject “Ethics Update ~
Revised Ethics Bulletin on Bank Securities Prohibition” dated August 13, 2012. The bulletin
reads, in part; "If the value of the employee’s securities interest in any single bank, savings
association or affiliate {including a commercial hoiding company that owns a bank or a savings
association) approaches $20,000 or.if the aggregate value of the employee’s securities in
multiple banks, savings associations or affiliates {including commaercial holding campanies)
approaches $45,000, the employee must contact an ethics officer to obtain guidance on the
scope of his recusal. Since additional restrictions from the Office of Government Ethics apply
when an amployee holds securities in excess of $25,000, of any one bank or savings
association or affifiate, including a commercial holding company, or more than 350,000 of
securities in such entities in the aggregate, the employee would need to observe an expanded
recusal that would generally preclude the empioyee from participating in the development of
banking industry policies, regulations, or legisiation.”

This e-mail was dated the same day as an e-maii from Thomas Curry, Comptrofler of the
Currency, to “ali OCC employees” with the subject as d retiremant from the QCC*

datad August 13, 2012, (Exhibit 2}

rated that (NP v e

TG wterviewsdd Etpies © nu;me; Q0. >
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the Chief Counsel ars sent to Tree;sury for additional review because of their rank within tha
OCC.

MIated that -did tist several securities involving finencial institutions on her 2011
1

2 OGE Form 278s. The forms list several moneay market accounts, a
trust and mgney market, a!Company corporate bond an stock vafued at “$1,0
$15,000." xplained that checking accounts, savings accounts, monegy markets, and
bonds narmally have no conflict of interest. Stocks, however, are an equity interast where a
change in the organization can directly affect the stock’s value. Therefore, an jpdividual is
normally limited in the amount he/she can own in an individual stock. in s case, she
owned less than §15,000 in -stock so that was not an issue. Her stock i and
waeare also of less importance because they were stocks within a discretionary trust she was

bequeathed from her mother,

After reviewing 2011 OGE Form 278 which listed the large bond, and stocks in
and apital Ratail Bank

ent Fn e-mail recommending a recusal for
and Nattonal Bank. e recusal would simply be a precaution to prevent perceived
conflicts. !t was not a requirement because both stocks were listed under $15,000 and the

bond was part of a discretionary trust. _responded that the trust had sold these
securities. She also stated that she had informed a representative of the trust not to purchase

securities in any financial institutions. -stated that a recusal was not written bacause the
securities had been sold. (Exhibit 3}

TOIG intarviewe ., Senior Deputy Comptroller and Chief of Staff, OCC. He stated-
that he has been employed with the OCC since May 2012. He was previously with the Federal
Deposit insurance Corporation and Verizon Wireless.

-1ad no knowledge of- owning securities in Fapital Retail Bank or any other
tnancial institution, iadded that would not have been involved in the “day to day
involvernent” with any financial institutton. She would have anly been involved in enforcament

matters. He was not aware of any enforcement matters involving 'apitaf Retail Bank in
2011 or 2012,
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bath memos were released 1o OCC staff the same day (August 13, 2012) was simply a
coincidence. (Exhibit 4)

Agent’'s Note:ﬂ, Senior Advisor, was contacted regarding enforcement activities
for ‘apital etail Bank and ational Bank. There were no enforcement activities for
either institution in 2011 or 2072.

TOIG interviewed Deputy Assistant General Counsel for Ethics, Treasury.
-tated that she and her office are responsible for reviewing ethics matters for Treasury
empioyees, to include reviewing the OGE Form 278 “Executive Branch Personnel Public
Financial Disclosure Report” which is due yearly on May 15th for certain employees (normall
grades GS 15 and higher, or anyone designated by the OGE, or the specific agency.)
and her office also review these forms for the senior management of the OCC, to include

The reviewers examine the form for types of securities owned and the amounts
owned 1o make certain there is no conflict of interest per the OGE regulations. In William's
case, her forms would have been reviewed by and then sent to -s office where
-and — Ethics Program Specialist, would also review. '

TOIG and ‘hen discussed the OGE Form 278s completed b or 2011 and
2012. The forms list several money market accounts, a rust and money market,

ompany corporate bond an tock valued at “$1,001 - $§15,000." Pstated that
although was required to list the aforementioned securities, owning these was not a
conflict of interest per OGE standards. She explained that checking accounts, savings
accounts, and money markets have no conflict of interest and are insured by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation. Bonds are a debt holding or obligation. An individual would have to

own so much that the individual’s bonds could somehow affect the company. Stocks,

however, are an equity interest where a change in the organization can directly affect the

stock’s value. Therefore,an individual is normally limited in the amount he/she can own in an
individual stock. In ﬁ’s case, she owned less than $15,000 ir?so that was not an

issue. qmso added that Howned this stock for a very short period. .apitai
Retail Bank fell under the oversight ot the OCC after the OTS meried into the OCC in July

2011. also believed through conversations with and that

P
inherite is stock, as well as other securities, after the death of her mother.
later resigned from the

sold the ecurities in 2012, according to the 2012 form.
OCC, in approximately December 2012,

—statgﬁ that she saw nothing @ﬁ!g financial disclosure forms that was a conflict of
interest per OGE regulations. If she had, she would have contacted o speak with
ragarding a racusal for oversight on organizations with the perceived caonflict of
interest. (Exhibit 5)

Thiz Report of iﬁ#éﬁ@%g%fiésﬁ Iz the property of the Office of Investigation, Treasury Offics of the Inspactor
General. 1 contains sensitive law enforcemant information and its contents may not be reproduced without
written permission in secordance with 5 U.8.0. § 5582, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its discliosure

to unauthorized persons s prohibited,
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" TOIG interviewed Mxhics Program Specialist, Treasury. -tated
that she and her office are responsible for reviewing ethics matters for Treasury employees, to

include reviewing the OGE Form 278. erforms a technical review on these forms

which she described as a “line by Line” review of all of the securities listed for securities that

would violate OGE's conflict of interest regulations. She then signs the form as the first

reviewer and ould be the final signer. These forms are maintained by her office for six

years per OGE regulations, and are available to the pubilic.

tated that she saw nothing on”s financial disclosure forms that was a conflict

ol m!erest per OGE regulations. If she had, she would have informed? oes
not speak with the employees directly because she is not an attorney and will not give advice

regarding recusals or divestures. qmded that has a lengthy background in
federal ethics and would not have certifie - forms had there been any conflict of

interest. (Exhibit 6)
TOIG telephonically interviewed Desk Officer, Office of Government Ethics
(OGE). Qtated that the OGE Form 278 is due yearly on May 15th for certain employees
(normally gra GS 15 and higher, or anyone designated by the OGE, or the specific agency.)
The agency ethics personnel review the form and consult with the agency employees whether
divesture or recusals are necessary for any of the holdings listed on the form. OGE only reviews
the forms for employees that are presidentially selected and senate confirmed. OGE will also
review forms at the request of an agency, if the agency ethics personnel have any questions or
_ concerns, Fstated that Treasury is one of the agencies that he “services” by answering
questions and providing assistance, if needed. He stated that he often speaks withind
believes she and her staff are very competent with their program and the federal ethics
regulations. -dded that his office performs periodic program reviews of agency ethics
offices, and Treasury performs well. He believes Treasury was last reviewed in 2011,
(Exhibit 7)

The anonymous whistleblower provided additional documents to the TOIG. The one

memorandum is from mDeputy Comptroller for Licensing, OCC to
the subject “Licensing Notes” is dated January 13, 2012, The document discusses
Bank and mesources Incorporated. Specifically, the memo contains the following:
- Bank, NA ( s planning to file a 5.53 Change in Asset Compasition application
this week. At the end o 10, the bank announced the sale of $7.5 billion in deposits to
Capital with the remaining $3 billion in deposits to be transferred out of the bank within &

months...”

The whistleblowaer also provided a memorandum dated January 27, 2012, from ﬂf}
‘ with the subject "Licensing Notes.” One paragraph discusses and that it will

change the composition of all of its assets,” but does not mention th apital Retail Bank,

ith

This Repaort of Investigation is the property of the Office of Investigation, Tressury Office of the Inspecior
General. | contalns sensitive law enforcemant information and s contanis may not be reproduced without
witten pnermission In accordance with 8 U.8.C. § 882, This report Iz FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

to unauthorized parsons is prohibited,
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Both docurnents contain handwritten notes which the whistleblower claims belong to -

(Exhibit 8)

orporation website. On June 15, 2011, the
orporation stock and bond, and when the OCC would

timeframe when ownegd the
have begun the oversight o apital Retail Bank, the stock was worth $18.39 per share.
d her stock shares on March 15, 2012, and the value was $20.16 per share. She
sold her ond on April 3, 2012, at the value of $19.96 per share.
g’:apital Retail Bank was to acquire assets from -Bank in June 2012, On June 1,
1

2, shares were valued at $18.54. On July 3, 2012, they were valued at $20.43,
(Exhibit 9)

TOIQ reviewed stock shares fram the

Referrals

TOIG presented the case to Attorney, US Department of Justice (DQJ), Public
Integrity Section (PIS), and the case was declined. (Exhibit 10)

Judicial Action

N/A

Findings

The investigation determined that the allegations are substantiated. id own securities
in the orporation and should have signed a recusal per OCC ethics regulations. She should

algo have signed a recusal for National Bank because she owned shares of- stock.
? because of the apital Retail Bank, and the Forporation, for -
ational Bank, are listed as C rcial holding companies, but neither of these organizations

was considered a conflict of interest to OCC employees until July 2011, when the OCC began
its oversight of them. Prior to that date, the OTS had oversight over them.

According to OCC ethics rules, an employee who owns the aforementioned securities, should
obtain a recusal for particular matters regarding the financial institution. If the employee owns
$20,000 or more in securities in one institution, the employee should contact his/her ethics
official and obtain an expanded recusal. Because the ond was greater than $20,000,
m should alse have sought advics from her ethics official and signed s recusal for matters
ing .apital Hetail Bank, She should have also obtained a recusal for particular matters
isted these securities on her 2011 form dated June 12,
suggested a recusal ?@r'a June
" OGE Form 278, but a recusal was never signed because

ational Bank.

invalving
2012, as required, but naver obtained recusals.

2012, once she raviewed

This Report of Investigation s the groperty of the Office of 5@@9@?@3&5@@, Treasury Offles of the inspactor
General. [t contsing sensltive law enforcement information and its contents may not be reproduced without
written permission In accordance with § U.5.0. § 882, Thiz report is FOR OPFICIAL USE ONLY and its disclosure

te unauthorized persons is prohibited,
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ad sold the securities in March and April 2012. It is unclear when ecame
aware that the discretionary trust held securities in orporation and It appears that

-versaw no enforcement activities on either organization, but records indicate that she
was aware in January 2012, of a large merger between Capital Retail Bank and

Bank. Although-should have recused herself of any role in.apital Retarl !an!, she
inancial gain for -

sold her securities in this institution before the merger and possible

- aforementioned forms were reviewed by ethics officials at the OCC and Treasury, and
no conflicts of interest were noted. An OGE official was also contacted and stated that
Treasury’s ethics program is reviewed periodically, and always performs well.

Distribution

—Senior Advisor, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency

Signatures

Case Agent:

éé//{/]

Date

&, Z/ 4 4/3

Jo?{'i“ Phillips Date

This Report of Investlgation Is the propsrty of the Office of investigation, Treasury Office of the Inspecior
General. 1 contsins sensitive law enforcement information and s contents may not be reproduced without

written permission in accordance with 8 U.8.C. § 882, This report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and lis disclosurs
o unauthorized persons I8 prohibited,




Report of Investigation
Case Name:
Case # OCC-713- -

Page 10 of 10

- Exhibits

. Anonymous complaint, dated April 21, 2013.

Memaorandum of Activity, Review of documents, dated May 13, 2013.

. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of- Ethics Counsel, OCC, dated May

16, 2013.

Memorandum of Activity, Interview of— Senior Deputy Comptroller and Chief
of Staff, OCC dated May 30, 2013.

Memarandum of Activity, Interview of Deputy Assistant General

Counsel for Ethics, Treasury, dated May 15, 2013.

. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of —Ethics Program Specialist,

Treasury, dated May 15, 2013,

. Memorandum of Activity, Interview of”Desk Officer, Office of
Government Ethics, dated May 28, 2013.

Memorandum of Activity, record review of memoranda provided by whistleblower, dated
June 4, 2013.

. Memorandum of Activity, record review of —stock data, dated June 6,

2013.

10.Memorandum of Activity, declination of case by the US Department of Justice, Public

integrity Section, dated June 6, 2013.
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