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S HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

VY

JUN 20 201

Re: Your Freedom of Information Act Request
FOIA Control No.: 14-IGF-OIG-00103

This is in response to your mailed Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request dated
May 21, 2014, to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of
Inspector General (OIG), and our interim letter to you dated June 13, 2014. You requested copies
of the investigative reports relating to a listing of OIG investigations of HUD employees. Your
request was received in this office May 29, 2014.

Enclosed are 80 pages of material. Certain information has been withheld from these
records in accordance with 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(2). This provision protects disclosure of records
related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency. The information
withheld consists of the investigation case number. We have also withheld in the documents
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(5), which protects intra-agency communications subject to the
deliberative process privilege. The information withheld consists of the investigator’s notes and
internal recommendations. Other information has been withheld from these records pursuant to
5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(6), which protects materials the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The withheld information would consist of the names
of certain individuals, titles, addresses and telephone numbers and other identifiable information.

Redactions were also made under 5 U.S.C. § 552 (b)(7)(C), which protects records or
information compiled for law enforcement purposes, the release of which could reasonably be
expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The information withheld
consists of the names of special agents, titles, signatures, e-mail addresses, and telephone
numbers listed in the file.

Office of Legal Counsel
451 7™ Street SW, Room 8260, Washington, DC 20410
Phone (202) 708-1613, Fax (202) 401-3778
Visit the Office of Inspector General Website at www. hudoig.gov
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Please be advised that Joseph W. Clarke, Assistant Inspector General for Investigation, is the
official responsible for this response.

The OIG's Freedom of Information Regulation, 24 C.F.R. § 2002.25, provides for
administrative review by the Inspector General of any denial of information if a written appeal is
filed within 30 days from the date of this letter. Both the letter and the envelope should be
clearly marked "Freedom of Information Act Appeal." Your appeal should be addressed to the
FOIA Officer, Office of Legal Counsel, Office of the Inspector General, U.S. Housing and
Urban Development, 451 7th Street, SW, Suite 8260, Washington, DC 20410, and should be
accompanied by a copy of your initial request, a copy of this letter, and your statement of
circumstances, reasons and arguments supporting disclosure of the requested information.

Should you have any questions concerning the FOIA request, please contact me on
(202) 708-1613. Please reference the above FOIA number when making inquiries about this
matter. }

Freedom of Information Act Specialist (FOIA/PA)

Enclosure
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Case Number: Region/Office:

(b) (2) Region IV, Jackson, Mississippi

Employee Case

Nurrative:

An anonymous complaint was receivedg (b) (6) an.smthmth her non-profit

an during official duty hours hllegedly received homeless grant funds and
W‘b allegedly Lontautm the Housu

1 Authorxtv of the District of Birmingham (HABD Io obtam
housing for the homeless clicms

HABD.
Case was reassigned 1o JK{e}) (?)(C) in April 2012 when agency reorganization was conducted.
File has been reviewed with the following {indings:

Afier reviewing the interviews of (b) (6) and the additional witness, reviewing the
emails, time sheets and documents provided by HUD the following conclusion are made:

(b) (6) was authorized by HUD to volunteer at his church during HUD business hours and
conduct volunteer work that was directly related to hisg & (exhibits 1&2). The lines

definitely had the appearance of being blurred as to when vas on duty or off duty. The
orablem with this 1 that HUD's [RTROICTE:

were aware of this
potential conflict vet they authorized him 10 work at the church. By allowing

GRG0 work

at the church and not re-delegating his work duties to agencics that are not within direct contact of
the church, HUD shares some of the culpability in the appearance of conflict of duties.

As to the allegation that (b) (6) assisted (b) (6) with her non-profit organization during

official duty hours and that she received a homeless grant fund; that appears to be false (exhibit 3).
Again HUD’s complicity in this cannot be overstated. HIUD allowed iﬂxﬁ,ﬁ‘ hours a month
of volunteer work during duty hours and that volunteer work was conducted at the church where
he was a member.mmd not have a non-profit nor did she receive any homeless
grant fund. She did though also volunteer at the church, again giving the appearance of a conflict
of interest when she and her husband might be volunteering at the same time.

Report by: Date:

ib//’z /) &

in-Charge

This report. is the propeny of the Office of Investigation. it mmamx nerther recommendations wor conclusions of the Office of !nspm_mr (acnemi it and its
contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY AND ITS DISCLOSURE 10O UNAUTHORIZED
PERSONS IS PROFUBITED. Public availability to be determined wnder 3 TLS.CL § 552 & 552a



Casc Numbher:

A review of the time records for JRSUASSMR Was conducted by [N SIS LA
(exhibit 4). She found 3 discrepancies on the time shects. First, in July 2010 for Pay Period (PP)
22, isted 10 hours of volunteer hours (HUD only allows 8 hours per month and not to

exceed more than 12 days in a calendar year). Total hours for the calendar year were 74.6. This
amount is under the 12 days per year limit. Second in 2011 for PP 10 & 11she found he received
premium pay (overtime) on two occasions on days when he also voluntcered.

Exhibits

Delay Email Ethics Opinion - Qutside Activities (Homeless Ministries)

o)

“" Lthics Opinion - Qutside Activities (Homeless Ministries)
3. )Yeil (o)

4,

MOA BRICEUINSRT ime and Attendance Jan 2010 — Nov 2011

Al Exhibits have heen previonsly uploaded (LA









MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:
SUBIJECT: Ethics Opinion

By e-mail dated March 5, 2009, you requested advice on whether it is permissible for you
to volunteer with ministries that may use or seek to make use of HUD programs. Specifically,
you have informed me that you attend the [SIETISIDIGIDIGNN. where one of the main
focuses is ministry to/with the homeless, and on any given Sunday, at least 2/3 of those in
attendance are either homeless, near homelessness, or have been homeless. As I understand it,
you anticipate becoming more involved in the church and its ministries, making it very likely
that you may work in areas that either participate in HUD programs or seek to participant in
HUD programs, as well as other Federal programs.

Generally, as a basic obligation of public service, employees shall act impartially and not
give preferential treatment to any private organization or individual. Further, employees shall
endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law or the
standards of ethical conduct applicable to federal employees. See 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(8) and
(14). To that end, the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch
prohibit agency employees from engaging in outside activities, paid or unpaid, that conflict with,
or create the appearance of conflicting with, their official duties. See 5 C.F.R. § 2635.801.

Based on the information you have presented, it does not appear that volunteering your
services with your church’s homeless ministries, on your own time, creates a conflict of interest
with your official duties, per se; however, by virtue of your position as a

EEENYOEEN. the appearance of a conflict is inherent in your involvement with an
entity that participates, or seeks to participate, in HUD programs. Thus, it is imperative that you
zealously avoid the impression that your Government position or title, or any authonty
associated with your public office is being used for the private gain of any person with whom
you may be affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity, or to endorse any product, service, or
enterprise. See 5 C.F.R. §2635.801(c). See also 5 C.F.R. §2635.702.

Please note, also, that employees shall not engage in a financial transaction using
nonpublic information, nor allow the improper use of nonpublic information to further his own
private interest or that of another, whether through advice or recommendation, or by knowing
unauthorized disclosure. See 5 C.F.R. § 2635.703.



You should also be aware that, pursuant to 5 C.F.R. §2635.502, where an employee
knows that a particular matter involving specific parties is likely to have a direct and predictable
effect on the financial interest of a member of his household, or knows that a person with whom
he has a covered relationship is, or represents a party to such matter, and where the employee
determines that the circumstances would cause a reasonable person with knowledge of the
relevant facts to question his impartiality in the matter, the employee should not participate in the
matter unless he has informed the agency designee of the appearance problem and received
authonization from the agency designee to participate. Simply stated, if you find that your
official responsibilities have any relationshap or affiliation with the church’s homeless ministries,
you have a duty to notify my office to seek authonty to participate in the matter or, alternatively,
arecusal from participation in the matter.

It is also important to note that, while employees may appropriately engage in fundraising
in a personal capacity, employees may not personally solicit ° subordinates or any entity whose
interests may be affected by the Department, or use or permit the use of his official title, position,
or any authority associated with his public office to further the fundraising effort. © Thus, if you
participate in the church ministries’ fundraising activities, 1t 1s vitally important that you do not
use, nor allow others to use your title and position in such a way that might imply that you are
soliciting funds in an official departmental capacity.

You should also be mindful that, pursuant to 5 C.F.R. §2635.202, an employee shall not,
directly or indirectly, solicit or accept a gift’ from a prohibited source,® or given because of the
employee’s official position. Notwithstanding specific exceptions that are inapplicable to the
situation at hand, an employee shall not:

(1)  Accept a gift in return for being influenced in the performance of an official act;
(2)  Solcit or coerce the offering of a gift;
(3)  Accept gifts from the same or different sources on a basis so frequent that a

reasonable person would be led to believe the employee is using his public office
for private gain,

1 Personally solicit means to request or otherwise encourage donations or other support either through person-to-

person contact or through the use of one s name or identity in correspondence or by permitting its use by others.

1 See 5 C.F.R. §2635.808(c).
3 Gift includes any gratuity, favor, discount, entertainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or other item having
monetary vadue. It includes services as well as giffs of training, transportation, local travel, lodgings, and meals,

whether provided in-kind, by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or reimbursement affer the expense has been
incurred.

4 Prokibited source means any person who: (1) is seeking official action by the employee’s agency; (2) does
business or seeks to do business with the employee’s agency; (3) conducts activiies regulated by the employee’s
agency; (4) has interests that may be substantially affected by performarnce or nonperformance of the employee s
official duties; or (5) ts an organization a majority of whose members are described in (1) through (4).



(4)  Accept a gift in violation of any statute.

(5)  Accept vendor promotional training contrary to applicable regulations, policies or
guidance relating to the procurement of supplies and services for the Government.

In addition, 18 U.S.C. 201(b) prolbits a pubic official from seeking, accepting, or
agreeing to receive or accept anything of value in retum for being influenced in the performance
of an official act or for being induced to take or omit to take any action in violation of his official
duty. The term “public official” is broadly construed and includes regular and special
Government employees, as well as all other Government officials.

As you can see, while your participation in the JEXCIDIBIIICOIEYER homeless
ministries is permissible, the likelihood that HUD programs may be involved makes your
participation nipe for opportunities for misunderstanding and the appearance of impropriety. To
that end, the importance of ensuring that your Government position or title be used judiciously,
and that you maintain the highest standards of ethical conduct at all times, as proscribed herein,
cannot be overstated.

If you have questions conceming this Opinion, please contact me at or

at extension I3RS .

by (6HbY (6}

(b} (63(b} (6)




U.S. Department of 1lousing
Report of and Urban Development
Investigation Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

Midwest Region (MW)/Region 5

Narrative:
This investigation was al
{OIG) was contacted by .8

and Uvnan DGVP opment

Department of Hous1ng
i »plalntb fi.ed agalast

1D M.nnoapolis Fleld

on Novcmbe 2 (b ie; O the QLG with written

From ( 1y (6] HUD

‘ { eged
chey witnessed JREINS viewing parroqranhar ~owned

h

i

computaer during work ours., Specifically, alleged sne saw
viewing Dornocraph‘ images on three different occasions.

describad tha es as photographs unclothed women in
provocative poses. furcther alleged has created a hostile
work environment and is in viclation of

e i i iclation of et and Sexual
Harassment pollicies. alleged she saw

viewing =
pornographic image on one occasion. fescribed the image as a

photograph of an almost naked weman posing provocatively,

The purpose of this investigation was to deiermine if (D) (6) P
owned computers or devices to view images that ware oxplicit;
pornegraphic: or inappropriate for the workolace.

on December &th, 7th, ard 13” 2011, (b) (6) PEYER gev email account,
hara drive, and G and J i : cad ! Coand D).
The media was sent to HID-0I5
Criminal Inv estigations Division (CID}, Computer Forensics Laberatory,

for 3 xamination. The examination ldentiflied thirty-six images
that deemed inappropriate for the workaATi iiﬁiiﬁit [ A

tobtal of sixteen of these images were found in Microsoft

3 Approved By: Date:

This report is the property of the Office of Investigations. Tt contains neither recommendations uer conclusions of the Office of
Tnspector General. 1t and its contents may not be reproduced withou( written permission, The report iv FOR OFFICTAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure ta unautharized persons is prohibited. Public availability to be determined under 5 1LS.C. § 552,
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Case Number:

Outlook Perscnal Starage Folders, alsc known as .PST files. {b) (6)
was unable to identify the email addresses of the senderi{s) of the

i rause HUD Information Technolegy (IT) was unable to previde
entire mailbox.

z : {Exllt Fy: ‘
apprhx mdtely May or June 201%i, she saw a picture ¢i a white female

bert ov o5 in a sexual manner with her posterior sticking up and
cut or;Wcomputer monitor. A porlion of the female’'s posterior
and preasts were expossed.

(DY (7THC) MW Nty
(b3 {oiiby (ol (o) (o by (01l ) rovided the
ariowing  Lhiocmacion  {ExhibiL G , :to gy that in
approximately spring or early summer 2 "ound one plcture of a
white female at the black and whize printer next to Swanson’'s
cubicle in approximately., Thne female had long hair and was wearing a
short negligee, steckings, and high heels. The piclure was a frontal
and side view with portions of the female’s pﬂvarn hody parts exposed.

ald the picturs @% ertisement than
oornography. said ;
9]

menticned they
g traporopriate  images of femals
ssumed the picture came from

computer monitor.
On January 5, 2012, tified printers usad by RS ,
{Exhibit H}. L int jobs to these printers
origirating re discontinued due to the
length of <ime thatz he image of interest was likely

printed.
(D) (6
) 16) | ]
provided the fecllowing informaLwon {Exh;blt }): b} { advised that in
approximately August or September 2011, she saw a uoilage of
approximately 10 to 12 images of females with little or no clothing

On Januar

On Janvary 10, 2012

pesing in a provocative manner on omputer monitor. Fach
image was approximately three inchHE= and _aspe 4 within a
window located ir the upper left-hand corner of (bitoiby o) monitor,

orly saw the images ﬁii g prief moment because -

immediately clesed the window. is not able to describe all of
the images she saw. [ cntion focused on cone image of a white
female., The female was lookirg ocver her shoulder and was bent over

-
S

This report is the property of the Office of Investigations. 1t contains neither recommendations nor cosclusions of the OfTice of
Tnspectnr General. it and ifs conlents may not he reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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Case Number:

(b) (2)

with her posterior exposed and facing out. The female did not appear
Lo bé wmarnnd underwear, but may have been wearing a bra. On Novenber

approximately 1:00 p.m. and age at _approximately 3:0C
B=aw the same types of dmages on monitor she had

seen 1n the [irst lincident. is not sure 1f any of the females
were completely naked and exposed. stated the images were not

super graphic. described the images as pin-ups of females
skowing a lot of skin and pesing in grovocative ways.

gy Januvary 11, 2012,

J.5. Attorney’s Office,
Priorizy Presecutions 3ection,
case (Exhibit J}.

On Jaruvary 12, 2012, obtainad the official legal notice
that 13 displayed on HUD-oOwnea computers prior to user’s logging into
the computer system {Exhibit K). On January 19, 20.2,

cbrainad earning history completed through HUD Virtuasl
cery reflects that completed IT Security

Unlversicy. Tex T4
Awarenass Training from 2038 through 1i, and Sexual Harassment
Preve C “aderal Employees Training in 2010 and 2015 {Exhibit

LY. alsoc obtained "Rules of Behavior f£or Remote Access,”
whicn was signed by ) and 3 bilank copy of HUD's Enterprise
£ Behavior {Exhibit M}.

On Jaruary 24, 2012, (b}(?X(ﬁ L determined that a smail Univarsal
{

SpriaJ Bus mBJ device piuggea  into -m cmputer was a UGSB
receiver for a wireless mouse. The device did 75t appear to cantain

data or have any data storage rapabl;ltles.

On January 31, 2012, (b)( ( ) Bl ttempted to interview
-mxmb;t o BIROICNN compicted an iuienen: of RS

{Kalxines} ¢ ad it o NEDK (Exhibit 0}, also read it
refused to sign it and said he wgly ot to

questions wilthout an atterney present.

if he brought his 3jump drive to the interview
onfirmed the jump drive was issued by #HUD anc
SA Holdren asked or the password.
for him to remember the password without wifod!
rote the following on a pilece of notebook paper:
: drive is & Stealih MXP Passpors, 2 GR, MFR 84380%,
{s1C740EQ0DCGT2.

himself.
answer any

as requestad,
gave It to

}gj} reiterated tc;(t)) (ES) that the U.S8. Attorney’s Cffice

d

This repory is the property of the Office uf Tnvestigatinns. It containg neither recammendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector (cemeral. It amd its contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure Lo unauthorized persans is prohibited. Public availabifity to he determined under 3 U,8.C. § §52.
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Case Number JEER( RV
declined to criminally rosecute  him  and  Lhat this was an
administrative inquiry. ﬂndicated he understood and asked if

he could completely change Lhe supiect. Wsked@to
cenfirm he did not want f£o be interviawed aocou conduct 1 guestion
ey ¥

before moving on to supject. eonfirmed he did not wanz
te be interviewed. rhhi -roceeded to make a verbal complaint
related fto the 3State of and Comminity Development Block
Grants

On February 2, 2012,mmained EUDs invento
Passport Encryeoted EFlash Drives from

Minneapoiis TField Office. The 1nventory si T ser Aumbex
OEFA0740F00D0072 is In stock and was assigned or checked out by the
Office of the Chief Infcrmation Officer {OCIQ) on August 20

device is assigred o

of Stealtnh MXP

sent the jump drive obkiained from
- {forensic examination {kExhibpit
indicated the password for

the device was

Wazy 3, 2012, and [DXEES: owed
(Exhibit R). S 3 3 ;—,;

Attorney. CONp . eLed an Adwlaemeru ol
gave it to hibit S). read it

to h signed it as witnessoed by
gave a

copy Of the signed Advisement of Rights {Kalkines] and a
receipt for the HUL-ewned Jump drive. said the password he

reviously provided g e tump drive is whal he “thoughb” it was.
mremincﬂed the U.s. Attorney's Office declinad to
criminally prosecute nim, ut that hre could stilil be prosecuted for
lying during the interview.

Mtclm}:e was free 2t with KSR uring the
interviow; howevel, LI ne iastructed not Lo answer i
it would be iggd in the Repor: nvestigation.

cautloned that couid bhe subd hctad to dihelpliuary actlon by
managerent cfficials at HUD for a iack of candor or efusing to answer
a question during the interview. Joluntarily provided the
fallowing relevant information, in substance:

askec-if he knes

said he did not know.

vanted to talk te
wovrking at HUD in

step 6 or 7, by (o

Thix report is the property of the Office of Investigatioms, 1§ cuntains neither recommendations nar conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. 1t and its contents may not be reproduced witheut written permission. The report is FOR OFFICLAL USE
ONLY and i disclasure 1o nnaothorized persons is peohibited. Public availability to be determined under 5 US.C, § 552,
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Case Number: (b)(Z)

3 (i 7w Wworks primarily
in rhe office. SIASS, z outside of the office
envircrment vary and are dependent on the season and budget.

Wb Y H7HC |[|\u,:"‘

( (6) nas nct been lssued a laptop, but has checked out iUD owned
,dptop computers for telawork on occaslion. (b} { & ]ump
drive was issued Lo h*m more than one year ago Dy i

needcd a jum erve 50 h :ouxa gw. a P““O'DOlnt nxeae“'a:ion to a
conference. M‘nad a perscnally owned jump drive, but dces not

use it on HUD~owned compulers.

grive home befors and used it scmetime

while tLeleworking. now if he used the jump drive cn
hig personal computers. asked if the jump drive
contains  any images that could be explicit, pornographic, or
inappropriate [or the workplace. said he wouldn’t =

and does not believe any such images Lhe jump drive.
asked | g} f he downlcaded or viewsd images from his KUB-ownad
“OWPUaPL explicit; pornagrapb* or inappropriate for the

workplace. asked Aif 3 ccuid ri expiicit;
e workplace. explained

pornograrhic; or inaporopriate fo
that it would include any *maqns ot mdn or partia.ly nude women *bat

could be deemad py others o be ¢ grnographic: inappropri
for the wo or cifensive, stepped out ar

the raom s auld consult

as taken the dum

-~
¢

Upon return,| } hbamitled he has used his HUD-owned computer during

work hoigra o iew images of “scantily clad” and “completely nude”
women. could ncot remember bow forng or how often he has been

viewing this material at work estimated he has been viewling
it for more than one year. 3

said ne viewed g3 3 s al work
sometimes once per day and somelimes not ab alil. ronducTted
1 Internet searches and VLewed the images on various websiles,
sannot  remember the number of websites he visited or the

agdresses. sald he has been automartically blocked Zfrom
visiting some websltes on occasion, ang thalt he did nol try to go to

those websites after being blocked. does nort know why he was
blocked from some websibes and ncot osrhers.

m:mid he viewed the images, muf did not save them. (b) (6) may
lave copied an image to a Microsoft Word deocument on ome or Lwo

cocasions, but discarded the documents the following day. There may
have bsen one or wo websites he saved and visitsd on multiple

s

This report is the property uf the Office of Tuvestipations. [t contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Qffice of
Inspector General. Tt and it contents may not be reproduced without wrilten permissivn. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure to unauthovized persons is prubibited. Public avaitability (o be defermined under 5 1.5.C. § 552,
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~ Case Number: (b)(Z)

has not printed ths images from HUD-owned printers

ownad email address is
3 Lor his personal emai
he nad to answer the guestion.

(D) (6)
7 ]

address. GG s2 d he has
cnat with his son and a really

instructed
perscnal email address is
said it was a family email
( had ancther personal email
a Geogle account that he uses tc video

otmail account. “’ould not
remamber Lhe emaill addresses. ces not belleve ne or anyone

else actin on  nis behalf Lransnitted any of these images to
from a personal smaill address.
3 I b ~3 4 1 3 Y

if he was [amiliar with aj}(ﬁ)
. (b) (0) Ers
: R il he has visited websites that belong to her, but has Viewed
ey cit and notally nude lmages of ner on various websites from work,
£ ebsite subscripiion service or

&1 ]

s not a member of
any other explicit website subscription serviges.

does not believe the images he viewed depicted sex acts.

d that he does not like looking at images that depict sex
aCLs. 2 C knowledged that every private body part was corplietely
exposed in some of the Images he viewad st work,

asked | R ¢ -y

rive, pul later deleted them.
would have gotten on the jump drive.
Internet browser saved on the jump arive,

any images through the jump
does not know how any images
satd he did not have 4an

&b)QS} has received training from HUD in Zhe use o0f computers and
appropriate behavier in Lhe place. (b} said ha has receiy
olge FEMEM how many times,

& G rassment  training,
suggestaed that since WAaS he would

probably know better than others what constitutes appropriale oehavior
in the workplace. (ORI i1 not agree thal ne would know anyrore

than others.

(b)(7)“:} snowed ICHEG) images obtained from his computer following

an  examination by the HUD-0/G Computer Porensics Laberatory. as

referenced above, thirty-s5ix images, which include eight duplicateas

found in nmultiple lecations, were extractod. Twenty-Tive of the
6
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(Case Number

'mag@s, which iInclude four duplizates fourd in

ga classified as more expllc;t Lnar e TS -
if he 'er_ognlzed the ..{ L ~. ‘ B
(“ K

the word “recogrize.” suggestea fﬁa“

g nalirs with word choice and oulg
vro use so he could un asked i
every image.

has seen the images before, ev1ewed

indicated he “likely” recognizes some; “maybe” r z some; and
“doas not recall” sonme. suggested seemed TO
recognize tne majo¢i*y of cit lmages, did not
agree. A this po.Lm., vreviewed cvery image with {1 )

again and noted hi: wext Lo the Image. Qf Lhe twenny-five 'nore
explicit images, “likely” recognizes  sixteen; “maybe”

recegnizes four; and “does non” reca},l five {Exkibit T:.

ard nhe wo

-skoc _u’f i@ thought it was 3 iate to view the
irmges at the wor ace on HUD-owned compusers. spped out of
‘m em to consult with his attorney. Upon return, said the

”

gere “inappropriate” and that it was an “error in Judgment.
nes not think the images obtained from his computer and the

10n5 Tole) admitted viswing would be offensive to narny
peopke.

showed the Iimage showigc N in

multipie posez with her genltals partially expcsed. ey 1d 1ot
d 1aT  her genitals were partially exposed. o) {73 asked
ﬁ he thought the Image would offend anyone T 2 : mace

[ N

does not know if
this material.

inte a pester and hung on the wall near hig
cknowladged it could be cffensive Lo cothers.
anyerne in =he office is awarze he was viewlng

(h) {7f‘fc\? gseveral ©f the ﬁnages were found in
account, w]nrh PereH indicate the images
Wwere CrAnSmMitteo frOmM another acoount. does nct remember

amailing them and does not know fnow rey could kave gotten inte his
emall accg is surWe images were found in his email
account. suggestad emailed them to himselif &g ok
email addresses he cannot remember with Google or Hotmail. m
said he wanted to be “aon the record” tharn hne doas nol remenber ithe
email addrasses for his Goocgle or Hotmall accounts.

(NG} o5 not have an underivin
To view this materlal at worg

as to why he felt the need
stated thers will not be

anymore “lapses” in judgment RIS 1< L ieves in the M‘aission and
continuas to perfo i WD) L0, ivised this has not alffocles Big
work werformance. is sorry if ha has offended anvone.
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Case Numbgj (b) (2)

5 fﬁfe,” “gets it, perfectly,” and “there

-

said he gor the “shock of 1
is nothing like a raformed pe

G
(r,
Q
o]

v ttempted to access the
{b}{ with negative results {Exnibit
because the password provided by

J}. , unsuccessiul
was inva contacted the manufacrurer of ;he device, who

easons afrer

advised Lhraz gevice would wipe itself fo

repeated attempts with the wrozg SWord . PobLaired the
administrator’s password from ; )} accassed
the device with “his password and reset it.

Oon February 16, 2012, b {THC) examined the coempact disc {(CD)
containing the contents found on exhibit #4, 1 jump drive Stealnh MXE

Passport, 2 GR, MFR 843806, (1P) Oe#4, 1(s)}0740E00DO072 i(Exhibit V).
The “ump drive contained various Jonumen_s and nwrercis  website
addresses, inciluding the following notable addressces:

www.bigbustsupport.com/celebrity breast size.,html
www.heavy.com/action/giris/201./0%/rthe-20-hottest~bris

On February 22, 2{)12,—:7(‘&'1@:«1&(& the web pages and mads screen

prints kwxnjb t W). Due teo distorticon of the screern print for

e neavy., com/act ‘\nfgir* /2011/02/the~20-hottest-by ;:'¢n~nace5f
copied bthe content Lo a Microsolt Word document, converted
it ¢ an Adcke PDP, and saved it (Exhibit Xi.

Dace {‘

he address www.bigbustsupport.com/celebrity breast size,html
18 essenzially an infarmational web page that displays the breast size
of rnumerous cclebritlies.

The address www.heavy.com/action/girxls/2021/02/the-20~ hntteq“~b11f1sh—
babes/ is a web page that starts the identificaticn process, Lncluding
a provocative photograpn, of the parperted twenty rottest British
habes. The web page also cowrawns numerous lirks and *wen Y=Lwo leﬁeb
of corher females posing n ominimal clotb1n4 ‘

of the ima *pclude' gexstage of 1)

Shows Iz;

200 Bustiest Asian Bunnies:
t Black Giris; Perfect Butts; Baddest Brazilian Bundas;
Overdose; ’ agctive Doutrzen Kroes; The 100 3exiest Sporss
Hates Clothes; do

Fics; DBeautiful {
Hawaiian iHoneys; Sexy South American Cirlsy Sexy Gallery
Will Ilave You Speezhle......; er New Bikini;
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27 Hardest Working 3ras In Hollywood; 35 Photos of Hot Girls In Yoga
Pants; and The Girls of Summer,

9
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U.S. Department of Housing
Rep(.)rt (ff and Urban Development
Investlgatlon Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

y SO
e &

“s«.,'"* e W
$1ra i ¥

Case Number: (b} (2) Region/Office: Southwest/ San Antonio, TX
Title:

HD Employee

Narrative:

On Octaber 26, 2010, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Inspector
General (HUD-OIG) initiated an investigation based on information received from an anonymous
complaint, which alleged that

SRS icld Office, INEEESE AN

W )RR have been recerving payment

properties occupied bi tenants receiving subsidies through the HUD Section 8 program. Further

allegations stated that has utilized Agency time and equipment to manage the
properties.

The investigation has found that[{sJE{SH and EEE{SIN(HEEN{IN($Y] were owners of five
roexhes that received housing asmstance from public housing authorities in IESIRIOUNTEGY
) buf’)h} {()}

i J (0] 1d Office. According to Jil . V R
(b (6) 1N Ofﬁce,wob dutres do not melude any 0vers1g t, review, or pohcy

creation, within the Housing Choice Voucher Program.

On October 27, 2010

Region V I, Fort Wo exas, regarding their inquiry info e ( ) (0)ERELCH (D) (6) stated
that he reviewed the initial allegation from {$BRG¥ in 2005, but concluded that there was no
violation of HUD rules.
stated that their office again received the same allegation from in August 2009, by
receipt of a memorandum. She stated that she and spent a long time thoroughly

Date:

03/11/2011

(BT
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Case Number: JUEERAIGIRRY

investigating the matter and the allegations provided in the memorandum. S stated that
based on HUD rules and regulaﬁons,m technically did not violate any regulations.

On October 27,2010, (e} NUAI®)] reviewed draft memorandum of an inquiry conducted by the
Region VI Counsel reg e [§o)MLe}] matter. A review of the memorandum found that

, Region VI, Fort Worth, Texas, had reviewed the

, and again in August 2009. In 2005, based on the

o [{s3H(Y]office, HUD concluded that there did not seem to be an issue to
pursue. After receipt of a memorandum in August 2009, [{s3R{8}] office again reviewed the
matter. Specifically, in the memorandum,,ﬁ concluded that[{e}R(s]} was not in violation of
5 CFR 7501.104, in connection to her ownership of properties which received housing assistance
because she was 1) not the owner, by title, of some of the properties; and 2) the incumbent
tenant(s) residing in JI¢eJNEHN units, whom had not previously received Section 8, became
eligible later. {JG¥ concluded that he did not recommend further pursuit of the matter, and that
the employee, [{sJR{8}] had been provided advice in the past.

On October 28, ZOIOW contacted S and found that [[SJI(&Y] was not required to
submit annual financ sclosures to HUD.

On December 3, 2010, mreﬁewed supporting documentation from based on
his investigation into the matter. The purpose of the review was to determine whether [{sJR{e)]
violated any HUD regulations in her ownership and management of several Section 8 properties.
The review revealed that based on the documentation provided, did not violate any
HUD regulations and any possible criminal violations were outside the statute of limitations.
However, the investigation found thatm utilized aloophole in HUD regulations that
allows for employees to collect a subsidy as long as they are not the titled owner of the property.
In several instances, deeded properﬁesm, even though as a resident of a
commumnity property state, she indirectly benefitted from the subsidies.

On December 7, 2010, [{S)RUMI(®B] drafted a Systemic Implications Report that proposed to
close a loophole in the ownership of properties by married HUD employees who reside and own
property in commurity property states.

On January 26, 201 lm briefed the [{}R{s}] case to the (b) (7)(C)
WUnited States Attorney’s Office, NNNGYEENISIONE (XA dcclinec
prosecution of the case, citing the lack of evidence of any false statement and any statements

made by [{s3N{8}] were outside the statute of limitations.

No further action is anticipated in the investigation due to the fact that no criminal statutes
or administrative regulations were violated by [{§{eBN{8}] in her involvement with Section 8
properties. This investigation is closed.

- COMPLETED-



U.S. Department of Housing
Report of and Urban Develop ment

InveSﬁgation Office of Inspector General
Qffice of Investigation

File Number: Diwirict/Office:

Southwest Region/Fort Worth, TX

”! |iepartment o! !ousmg and Urban Development (HUD)

, G814
Office of Departmental Operations and Coordination
Fort Worth, TX

Narrative:

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

On August 1, 2011, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of the
Inspector General (OIG), Southwest Distnct, was forwarded a complaint alleging that duning a

telephonic conference call on July 27, 2011 (b) (6) HUD employee and supervisor,
instructed subordinates % and {b) (6) that they could get their money
back during travel status ing_their expenses somewhere else on their expense report. The

complainant alleged that IS KOUSIO NN with HUD was instructing staff
to falsify travel documents. (Exhibit 1)

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS:

Potential Criminal violations —
e Title 18 USC 641 Theft Public Money
e Title 18 United States Code §1001- False Statements
e Title 18 United States Code §1343-Wire Fraud

Potential Administrative violations - HUD Table of Offenses and Penalties 0752.02 REV-3 -
e Section 31 - Using public office for private gain
e Section 34 - Standards of conduct violations not listed elsewhere in the Table of Penalties

e Section 42 - Criminal, infamous, dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct or
conduct prejudicial to the Federal Government

W
!ort !m{!, Iexas
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Case Number: (b) (2)
(b) (b)

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION:

This investigation found no evidence to indicate that m (b) (6) K incurred

expenses while on travel or hid any travel expenses elsewhere on the their travel vouchers

On April 2, 2012, [[3ME] was interviewed b (b) (7)(C) _and
(b) (7)C) Charge (ASAC) (3 X€8(%} ‘ | [

provided documentation and explanations as to why her emp oyees were authonzed travel, to include

why she granted permission to claim expenses beyond that of the government per diem rate.

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION:

In Feb 2012, tIavel vouchers for the previous twelve months were reviewed by N{RERI C) for
b (b) 6) There were no questionable travel vouchers for either [{s)R{s}] or
b)

owever, there were two questionable travel vouchers for[JRRG)

On March 20, 2012, , HUD,

Rosenburg, Texas from June 6, 2011 - June 10, 2011. explained that he lived
approximately 50 miles away from Angleton, TX therefore he needed to stay ovemight to work in

Angleton, TX. m stated that the reason he stayed overnight twice in Rosenberg, TX is because
he had business to conduct in Rosenberg and Fort Bend.

approximately 30 to 40 miles away from Rosenberg.
cost effective to stay overnight because he was working over 12 hours a day. ‘
believe there was anything wrong with staying overmght because he worked long hours.
was positive that[ﬁ would not claim that he was doing anything wrong.

Fedtmveler documents from a business trip from his home to Aniietoni TX that continued on to

(b) ( 6) was also questioned about travel that was conducted to Bryan/College Station, Texas.
(NI claimed $32 in the “Other” category. The $32 made up the difference for his travel to

'3 , TX. The nightly rate for College Station was $93 nightly opposed to $77 nightly for Franklin.
( )RS stated that he was given approval to claim the $32 to make up the difference.

{e}N(S) M indicated that he has not had a training, class, teleconference, or meeting with [{¢¥R{e}] where
he was taught to manipulate the Fedtraveler system. is always aware of JEE(eSN(IIN travel as

she 1s the one who grants him assignments to accomplish. (Exhibit 2)

On April 2, 2012, j} interviewed (b) (6) (b (6 {6
{by (0 b) (H) 8 denied ever instructing anyone that there was a way

to get money back by c‘ expenses elsewhere on travel documents. denied ever instructin:
employeesm orﬁ to amend a travel voucher to possibly hide expenses in taxes. m
could not understand why anyone would ever make any allegations regarding her instructing her

employees on ways to manipulate the Fedtraveler system. m considers herself to be very strict

Z
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Case Number: [EESR(e)NVY

(D) (6)

regarding travel and time and attendance. m recalled a meeting where it was discussed that
employees could place a telephone call and claim up $7 per day for reimbursement, however, it was
explained that documentation must be provided to support the reimbursement. [{sJN{e}] thought the
discussion regarding the telephone charge reimbursement was discussed mainly with JE{e)R{e)

m believed that her group had a refresher Fedtraveler training in September 2011. m@
explained that she has to take into account several factors when it came to approving Fedtraveler including

mileage and overtime. stated it was her goal to make sure the government got the most bani for

their buck when her employees were in travel status. Prior to the submittal of travel requests,

receives from her employees a momtoring strategy plan. These plans often involve mileage
reimbursement for use of personally owned vehicles (POV) because her employees don’t have access to
govemment vehicles. ﬁ explained that if her employees are in travel status and work hours outside
their core hours they are compensated with Compensatory Time Travel instead of overtime
stated that the general nile regarding ovemight stays is 50 mile radius from the office.
questioned about the travel ow from s home to Angleton, T
Rosenburg, TX from June 6, 2011 — June vaguely recalled the travel but tho ht she
had notes associated with why was grant ovemight stays in Rosenburg, TX.

provided a copy of the note regarding this travel to HUD-OIG. The note stated that it was more cost
complete his work while in Rosenburg, TX then it would be for him to

effective to have W
receive overtime pay for hus work.

g;ll:l considers a forthnght and trustwo person. does not feel that she has
vorite employees. stated that she and ave had 1ssues 1n the past but have alwa
mamtmned a mutual professional relationship. W not have issues with ) (6

| has paid out of pocket in order to stay in better hotels. [{e)) (6 was certain ) (B)

upcommg trip to Corpus Christi, TX where she has been given pnor approval to stay in a hotel above per
diem because the local hotels are unable to accommodate the government per diem rate. (Exhibit 3)

On Aprl 7, 2012, O XEA® )( ) mterviewed% (b1 (6 b1 (6)
%HUD, (b (63b) (6) that [{eBNESH usually has employee m s the
ast esday of every month. [{e){SY estimated that the meetings lasted two to four homs.eem
stated the meetings were administrative 1n nature which often included training and the passing out o

assignments. The conferences were mostly through teleconference but they did participate in a couple of
video teleconferences as well.

Wl could not remember anything in particular about the July 27, 2011 meeting. did not
recall any discussions that involved $20 or seedy hotels. %as openly complained in meetings that
the government needs to increase some of their limits for hotels use it was becoming increasingly more
difficult to find hotels at the govemment rate. was not expecting anything to change but wanted to
voice her opinion. [{S3R(SP] has openly stated that she has often paid out of pocket to stay in nicer hotels
while on travel.

NS} stated there has never been a meeting where they discussed how to hide or mampulate ttavel
expenses in Fedtraveler. [{ - )| doesn’t know why anyone would make allegations against her.

3
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(IREEY] described [{s)R(S]] as very anal, by the book and a good supervisor. { considersm a
friend and they have a personal relationship outside the office. j| have always
maintained a great working relationship. (Exhibit 4)

PROSECUTORIAL COORDINATION:

Poor to one of the employee interviews, this investigation was presented to -W
United States Attorney for [EESSEGIUSEIONAIIIN . however, he declined interest in the case because
the dollar loss did not meet the mimmal threshold set by his office. Further discussions or presentations
to the United States Attorney’s Office concerning this matter were not necessary due to inability to
corroborate criminality.
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Report of Investigation U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development
Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

cgroni e

7TAGI, Great Plains Region - Kansas City, Kansas

(hy toxbiio)
{by (o) by (o)bi{o)
Oftice of Public and Indian Honsing
Kansas City, Kansas

Narrative:

This investigation was predicated upon a referral [rom the 1S, Depariment of Housing and Urban

welc UD), Office of Public and Indian Housing (PIH), cancerningw
Specifically, it was reporled that on April 19, 2011, another PIH employec
vork cubicle and observed an "Asian breast massage” video playing on
ork compuler.

On April 21, 2011, HUD-OIG agents obtained the computer from[{iiJigfor further review. The
computer was later sent (0 HUD-OIG, Criminal Investigations Division (CID), {or analysis.

On April 25,2011, Agents interviewed [RESRISSISSRESH SURESANEII I ' TH, HIID. Kansas
City, Kansas. , AR vas walking through her office when
she heard loud music coming from vork area. RCINGRy alked over tmwsk and
noticed thatmwas wearing hzadphones and the music was coming from the headphones.

f he was aware that his music was loud enough for the entire office 1o hear.
(b) (O) R present, he a uickly minimized his computer screen. Prior 10

coing so, [SiEMNoticed a video playing ot omputer titled “Asian Breast Massage.”
mtaled that 1t appearcd to be & YouTube viden,Mtated that on the video was a

woman wearing a small bikini top and someone was massaging her on and arcund her breasts.
ated that [{IEEIid not scem nervous afler lic minimized the video. [{SNE8did not

confront [EEEhbout the video.

Irate:

Report by:

January 3, 2012

1”hishn1w1 is the property of the Offive of Javestigation. [t canains neither recommendations nor conclisians of the {fice of Insporor Generst 1t
and its centenis may not be repraduced without written pemmission. The mepont is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY AND ITS DISCLOSURE TO
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(b) (2Xb) (2)

mU'D Employee, Kansas City, Kansas

On April 27, 2011, Agents interviewe(Wtated that a few weeks ago during a work
break he searched YouTube for a “breast massage” video. Subsequently. ound a video of
interest and began watching an Asian breast massage. The video featured a woman getting her
breasts massaged. [[JK{dstated that the woman was wearing a bikini and the video did not
contain nudity. [{Jf{}tated that after watching it for a brief period of time he minimized it
because he could see how others might view the video as inappmpﬁate.% that it
would be better to watch the video at home. Soon after minimizing the video, pproached

d told him that his music was too loud. [{Jf&jthought he had plugged in his
headphones; however, they were not plugged in all of the way and the music from the video was
loud enough for others to hear,

[EIXCI):xplained to Agents that he had a deep interest and passion for massages. [{DNGIK
that he viewed the Asian breast massage video for educational and therapeutic purposes. He did
not view it to get aroused. [(Jf{3}eiterated that he thought it was okay to watch the Asian breast
massage video at work because he watched it due to his interest in massages; however,
could sec how it could be misinterpreted.

On May 2, 2011, Agents requestemail file from the HUD network py of his
home directory. On July 28, 2011, Agents received compact discs containing| email and

G drive records. The records were subsequently reviewed and Agents discovered several emails
that contained possible inappropriate content.

m“st 8, 2011, Agents received the forensic analysis report from HUD-OIG, CID, regarding
govermment computer. The report stated that no information was found regarding an
“Asian Breast Massage™ video; however, it noted that the user did search the internet for
masseuse information. The report did not specifically note any other findings of improper use of
Government computer equipment.

On August 12, 2011, Agents consulted with [ SIS OISO O
Wimﬁct of Kansas, Kansas City, Kansas, regarding a summary of the facts for this

investigation. Subsequently.meclined the case for prosecution.

On October 5, 2011, Agents interviewed S N(Y M tated that he has never had any type of

sexual relationship with his ERGEOAS IS IO IO IO NI B atcd he

been attracted tomw admitted that he gave her massages at work. Agents asked

how the massages came about. [3XGktated that they probably came about because

may have had a sore neck. mlso gave massages to several other people at work.

stated he has also done other favors for people, such as change a tire for them. [{JJ{}viewed his
massages as doing a favor for someone because he was very good at it.

mmted that he gave iuite a few massages toff{l (M both in front of other people and

closed doors. id not feel that there was anything wrong or inappropriate in doing
thisf{XEIid not believe that any of his actions wit onstituted any kind of sexual
harassment.

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contsins neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
General, 1t and its contents may not be reproduced withowt written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY end its disclosure to unauthorized 3 is prohibited. Public avaiiability to be determined under 3 U.S.C. § 552,
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mb Employee, Kansas City, Kansas

Agents asch\ow much personal time he spent on his government computer during an
average day. [{lXGIktated that it depends on the day regarding how much time he spends. (SR
did not think that the personal time he spent on his government computer was excessive.

the interview, so addresse
addressed his relationship with | b)

On October 5, 2011, Agents interviewed TOTCEAIIGL TG btated ¢ e has never had a
romantic relationship wi (b) (())(b) (Y Jexplained that she an a personal

connection in that both of them have had children who have tried to commit suicide. They also
worked together for 20 years,

med that%: her massages before.mso gave massages to various

other people in the office. nsidered doing massages as a busipess at one point and
considered getting trained to be a masseuse. tated thatm very good at giving
massages. Mt&ted that there was nothing unusual or sexual aboutmrving her
massages, but she could see how it could sound funny.

W veral emails ked about his feeli
tated that she was unaware ad those feelings for her

ents discovered. In addition,
I ichison Housing

ever voiced those feelings toward her or acted on them in any way.

Agents also discussed witl(K{)]
thth the past. Agents and

ow [BIEITCYLIRCY (I (Y )or her relationship

ork performance.

On approximately October 6, 2011 HUD—OIG provided a Report of Investigation (o [{N{M On

D-1416, Disposition Report that J{{IJ(.
hzatl (b)) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)(b) (6)

. This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. If contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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Report of U.S. Department of Housing
Investigation : and Urban Development
Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

Case Number: Region/Office R egion VIII / Denver, Colorado

(by (2uby (2ub) (2)

Title
SYEIEINEEE (Employee)
th)y (6)b) (61 (B1bY )

by (6 1bY By (61b) (6]

Narrative:

This investigation was opened pursuant to a referral from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), Employee and Labor Relations Branch (Attachment 1, Email
Referral). The referral alleged that [ XEIENEGAINE] submitted false information to HUD on his
application for a vacancy announcement with the agency in St. Louis, Missouri. Within the
application matenals received by HUD from was a Form SF-50 which indicated a ime
in grade for g which had an effective date that was one year earlier than when he actually
attained the grade (Attachment 2, False SF-50), This was discovered when his time in grade was
verified by HUD upon his preliminary selection for the vacancy. Once the discrepancy was
discovered the selection was revoked.

submitted applications for vacancies within HUD as well as other Federal agencies via
the USA Staffing System {(USASS). The USASS is an electronic system designed to allow
applicants to complete their applications via the system using a unique account number that is
password protected. The USASS is operated by the U.S. Office of Personnel Management.
When an applicant applies for a particular vacancy, the application materials that were submitted
by the applicant are forwarded to the agency which seeks to fill the vacancy. The system
requires the applicants to certify that the information they submit is true and correct.

The case agent requested, received and reviewed matenals from HUD that included the Official
Personnel File (OPF) for il in addition to all application materials filed by ] for
vacancies within HUD for the previous year via USASS. When comparing information from

B OFF (Attachment 3, OPF) and il applications from 2010 and 2011
Approved By: Date:

(b)(THCNDYTHC)

February 92,2012
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Case Number: HSXSSTETEE

(Attachment 4, Applications), it was observed that he did not indicate on his initial
employment application that [ EIEEEET) as was
indicated on all of his subsequent job applications for other positions within HUD. In addition,
there appeared to be a conflict with the military tour of duty claimed on his imtal
application with HUD compared to what he put on the subsequent applications for other HUD
vacancies.

claimed on his applications for subsequent HUD vacancies that JISRSCICHENEY and
earned a Bachelor’s degree in Applied Economics and Business Management. He also claimed
on most of those same applications that IEEEIGIIEEIEI S IE IS ICT
GG ICIIEEIEIINGE One of the applications submitted by [N
claimed he EEIEEEEBLIGDITEIGINIEE. The case agent 1ssued an Inspector
General subpoena to for academic records of and sent a letter to the National
Personnel Records Center (NPRC) requesting YRS The case agent also
requested S academic records via email from NG

The Custodian of Records affijjfff] responded to the subpoena indicating there was no record of
B 2ttending the university (Attachment 5, [JJE Response). Likewse, the |JNTSTIINCE
IO EISISIEE indicated that there was no record o receving a
degree of any kind from their college (Attachment 6. [SXSICIBINNE] Response). The NPRC
responded with information that showed JJIEJEJ] Was in the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve from
December 1985 through May 1987 and had achieved the rank of Pnvate First Class prior to
being demoted to Prvate and discharged for misconduct (Attachment 7, NPRC Response).

The case agent represented the above findings on a spreadsheet (Attachment 8,
Applications Spreadsheet) which pointed out the false information on the application matenals
which were submitted via JJNISNI USASS account. The applications materials received from
HUD also included four SF-50s that had false information concerning SN time in grade
and salary information. The spreadsheet which includes 23 applications that were submitted via
USASS account from 11/8/2010 to 10/5/2011, reveal false information was included
on 21 of the applications.

was contacted by the case agent on 12/28/2011 and asked if he could come to the Office
of Inspector General (OIG) for a meeting. said he would come by within the next hour.
When came to the OIG office, he was greeted by the case agent and the Assistant
Special Agent in Charge. was informed that the OIG was conducting an investigation
regarding information that was submitted on applications via I USASS account. The
case agent read a Garnity Waming Letter (Attachment 9, Gamity Advisement) to and
presented it to um for his review. reviewed the letter and signed it, then asked if he
could chose not to answer questions that he did not want to answer. The case agent informed
him that he did have the nght to refuse to answer any questions if he chose not to. then
consented to participate in the interview (Attachment 10, Interview).

initially said he attended USC and was on active duty in the military from 1985 to 1987.
He refused to answer a question regarding his military rank and said he wanted to cease
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Case Number: ISTSICIENGTE

questioning. The case agent left the room to make a copy of the Garrity Warning Letter for
and upon his retum [JIYEN inquired as to where the case will go from here: The case
agent informed [EIIFER that OIG was in the process of gathering all of the facts in this case and
part of the process was attempting to get his side of the story. decided to continue the
interview. He again refused to answer a question regarding his rank while in the military.
B admitted he did not receive a Bachelor’s degree from He also said he was not in
BIASIEICIIEN 2s indicated on his USASS applications nor did he attarjjj 1
I i the military. said the information on his USASS applications regarding his
receiving a degree from [ and from ETINGINNGER Was false and made up by him.

said that although the military tour of duty and the rank on lus USASS application
materials was wrong, it was a mistake. He said he trumped up the information regarding his
education in order to try and bolster his income because he was making much less money since
going from private industry to government. insisted that the false information on the
SF-50s that were submitted with four of his applications was not altered by him and were that
way when he printed them from what he called the HUD “HR Connect” system. opined
that the government makes mistakes all the time. The interview concluded and left the
OIG office.

returned a short time later and stated that 14 months prior to his coming to work for
HUD he had lost his job working for a Fortune 500 company where his salary was $150,000 per
year plus bonuses that took his annual income up to $250,000 to $300,000 per year. He added
that IXEIGIIGOISOIEN during the 25 months that he has worked for HUD and
DEDIEEIEEEEIGE. EE] sad his divorce will be final in 30 days; he has lost his
house and his velcle and now has a drinking problem. went on to say that he had a
lapse in judgment when he submitted false information on his job applications to HUD. He also
said that he has never attended the

by (61LY (6)(D) (B3(b) (O 63h) (6) B

The case agent spoke with | of HUD’s Pay, Benefits and Retirement Division
regarding TR SF-50s. She explained that although HUD employees can access what is
called the “EOPF” or the “HRConnect” systems to obtain copies of their SF-50s, they can only
be printed or viewed from a read-only mode. She sent copies of JENEITEY SF-50s that the EOPF
and HRConnect systems have and they all have the correct dates of time in grade for
his promotion to GS-12 (Attachment 11, EOPF/HRConnect SF-50 Copies).
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Report of U.S. Department of Housing
Investigation and Urban Development

Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

Fite Number: Region/Office:

(b) (2 ) Great Plai ns)[)cnver, CO

Tithe:
(b) (6)
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Denver, CO
Narrative:

(b6

This case was referred to the U.S, Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General, Investigations, (01G) Denver, CO,

Field Office by an anonymous cornplainant. The complaint stated that had
declared the use of a taxi cab on his Fed Traveler claims, however he had used a neighbor
10 take him to the airport.

An interview of one ofiCRCH UGN (b) (6)

D Office of Public Housing, Denver, CO, disclosed that she -

had found out about using his neighbor for a taxi when there was concern about
tus regarding g supposed missed flight prior to the NAHRO conference in

(b) (6) if she could locate him and spoke with
) old KGR at she had given {{SPR(s)-

ride to the airport that morning.

A review of the (S} Fed Traveler receipts and claimed expense reports
showed thalf{3KEkclaimed he had used a taxi cab for numerous trips to and from the
airport. There were only a few occasions when there were receipts for the taxi attached to
his expense report as the amount claimed was under $75.00, which according to Federal
Truvel regulations does not require a receipt.

HUD Office of Public Housing,

Denver, CO was interviewed and stated that she never knew about sing his
neighbor for rides to and from the airport and claiming “taxi” on the travel claims.

Date:

T(0) (1)C) b, pie -
(b) (7)(C) | |
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Case Number: (b) (2)

)

An interview witmisclosed that he had been paying his neighbo (b) (6)

via personal checks, for rides to and from the airport while he was on official business.
Mhtated that he paid her around $70.00 for each ride, which is equivalent to what a
taxi would have cost. He would then claim a “taxi” on his travel claims rather than POV
mileage. KIXGCIE { )R ioes not own, operate or work for an official taxi
business. He preferred to usc I{GRGHNver a taxi or shuttle because he knew she would be
reliable. M&ated that his (b) (6) nd “half” of his office knew he
had paid his neighbor for rides to the airport,

A review of the GSA regulations regarding the use of a POV and the use of a taxi
(taxi is defined in the regulations as a special conveyance) for official travel. Chapter 301
in the GSA Temporary Duty Travel Allowances, Part 301-10 states the regulations
concerning Transportation Expenses. Subpart E Chapter 301-10.402 states the following:

“What will T be reimbursed if T am authorized to use a special conveyance and I
use a POV instead?” You will be reimbursed the mileage cost for the use of a POV,
and additional expenses such as parking fees, bridge, road and tunnel fees, not to
exceed the constructive cost of the special conveyance™

On August t1, 2001 (b) (6) sent an ¢ mail stating that he wanted to clarify
what he told investigators during his inferview the previous day. He stated that after
looking through his old check registers, he realized that he has used his neighbor as a taxi
since approximately June 7, 2004 and possibly even earlier. He stated that although he
really don’t think he did anything wrong and/or certainly not unethical or intentional, he
would agree to and would be happy to write a check to HUD for reimbursement for all
trips — the difference between what it would cost for him to travel to/from the airport by
any other authorized and reasonable means v. what he paid to his neighbor and claimed
on his travel voucher.

The estimated loss amount and difference between the methods of claiming POV
mileage rather than “taxi” on travel claims is approximately $692.94. These numbers
were based off the dates of travel claims and personal checks provided by [{s)E{efor
travel] he took in 2010 and 2011 to date.
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Case Number: (b) (2)
On July W and (b) (7)(C) in Charge
(ASAC) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),

Office of Inspector General (OIG), Denver, Colorado received an anonymous complaint,
regarding allegations of possible fraud being committed by {sJJCIll2 HUD employee
located in thoRSSIENCHCRRNSTNSTNYSVIIN > onnver, Colorado, by falsifying travel expenses in the

travel program Fedtraveler.

The confidential informant (Cl) stated that he/she had knowledge that Whad been
using his neighbor to give him rides to and from the airport when he was traveling on
official government travel and then claiming reimbursement stating that he used a taxi.
The CI stated that he/she had heard that employees fmmﬁice had gone out to
(X Mhome to check on him when they were unable to contact him via telephone.
[BXG} 25 suppose to meet up with his supervisor in Las Vegas but didn’t show up. The
employee spoke to one of his neighbors who stated that she had taken him to the airport
that morning. The C1 later heard tha{§8JREeY}laimed that he took a taxi to the airport.

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Otfice of
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(b) (2)

(b) (6) U.S. Department of
v ce of Public Housing, Denver, CO, was interviewed bﬁ

Case Number:

On July 18, 2011,

d (b) (/)HC) h Charge (ASAC)
IEIEGRU S. Deparument of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector
General (O1G), Office of Investigation. After being apprised of the identity of the interviewing
agents, and the nature of the interview. JI{$JR(S)R oluntarily provided the following information in

substance,

G tated that last year during the NAHRO conference in St. George, Utah,
IRUIRCII o ceived a call from (b) (6) ECASICINE n Denver, stating that

( I had not been present on the flight from Denver to Las Vegas. was
supposed to be on the flight with hisﬁmwmn they landed they were

going to rent a car and travel to St. George, Utah.

(DEIN- .t T IEXER < sidence and since she was leaving work due to
sick leave, she would stop by and check on his whereabouts JJ{ENJEkxplained that she
had talked to one of his neighbors, a 50-60 year old woman. This woman stated that she
had givena ride to the airport carlig orning. ated that the
woman had insinuated that she has given‘w]rides to the airport on multiple
occasions.

xplajne §8)]had been on the scheduled flight withut somehow
they had missed each other when they landed, so two rental cars were used to travel from
l.as Vegas to St. George. mtaled that she would find the address of the woman
she had talked with.
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Case Number: (b) (2)

On July 19, 2011, (b) (6) .S, Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD),

Office of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO,
received an e-mail from U.S. Department

of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Public Housing, Denver, CO. This email

provided the contact information fom he address is m
(b) (6) also stated in the email that she had spoke withf{sJE{&}on either March 16

or March 17, 2010,

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. I containg neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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Case Number (b) (2 )

On July 19, 2011. (b) (6) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO,
reviewed the legible, printed receipts that had submitted to Fedtraveler. These
receipts are from February 11, 2008 through June 23, 201 1. [{3J{aimed the following dates
he used a taxi, however there are no receipts documented in Fedtraveler for the following dates:

Trip Start/End Date ' Taxi Date Taxi Total Receipt
6/20/11-6/23/11 6/20/2011 $70.00 Not Available
6/23/2011 $70.00 Not Available
5/2/11-5/6/11 5/2/2011 570.00 Not Available
5/6/2011 $70.00 Not Available
2/14/11-2/1711 2/14/2011 $70.00 Not Avaﬂabi‘e
2/17/2011 $65.00 Not Available
1/18/11-1/20/11 1/18/2011 $70.00 Not Available
1/20/2011 $70.00 Not Available
11/29/10-12/3/10 11/29/2010 $70.00 Not Available
12/3/2010 $70.00 Not Available
9/21/10-9/25/10 8/21/2010 $70.00 Not Available
8/25/2010 $70.00 Not Avaifable
8/31/10-09/03/10 8/31/2010 $70.00 Not Available
9/3/2010 $70.00 Not Available
6/28/10-7/2/10 6/28/2010 $70.00 ‘ Not Available
7/2/2010 $70.00 Not Available

This repon is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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Case Number ( b ) (2)

6/9/2010-6/11/10 6/9/2010 $70.00 Not Available
6/11/2010 $70.00 Not Avaitable
5/10/10-5/14/10 5/10/2010 $70.00 Not Available
5/10/2010 $70.00 Not Available
5/14/2010 $70.00 Not Available
4/1/09-4/4/09 4/1/2009 $60.00 Not Available
4/4/2009 $62.00 Not Available
3/17/10-3/19/10 3/17/2010 $65.00 Not Availahle
2/22/10-2/26/10 2/22/2010  $65.00 Not Available
2/26/2010 $70.00 Not Available
12/15/09-12/16/09 12/15/2009 $15.00 Not Available
12/16/2009 $36.00 Not Available
11/30/09-12/4/09 11/30/2009 $65.00 Not Available
12/4/2009 $65.00 Not Available
11/16/09-11/19/09 11/16/2009 $65.00 Not Available
11/19/2009 $65.00 Not Available
11/2/09-11/05/0S 11/2/2009 $15.00 Nat Availabie
11/5/2009 $15.00 Not Available
9/20/09-9/23/08 9/20/2009 $65.00 Not Available
9/23/2009 $45.00 Not Available
9/23/20089 $65.00 Not Available
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Case Number: (b) (2)

9/14/09-09/18/09 9/14/2009 $65.00 Not Available
9/18/2009 $62.00 Not Available
8/3/09-8/5/09 8/3/2009 $8.00 Not Available
8/5/2009 $8.00 Not Available
6/15/09-6/19/09 6/15/2009 $65.00 Not Availabie
6/04/09-6/12/09 6/4/2009 $65.00 Not Available
6/12/2009 $29.00 Not Availabie
6/12/2009 $65.00 Not Available
4/13/09-4/17/09 4/13/2009 $60.00 Not Available
4/1/09-4/4/09 4/1/2009 $60.00 Not Available
2/3/09-2/6/09 2/3/2005 $60.00 Not Avaitable
2/6/2009 $60.00 Not Available
1/26/09-1/30/09 1/26/2009 $15.00 Not Available
1/30/2009 $§20.00 Not Available
1/5/09-1/9/09 1/5/2009 $60.00 Not Availabie
9/8/08-5/12/08 9/8/2009 $60.00 Not Available
9/12/2009 570.00 Not Available
8/17/08-8/22/08 8/17/2008 $60.00 Not Available
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Case Number; (b) (2)

6/23/08-6/26/08 6/23/2008 $60.00 Not Available
6/26/2008 $60.00 Not Available
3/24/08-3/28/08 3/24/2008 $60.00 Not Available
3/28/2008 $60.00 Not Available
2/11/08-2/15/08 2/11/2008 $55.00 Not Available
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Case Number: (b ) ( 2)

On July 20, 2011, —US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Oftice of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO,
reviewed the GSA regulations regarding the use of a privately owned vehicle (POV) and the use
of a taxi for official travel. Chapter 301 in the GSA Temporary Duty Travel Allowances, Part
301-10 states the regulations concerning Transportation Expenses. Subpart E Chapter 301-
10.402 states the following: (Exhibit {)

“What will I be reimbursed if I am authorized to use a special conveyance (defined in the Federal
Travel Regulations as a taxi) and I use a POV instead?”

You will be reimbursed the mileage cost tor the use of a POV, and additional expenses such as
parking fees, bridge, road and tunnel fees, not to exceed the constructive cost of the special
conveyance”.
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(b) (2)

Case Nutnber:

d

(1.2 h) (6
(b) (7)C) arge (ASAC 1.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General (O1G), Office of Investigation at her
residence OfWAﬁer being apprised of the identity of the
interviewing agents, and the nature of the interview, voluntarily provided the following

information in substance.

stated that she has known|] ot approximately twelve years. IS
explained that she was friends with (b) (6)m
moved into the house down the street from her approximately 5-6 x j (D) (6)
stated that she takes care of ouse when he is away on tm\’emxplained
thaff{JE@ould call her if he needed a ride to the airport or picked up from the airport.
and he would pay her approximately $60.00 - $70.00 each way.

(b) (6)

[P AN rovided a personal calendar that she keeps her appointments meetings on.
(X)) <plained that she had written down the days she drovefl Gk o the airport
and/or pick him up from the airport. A copy was made of the calendar which indicated

that she picked up or dropped it at the air port on the tollowing dates: {Exhibit 2)

On June 20, 2011 “630A RSRGIRPU"
On June 23, 2011 {9R8 7P PU’f

On May 2, 2011 SUicA”
On May 6, 2011 TEIKEIPG 11454

On February 14, 2011 #6 AP”
On February 17, 2011 >Y>

On January 18, 2011 ¢ p”
On January 20, 2011 P
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(b) (2)

On July 20, 2011, (b} (6) Office of Public Housing, Denver, CO was interyi
, (b) (7)C) ¢ in Charge (ASAC)

.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector

General (OIG), Office of Investigation. After being apprised of the identity of the interviewing

agents, and the nature of the interview, [(SJJ{&}voluntarily provided the following information in

substance,

(Case Number:

{SIMEH o5 asked if she recalled a trip that she took with XS] here they flew
into Las Vegas and were suppose to drive together in a rental car to St. George, Utah to
attend a NAHRO conference. After getting clarification that we were discussing the
NAHROQ conference in 2010 stated ﬂmallcd the trip and that there was a
miscommunication and that she could not fin t the baggage claim so she ended
up renting a vehicle and driving by herself to St. George, Utah. When asked if she had
anyone in her staff attempt to locate [{SJl{8)] she stated that she could not recall the exact
details but knows that he was ok because he showed up at the conference.

()RR ated that she was not aware of] (b) (6) alking to (b) (6) eighbor
in approximately March 2010 at the time of the NAHRO conference in an attempt to
was ok. iR tated that she onlﬁ became aware that ﬂ

make sure thatf{IEGH
neighbor a few days ago when old her about it. .

had contacte QTG

tated that she was never aware ofmxsing his neighbor for a ride to and

cadpgrt. When asked, what she would do if she had known about the neighbor
2 yrides to and from the airport in her personally owned vehicle (POV) and
. claiming he took a taxi stated she would have looked into the matter to
determine if 1t was. an eligible expense, but th t it would be based on POV
mileage {{o) WP} tated that she would have askeWbom it.
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(Case Number: (b) (2)

On July 21, 2011, (b) (7)(0) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO,
received copies of personal checks fro {b) {6) oluntarily provided seventecn
pages of the copied checks. J{EEEequested an acknowledgement receipt that our office had
received them, so a handwritten confirmation note was provided toMExhibit 3)

The following is a review of the personal check copies provided by (b) (6)

On June 9, 2010 a check was paid to the order of for $70.00. Adjacent to the
“For” line it stated “Taxi to Den Airport Deadwood NAHRO Trng.”

On June 11, 2010 a check was paid to the order o JEEASIE(S) I or $70.00. Adjacent to
the “For™ line it stated “Taxi DIA to Residence Deadwood Trip™.”

On June 28, 2010 a check was paid to the order of JESCIKCIHMfor $70.00. Adjacent to
the “For™ line it stated “Taxi travel-Residence to DIA(Salt Lake City Trip).”

On July 2, 2010 a check was paid to the order otor $70.00. Adjacent to the
“For™ line it stated “Taxi— DIA to Residence Rtn from SLC Trip™.

On September 3, 2010 a check was paid to the order of (b) (6) for $70.00. Adjacent
to the “For” line it stated “Taxi ~Res to DIA-Fargo™.

On June 9, 2010 a check was paid to the order of Ji{ECIKor $70.00. Adjacent to the
“For™ line it stated “Taxi to Den Airport Deadwood NAHRO Tmng.”

On September 21, 2010 a check was paid 10 the order of [J{SECIIN for $70.00.
Adjacent to the “For” line it stated “Taxi-Den Airport NYC Trip”.

On November 29, 2010 a check was paid to the order of (b) (6) for $70.00.
Adjacent to the “For” line it stated “Taxi Travel-Residence to SL.C.”

On August 31, 2010 a check was paid to the order of
the “For™ line it stated “Taxi ~Fargo ND Res to DIA”.

for $70.00. Adjacent to

On September 25, 2010 a check was paid to the order of JE(IEEIIN for $70.00.
Adjacent to the “For” line it stated “Taxi-DIA to residence NYC Training.”

On December 3, 2010 a check was paid to the order omor $£70.00. Adjacent
to the “For” line it stated “Taxi-DIA to residence Rtn tor SLC Trip.”

On January 18, 2011 a check was paid to the order ot RCIRAI I or $70.00. Adjacent
to the “For” line it stated “Taxi — Residence to DIA Rap City trip™.

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without sritten permission.  The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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(b) (2)

On February 14, 2011 a check was paid to the order of (D) (6) FEFOHIN Adjacent
to the “For” line it stated “Travel residence to DIA St. George UT trip.”

Case Number:

On January 20, 2011 a check was paid to the order of JEKGYN(YIor $70.00. Adjacent
to the “For” line it stated *Taxi - DIA to residence RC/ trip.”

On May 2, 2011 a check was paid to the order o {EK{E I or $70.00. Adjacent 1o the
“FFor” line it stated “Travel residence to DIA SL City Trip”.

On May 6, 2011 a check was paid to the order of (b) (6} for $170.00, Aﬁiacem to

the “For” line it stated “Travel Taxi-DIA to Residence Salt Lake City”. Not aid
Cathey $70.00 of this for taxi service.

On June 20, 2011 a check was pajd to the order o (b) (6) for $70.00. Adjacent to
the “For™ line it stated “Travel Taxi residence to DIA- Salt L.ake City”,

On June 23, 2011 a check was paid to the order of IR Cr $70.00. Adjacent to
the “For" line it stated *“Taxi-DIA to residence Salt Lake City Trip”.

‘This rapont is the progerty of the Office of Investigation. It containg neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General, Tt and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission.  The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure 1o unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public availability 1o be determined under S US.C. § 552,
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Case Number: (b) (2)

On August 10, 2011, (b) (6) U.S. Department of

Housing and Urban Deye intervigwed by S ‘(b) (7)(C

d SAC) (D) (7)C) [T
Office of Inspector General (OIG), Office of Investigation. After being apprised of the identity of
the interviewing agents, and the nature of the interview, (b) Olumarily provided the following
information in substance.

At the start of the interviewmvas administered a Kalkines warning (advisement of
rights). (B ktated he understood the advisement and signed the warning. (Exhibit 4)

(}B{E}:tated that he has been using his neighbor. to take him to the airport

and pick him up for approximately two years. xplained that in the past he has used

a taxi or shurtle business, however they were unreliable and inefficient. When askeﬁ if
wned, operated, or was a driver for a taxi service he stated that she wasn’i

stated that he paid[EJ{}with a check every time she took him to or picked him up from

the airport and that the cost of using‘s a taxi and actually paying a taxi service are

comparable.

(b) (6) ktated that on two sepamons his (b) (6) hind “half” of his

office knew that he was usin s a taxi service. The first jon was at a staff
meeting shortly after a NAHRO conference in St. George, Utah. tated that his
coworkers, thought at the time tha ad missed his tlight to Las Vegas, so they

contacted his.%vh@ stated she took him to the airport. 6) tated thz;t
{s}RE¥] had been informed about him usinms a taxi. JEJX@Ftated thatJ{IREY:

approved his travel expenses.

On the second occasion, about a year and a half ago when he was traveli aton
Rouge for official business, [[J{ktated that he let [[JEknow abou aking

him to the airport. When asked whv he didn’t claim privately owned vehicle (POV)
mileage instead of a taxi fare fow&ing him to the airpo stated that the price
would be about the same if vou included road tolls and payingmerdiem for her
time, becaunse she should not be expected to take him to the airport for nothing.

(SRR tatcd a number of times th‘atmwas not a relative and or a friend so there

was no ethical problems and he felt that he had done nothing wrong.

This report is the property of the Office of [nvestigation. It contains acither recommendations nor conclusions of the Oftice of
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ONLY and its disclosure to unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public availability to be determined under S U S.C. § 552
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Case Number: ( b) (2 )

Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO,

reviewed the GSA regulations regarding the use of a privately owned vehicle (POV) and the re-
imbursement amount for travel expenses. As per January 2011 through July 2011, the
reimbursement amount is set at .51 cents per mile. In 2010 the reimbursement amount was .50
cents per mile. The round trip distance from (b) ( 6); esidence to Denver International Airport is
approximately 58 miles.

The tollowing are the Dates of Personal Checks Paid t (b) (6) mnd the POV

reimbursement mileage for 2011:

On January 18,2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.58
On February 14, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.58
On January 20, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.58
On May 6, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.38
On May 2, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.58
On June 20, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $20.58
On June 23, 2011 58 miles x .51 cents per mile $29.58

The following are the Dates of Personal Checks Paid to [{S)] f6)(b) (6)4 the POV

reimbursement milcage for 2010:

June 9, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
June 11, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
June 28, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
July 2, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
September 3, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
September 21, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
November 29, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
August 31,2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
September 25, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00
December 3, 2010 58 miles x .50 cents per mile $29.00

The following are the Personal Check Amounts Paid t (b) by (b) (6)

June 9, 2010 $70.00
June 11, 2010 $70.00
June 28, 2010 $70.00
July 2, 2010 $70.00
September 3, 2010 - $70.00
September 21, 2010 $70.00
November 29, 2010 $70.00
August 31, 2010 $70.00

“Thig repar is the property of the Qffice of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
inspector General. 1t and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission.  The repont is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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Case Numbe: (b) (2)

September 25, 2010 $70.00
December 3, 2010 £70.00
January 18, 2011 $70.00
February 14, 2011 £70.00
January 20, 2011 £70.00
May 2, 2011 $70.00
May 6, 2011 $70.00
June 20, 2011 $70.00
June 23, 2011 $70.00

The Personally Owned Vehicle (POV) rate minus the claimed taxi fare by (b) howed an
estimated loss of $692.94.

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. Tt contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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Case Number: (b) (2)

On August 11, 2011, (b) (7 )(C) .8. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General for Investigation (OIGI), Denver, CO, created
the following Administrative Note to File:

On August 11, 2001, (OXCI-nt an e mail stating that he wanted to clarify what he told
investigators during his interview the previous day. Ie stated that after looking through his old
check registers, he realized that he has used his neighbor as a taxi since approximately June 7,
2004 and possibly even earlier.

He stated that although he really don’t think he did anything wrong and/or certainly not unethical
or intentional, he would agree to and would be happy to write a check to HUD for
reimbursement for all trips — the difference between what it would cost for him to travel to/from
the airport by any other authorized and reasonable means v. what 1 paid to his necighbor and
claimed on his travel voucher. (Exhibit 5)

This report is the property of the Office of Investipation. It contains neither recommmendations por concinsions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission.  The report is FOR OFFICIA], USE
ONLY and its disclosure to unauthorized persons is prohibited, Public availability to be determined under $ U.S.C. § 352,
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"~ ] Report of U.S. Department of Housing
@}\W‘L’ Investigation and Urban Development
Office of Inspector General
Office of Investigation

(LY (G D) B b6

Purpose: Closing ROI Reporting Period: 12/29/2011-8/9/2012

Synopsis

The OIG received a referral from [FE IRIGN [EIEIRTIE
ISEISIEGIEE U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) Oﬂ’loe of Multi Family Housing Programs,
) IS INER HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing
3 (o)(hp BN DY reportedly was coniacted bya
reporter regarding whether [[3¥) traveled with (b} (6)
of a company that does business with the IR Multl -Family
office.

Programs, «bn {m.t

After receiving the initial referral, the OIG received a set of documents
via facsimile from an anonymous source which included claims that
RXE] had gone on a cruise with KSR in addition to traveling to
Egypt and Turkey. A similar anonymous complaint was also received
by HUD and forwarded to the OIG.

Our investigation leamed that [[3Y) and had traveled on the
same flight from France to JINREEEN in BIEEISYSE. No record
could be located of J{JYEJ entering or exiting the U.S. at a cruise
ship Port of Entry (POE) during the timeframe of January 2009
through January 2012.

Two HUD HUD JBXEIXER M ulti-Family IEEEICIHIEY Who
oversee properties owned by HDSI Management asserted they had
never been instructed by [[JJ] or any other HUD manager to handle
HDSI Management properties differently or provide preferential
treatment. In addition, neither employee was aware of any decision
they had made relating to HDSI Management properties being over
ruled by local HUD management.

This report 15 the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor condusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure to unaithorized persons is prohibited. Public availability to be determined under 5 U.S.C. § 552.
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was interviewed and affirmed she traveled to Egypt and Turkey
with JEDKEH in December 2011, but that she ({3XE] paid for her
portion of the trip and did not receive and discount based upon her
status as a HUD employee. denied having gone on a cruise with
who she reportedly has a personal friendship with. During
the interview, asserted that she has not provided preferential
treatment to JICIXERR or over ruled any decision made by lower level
employees relating to HDSI Management. [{3i8] detailed during the
interview how she had attempted to build relationships with industry
partners and bring new business to HUD.

No evidence has been discovered at this point to indicate [JEJ} gave
preferential treatment to i3 or HDSI Management. HUD’s
Office of General Counsel has provided the OIG with an ethics
opinion relating to |{3YEY travel, gift acceptance and friendship with
However the opinion was limited in scope to specified
questions and did not fully address whether (3§} could have a
personal friendship with

The matter was referred to HUD Management, who indicated that
would be counseled on how to handle situations (including
removal of herself in the decision making process) regarding decisions
with HUD partners where there could be a perception of preferential
treatment.

G IEERER from HUD to pursue employment in the private
sector. With no further action required, this case is being closed.

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

This investigation originated on December 29, 2011, after the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General (OIG), received from [BXE] NG
GO, Office of Multi-Family Housing, a referral of possible
employee misconduct.

According to the referral from on December 29, 2011, the Office of Multi-Family
Housing was contacted by the Office of Public Affairs, HUD, regarding HUD employee {3X6
G Multifamily HUB, [JEGIENGER Field Office. The Office of Public Affairs had
reportedly been contacted by a reporter (not further specified) requesting information as to
whether (3R] was on vacation in Turkey and Egypt with NN of a company
(not specified) that does business with the [N ISR HUD Multi-Family office. (See
Memorandum of Activity dated Jannary 5, 2012.)

This report 15 the property of the Office of Investigation. 1 contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without writtan permission. The repost is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES:

On January 5, 2012, IGSEETNE) BIG@I contacted Department of Homeland Security
(DHS), Homeland Securnty Investigations (HSI), to obtain records related to international travel
taken by ISR and [BYEY during the timeframe of January 2009 through January 2012.
According to DHS-HST records, the only travel located which involved both SIS

was a December 27, 2011, fight which departed from France to Jj

forma The
records did indicate [JRE) traveled on a cruise which entered a Port of Entry (POE) in Florida,
however no such record was located under JERSYEI name. (See Memorandum of Activity,

b1 (6} (L) (B)

dated Jamuary 9, 2012.)

On January 6, 2012, HUD-OIG, INSIGISIEENGEN. received an anonymous facsimile regarding
two employees who work in the HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing, IR TS
The facsimile was addressed to Inspector General (IG) JEISECTIIENN and contained five
documents, which it claimed were sent by facsimile to the OIG hotline over the last several
months (exact timeframe not specified). The documents related to time and attendance issues of
T OYEIIEEaR. HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing, IINEY HUB,
) The allegations naming [[JJ{J) pertained to her travel, travel claims, and
) HDSI Management. [Agent’s note On January 4, 2012, the OIG Program
Y} The facsimile is the same
as one of the documents contained in the January 6, 2012 facsimile received by the JTIRISNEN
HUD-OIG office.] (See Memorandums of Activity, dated January 4 and 9, 2012.)

On January 5-6, 2012, JA3NEY was telephomnically interviewed by JENET®) During the
interviews JIDXER provided information as to the basis for her referral of [E3¥E} to the OIG,
including her conversation with [{iJJ{g] related to travel with G (See Memorandum of
Interview, dated Janmary 6, 2012.)

On January 9, 2012, GGG contacted the HUD-OIG Hotline to determine any
complaints they had previously received involving [BJ@)] According to OIG Hotline records,
they had received a complaint in May 2010 regarding [(3¥@] teleworking from her home. The
second complaint was an anonymous facsimile received by the OIG Hotline on January 4, 2012,
relating to [SJJ3] having traveled with |G to Turkey and Egypt. (See Memorandum of
Activity, dated January 10, 2012.)

On January 10, 2012, IENGOYGISE tclephoncally interviewed IR
Office of Multi-Family Housing Programs, HUD, [ ROIENE) affirmed that 1n
approximately September 2011 (exact date not recalled) he did receive a referral from the OIG
related to allegations that [[f{] went on a cruise with Jf{FEJ and “would have at least provided
a copy of the complaint to[iJJig} and asked for a response”, but that he can’t say with certainty that
X6} was contacted by telephone or email regarding the matter. did prow'de the OIG
with information regarding a telework complaint received by his office relating to ¥} and
how 1t was resolved. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated January 10, 2012.)

This report 15 the property of the Office of Investiganon. I contains neither recommendations nor conclusons of the Office of
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On January 10, 2012, YIS telephonically interviewed (i (DYE IIRIRIETIEE.
Office of Counsel, HUD. [ advised that requests for guidance related to ethics questions from
HUD employees in JIXEBIBEEY are handled by her, but that she has not been asked by 3] for
an ethics opinion related to having a relationship or contact outside of work with an individual
who does business with HUD. @ provided the OIG with copies of mumerous documents
including ethics awareness training previously attended by JEJ OGE Form 450 financial
disclosure reports and a one page facsimile they had received containing the same allegations
previously received by the reporting agent. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated January 12,
2012)

On January 11, 2012, IAGYGISNN conducted a review of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees of the Executive Branch (5 CFR, Part 2635), in regard to the allegations being made
against A review of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive
Branch revealed a specific section of the document (Part 2635.502) which addresses personal and
business relationships. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated January 11, 2012.)

On January 12, 2012, JIIDYESISIN conducted a review of materials provided by [ Y
ISYESENEN HUD, Office of Counsel A review of the OGE Form 450 financial disclosure
reports completed by [ for the years 2009 through 2011, did not reveal any listed source of
income, financial association, outside position, agreement or arrangement with HDSI
Management. Years 2010 and 2011 Ethics Awareness Powerpoint presentations, which were
reportedly used during the ethics training attended by [3X&] included topics pertinent to the
allegations including offers to fund travel from non-federal sources, gifts from outside sources
and impartiality in official duties and misuse of position. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated
January 12, 2012)

On January 18, 2012, [ provided the OIG with a copy of a video shown to attendees of the year
2010 ethics awareness training, which reportedly included [BY@] (See Memorandum of Activity,
dated January 20, 2012.)

On Febmary 1, 2012, XN provided the OIG with a list of 27 properties associated with
or HDST Management which are under the jurisdiction of the HUD Office of
Multi-Family Housing [JEIEYEIEIEN Seven of those properties are listed as having some
change 1in the status of the property taken place in the specified timeframe. Twelve of the 27
properties were listed as having “no information in database” under the loan status and a
corresponding ‘“N/A” under the “New Loan Activity” header. (See Memorandum of Activity,
dated February 6, 2012.)

On February 7, 2012 oyenn

OIEH EEISIEEEE. HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing
Programs, IBIGISIEEE Was interviewed. detailed her knowledge on Y} travel and
friendship with IDKE DX was not aware of [ overruling any recommendations made
by lower level employees related to any HDSI Management properties. also provided a
corrected list of 22 properties associated with HDSI Management as well as the individual HUD

This report 1s the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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{hy (2)

Multi-Family employee who oversees each property. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated
February 8,2012))

On February 14, 2012, IINIEEIEHE 24 EOIEDEEIEDIGIENE. HUD, Office of
Multi- Family Housing Programs, JTIXSRIRSE W ere interviewed separately. {b) (&)
manage properties associated with HDSI Management for the Multi-Family
Housing Programs office. both affirmed they have never been instructed by

] or any other member of HUD management to handle HDSI Management properties
dlﬂ'erenﬂy or provide any preferential treatment to them. 3 (B) did not believe local
HUD management had ever over-ruled any recommendation or change they had made that was
related to HDSI Management properties. (See Memorandums of Interview, dated February 14,
2012.)

On March 4, 2012, BRI conducted a review of documents stored on the “G” drive and
the HUD e-mail account of JiJIg] A review of the “G” drive documents did not reveal any
information relevant to the allegations outlined in the complaint received by the OIG. A search
of the e-mail using the above stated search terms revealed numerous e-mail messages which
contained content related to a trip to Egypt and Turkey. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated
March 8, 2012.)

On March 9, 2012, {3XEN Was interviewed as the subject of this investigation. During the
interview, {[DYfF] explained that the JISNEANEY Multi-Family Housing Programs office had a
poor relationship with the community it serves and that she has been trying to repair it by
building relationships with industry partners, including [J{SKE G confirmed that she did
in fact travel with JISYEE to Egypt and Turkey in December 2011, and brought with her to the
interview copies of her own receipts associated with the travel, indicating that she paid her own
expenses. [[JE] denied having gone on a cruise with TN [BYGY also denied having made
any “dubious™ travel voucher claims and claimed that any mistakes were due to her lack of
understanding and of the labonous and convoluted travel voucher system. [ j-}} was shown a
copy of an e-mail message dated April 16, 2009, in which she reportedly thanked SXGEN for gifts.
She advised that the gifts mentioned in the e-mail consisted of a bar of soap valued at approximately
$2.50, and a faux clove of garlic valued at approximately 50 cents. (See Memorandum of
Interview, dated March 12, 2012))

On March 29, 2012, HUD Regional Counsel provided the OIG with an ethics opinion related to
three of the allegations being investigated by the OIG including whether [ could accept a
gift from whose value is estimated to be $3.00, whether f[JJ{g] could travel with

iby (%) e her own personal time and whether {33} could have a personal frendship with
employees and/or owners of compames who do business with the HUD program the employee
oversees. HUD General Counsel indicated that the $3.00 gift and travel would not be prohibited.
The opinion also noted that G personal friendship may limit the scope and nature of her
involvement in official matters involving HDSI Management, but due to the limited information
provided in the request, an ethics opinion related to this question was “beyond the scope of this
memorandum.” (See Memorandum of Activity, dated Apnl 2, 2012.)

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. Tt contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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(D) (6

On July 30, 2012, BUNEEIGEEICIDIEERIIEE. HUD, Office of Multi Family
Housing Programs, provided the OIG with a copy of the HUD-OIG Disposition Report (Form
HUD-1416), which indicated that [[jJg}] would be counseled on how to handle situations
(including removal of herself in the decision making process) regarding decisions with HUD
pariners where there could be a perception of preferential treatment.

[Agent’s note: Inlate June 2012 [(3XGE)
a position within private industry.]

at HUD to pursue

(b} (61(by (61ib) (63(b) (6}ib) (6)) (6} b} (6)

Judiciall Administrative Actions:

To date, this investigation has determined that no criminal statutes have been violated,
presentation to the U.S. Attomey’s Office has not been made.

Disposition of Evidence

The seven (7) compact discs containing data pertaining to J{{3JEJ} e-mail communications and
“G-drive files,” produced by HUDs technical support division, received in this office on
February 20, 2012, are being retained in the official case file. In addition, a CD containing the
year 2010 ethics awareness training for HUD employees, provided by [ES to the OIG, is
also being retained in the official case file.

Disposition

No evidence has been discovered at this point to indicate [{3X@}] gave preferential treatment to
or HDSI Management. HUD’s Office of General Counsel has provided the OIG with
an ethics opinion relating to JJE3YEY travel, gift acceptance, and friendship with Y
However the opinion was limited in scope to specified questions and did not fully address
whether [[3J] could have a personal friendship with

IS NEISTENEY. Office of Multi-Family Housing Programs, Washington
DC, reported that after a review of the Report of Investigation submitted by the OIG, [3¥E} would
be counseled on how to handle situations (including removal of herself in the decision making
process) regarding decisions with HUD partners where there could be a perception of
preferential treatment.

No further action is needed and this case 1s being closed.

Approved m Date:

for I

(b)TXC)

August 10,2012

“This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither reccommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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~ Report of "~ U.S. Department of Housing
Investigation and Urban Development

Office of Inspector General

Office of Investigation

Filc Number:

Distoict/ O fice:

thy2ibhi(2) : Region %1Los Angeles

Tifle:

(b) (6)(b) (0)

HUD Multi-Family HUB
Region 9. Los Angeles, California

Synopsis

ith the NI
Multi-Family (MF) HUB, allegedly altered his Personal Identity Verification
(PIV) credential card, his (remove his) payroll statement(s), and forged W-2
forms, all to reflect the photograph and/or names of other individuals, including
fictitious government employees, all (too many “all” recommend it be removed)
in order to facilitate a scheme to illicily purchase high-end electronic merchandise
items, without making proper payment for said items, using federal governunent
resources and systems.

Evidence exists omfﬁcial HUD assigned computer that indicates he
utilized the computer, while at the work place, to facilitate his scheme of
producing altered, {orged, and/or counterfeited documents for placing orders
trom various internet electronics vendors, Upon receiving the items, he then
posted them for sale on the Craigslist internet website, again utilizing his HUD
computer, then subsequently conducted email communication for negotiating for
the sale of the 1llicitly acquired items using his official HUI) government email
account,

OSSO KGNSOy the San Bernardino County Superior Court
for violation of Grand Theft, Forgery and Counterfeiting as a result of his fraud
scheme. To date, one vendor alone has indicated a loss of approximately
$70,000 due to the alleged fraud scheme perpetuated b}ﬂ

This information is being provided to HUD Program Management for
appropiate administrative action against The m

DTy (b T RO b TR

(
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BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

This investigation originated on August 8, 2011, when (b DI (0D {0)
*bmught to the attention of this oftice her dlscover of uestlonable items

found in plain view on the desk of one of her employces, “
suid that her ufﬁ ce l’ound a photocopy oifﬁcml PIV credential card, which had

o depict not the employee himself, but the photograph and namé of his
who is not a HUD employee. (Sec Exhibit “A.™)

Additionally, found or

esk was a copy of his payroll statement, alse depicting -
name (see Exhibit “B’

also plowded a copy of two handwritten facsimile

d to “Pulchasmg Power LLC,” "from
‘ : i - Allotmen (g i
“C"); the other Faohlmllc covcrshcet depicts “to t he Mllltarv Club.” *froy -
L¢s to support application.”

Also found oSSR esk was a photacopy of a voided (“void” handwritien across the face of
the check) personal check, drawn on what appears to b ccount, from Arrowhead Credit
Union that contains signs of alterations. The ton( of the account nwnbers on the face of this

check appears to be dissimilar from the font of ithe account numbers depicted on traditional bank
checks.

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION:

i T T T CHDM TR D T RO bR TS nterviewed
UL SRR G T RRANNREAIA sset Management. Accordin l
o6y [T (b tonby conds (oiby oyl cor (1 (6 NrEa
extensive history of poor work ethic as well as attendance and leave issues. Based on his lack of
attendance and poor performance, his job assignments have now been restricted only w logging-
in mail. HUD management is in the process of appropriately handling disciplinary issues with
regard to his leave situation and job performance,

~ In March 2011, SISO NIONBNGEE Lo oes of continual absence without
cave (AWOL). At the time of mu&,usl 9 interview with and
F management had a ased on 4

continuation of the same violations (wmmua! AWOL. and abuse of lzave), and were at that time
awaiting his responsc.

On August 12,201 ], RPN & vi.-ﬁ'(f\l’h‘n")f(,"a o
1 his residence, located arRSEREAN RESRIARIRECE I <= Exhibit “DD™), Asa
HUD employec N8R vas prescnted his adwsemcnt of nghts as per " after which he

exccuted the Garrity Advisement of Rights form (the form bears witness signatures of ({3
';{’“. M)i('i‘

Fhis report 5 1he property of the Office of Investipation. B conlains neither recommendations nos conclusions of the Otfice of
Inspecior Genernl. [t and ity contents may not be reproduced without seiner permission. The report is FOR OFFICTAL USF
ONLY ond its disclosure to anauthorized persons is probibited. Public availability 1o be determined under 5 US.C, § 352
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as questioned concerning the photocopy of his altered PIV credential card found lying on
his office desk, and the fact that hiHhotograph was depicted therein. He was also
uestioned concerning other items found lying on his desk: the altered payroll statement depicting
ame; the “voided™ personal check drawn on Arrowhead Credit Union; the handwritten
facsimile coversheets addressed to “Purchasing Pawer” and “The Military Club.”

OISR cadily confessed to having altered his PIV credential card, and claimed responsibility for the
other aforementicned items.

dmitted ordering clectronic items from intemet merchants that accepted payroll allotments

for payment of items, and that his own credit was now bad, so he theretore decided to use his
JASBRCEN AN RS B RERNI 1 orcler to secure credit in her name 1o facilitate the purchase of
additional electronic items. He used his PIV altered tdentification and altered payroll statement(s)
1o depic_is the employee, in order to support the establishment of the account in her
name.

ai(l that he recently ordered a Macintosh computer, and within approximately two (2)
months after the computer was delivered, he needed cash for various personal deb(s and therefore
sold the computer at a local pawn shop (at the corner of Baseline/Arrowhead streets, San
Bermardino, CA) for around $350.

IEUEE): 12imed that he had previously acquired a legitimate account with Purchasing Power (in his
own name), when approximately one year (1) prior he bought an Ipod through their service, and
made payroll allotment payments for said item. [ kaid he later sold the Ipod to a friend. He
added that since approximately 2008, he had made several purchases of various electronic iterns
through purchasing power, but that they would no longer extend him credit so he then began his

) ame to establish an account with the “Military Club.” He claimed that

neither he noriSUEGIEE a5 ever able to secure an account with the Military Chib: no items were

) (S)(D) (S)(D) (S)UD) (S)(D) (S)(b) (3)(b) ()

SESNDL IO D DY (RN ID IO HDI O HD N HDT (O HbY (M)

BRI (s cc oxhibit “F.

vas then asked about the questionable personal check drawn on the Arrowhead Credit Union
account. He adinitted to having altered the subject check in order to falsely obtain cash; cash which
he did not actually have within the newly established Arrowhead Credit Union account.

N

laimed that ali of the initial purchase transactions from Purchase Power were paid in full
through pavroll allotments. He said the items were intended {or personal use, and not for the idea of
non-payment and then sale of the items for profit. He said that it was not until he implemented the
deceitful use odentily that he began to acquire items for quick sale/pawn for cash,

This repont is the property af the Office of invesiigation. It contains ncither recommendations Hor concusions of the Ofice of
Inspector General. B and its contenls may sot be reproduced without writien permission. The report s FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure 16 unauthorized persons is prohibited. Poblic availability 10 be determined under 3 U.S.C. § 352,
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thyio)

At the conclusion of the interview, IOXEY ; contact the HUD-OIG office
should he recall having conducted any dddﬂm nal fraud purchases.

[Agentsnott‘ (hy (Sby oSy (Saby Syt (S (b iS5 Sy tJiby Suiby i %

)

| (b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)

On August 17, 2011, onfirmed with Arrowhead Credit Union officials that the
above described bank check had been falsified. (See Exhibit “E.™) According to bank officials,
AR ¢ ver appeared in person at the bank to provide appropriate Eéentiﬁcation signatures, etc., in
ordcr to authenticate the “on-line™ account he had established. acuoum was
closed/restricted on August 8, 2011 due to suspicious activities. Bzmk officials explained that
records acquired from the respective ATM’s of deposit for his temporary account reveal that upon
each deposit occasion,m';mempted to withdraw funds from his account. However, due to the
infancy of the account. and due to the standard 30-day hold on deposits, he was unsuccesstul in his
attempis 1o withdraw cash. However, by utilizing this Arrowhead account for purporned collateral
purposes, bank ofticials said that m’vas suceessful in obtaining cash from Cash Advance USA
(an intemet cash advance provider) on July 27, 2011 in the amount of $300. Arrowhead Credit
Union has some evidence of having utilized his Arrowhead account to fraudulently gain
additional cash advances from several other internet cash advance providers (e.g. Payday Loans
Yellowdale.com). Arrowhead Credit Union has had a total loss of $208.67 as a result ()fm
bank fraud scheme.

On August 17, 2011 woke with RS 3D (DY (oah) (o)
with Purchasing Power, who explained that her company 15 an on-lme

~ purchasing company which facilitates the purchase of various electronic products by allowing the
purchasers to make payroll allotments for payments of purchased items.

%ald that the above descnbed facsimile cover sheer U e.
oork desk by MF management) pertained to an attempted
order on lul) '70. 201 1 by BECIRCYIN 1:11:c) of $3,800 worth of electronic items (two

laptops, an Ipod, @ blue ray player, and accessories). ated that based on her office’s
awarencss otmpnm fraud against Purchasing Power. the foregoing order was cancelled prior
to shipment.

xpiained thatad established an account in 2006 and made numerous purchases,
however, his account was closed in March 2008 due te definquent payments. Subsequently, her

Fhis report is the property of the Office of Tavestigation. It continys neither recommeudations noe conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General, It and its contents may not be reproduced withoat witiien penmission. The report s FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure 1o unauthorized persons is prohibired. Public availabiLity 1o be determined under SUS T § 332
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(b) ()

office noticed that different accounts were being established, using variations of the same social
security number (more than 15 SSN’s used) to order items, with the pattern of utilizing the same
shipping address EERSTRESY A SIRYCHRCRRTCIEPRNTSY: m:xid that she has currently
identified over $100,000 in total attempted orders (Ipods, gaming systems, ctc.), with a calculated
loss of $70,000 in shipped merchandise as a result of fraudulent scheme a ment
WOINEENL: - d that there have been 20-30 orders placed in various names, 1o includemame.

According 1ol Jishe has identified the “TP™ address from which-:'}aced many of the
fraudulent orders, and opines said address to be that from his employment computer.

dicated that in carly 201 |
the city wherg

On August 18, 2011,
only other time he recalled using S
was [rom a company called U SA Dlscnuntcm

UL THCHUTIOHDITHCHDW TH)

wurc,hdse items had been sluppcd. (See c;xhxbit (.7

caived an cmail communication froanaling that the

(O THOHDMTHO U D)

N7 ",:nlm CHDICTHCHDIT

T b T T O b T O T b T O Kb

On September 19, 2011,
~ three (3) compact discs contammg, data pertain
drive files” from his HUD assigned computer.

On September 26, 201 1 ] ' S G O I TS TS S AW -0 m the Colton
Police Departinent, byi” ) 3 mung of 13 names he had 1dentified that
were used by {isiREegto order e ectmnu. items via illicit scheme. The names are as

follows:

“his report is the property of the OMice of fnvestigation. Ht contzins neither recommendations nor conclusious of the Office of
Inspector General. 3t and its comterts may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL U SE
ONLY and by disclosure to unauthorized persons is probibited. Public availabiiity to be determined under 5 US.C § 552,
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According to the detective, during his interview of NESHTIEISANIIUR e previous month.
xplained that the above names were derived from variations of his own name, a few

relatives’ names, and names acquired from varlaus play station games.

INUS(O I -t conducted a query through the “HUD @ Work — Employee Directory,” but
none of the above names were found; none appear to be Hbl) emp}oyues Additionally, the
above names were proyi at Purchasing Power) for comparison to names that she
had associated wﬂhﬂﬁaud sclieme to illicitly purchase items from Purchasing Power.

Continuing on September 26, 2011 ent to Quick Pawn, located a1 291 W.
Baseline, San Bernardino, CA and SpOkC w1th T.hc manager, who indicated that f{JEEShas be
doing business with them since May of 2007. The Quick Pawn records show that to date
has either pawned, sold, and/or forfeited (never reclaimed bym 20 various items.

The manager explai : HCOWDWTHCOUDYTHCHDHTHC)
«:1-:n:"}(f":n:h:n:”n"“tuil.«:»i”:sf":u:hs-.“.u.t‘“b,-a 9!“.\1!3-.'3- DM TR T b Tl TR RS
(b eI T T
L e T T Sy O O 0 G (O AT A A TR D AN A NN R AR | that to his knowledge none
QUNIYIN (= s have ever been reported as having been stolen

Below are the 20 items surrendered to Quick Pawn by [JJifour items #notated*):
1) 05/29/2007 Sony playstation 2 s/n £s2862895
2) 05/29/2007 Sony 6 ps2 games s/n v/a
3) *10727/2007 Apple Ipod s/n 9e737u6jwat*
4) *03/08/2008 Apple Ipod s/n 9¢737u6jwdt*
5) 06/10/2008 HP tower s/n ecnh7020dnl
6) 06/10/2008 HP printer/scanner s/fn my72gpl1xj

7) 06/10/2008 HP monitor s/n cnc649qfpy

This repoit is the property of e Office of Investigation. It conaing neliher recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General, 1t and s contenis may not be reproduced without written permission.  The report is FOR OFFICIAL LISE
ONLY and its disclosure to unauthorized persons is probebited. Public availubility to be determined under 5 LS C. § 352,
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8) 08/29/2008 JBL speaker s/n 15g2-61811

9) 08/29/2008 Beringer mixer s/n n0317922161

10} 1170772008 IBL speaker s/n 15g2-61800
i1)03/15/2009 JBL speaker s/n 15g2-61811
12)01/03/2010 JBL speaker s/m 15g2-61811
13)01/19/2010 Nintendo Wii 7-1 fitness s/n 21331 508896
14) 01/19/2010 Sony ps3 dj hero s/ bjaid30057891540
15)01/19/2010 Nintendo wii fit s/n be38393507
16)*01/26/2010 Apple [pod touch s/m 9c943jqe6ks*
17) *06/05/2010 Apple Ipod touch s/n 9¢943jqe6k4 *
I8Y01/11/72011 Apple ipad s/ gb043n0getyu
19Y03/17/2011 Apple laptop s/n w80336bdagw

20)*04/15/2011 Microsoft xbox360 s/n
031004a235886660*

[* These four noted items were eventually identified/confirmed by{d D) (6) N licitly
purchased/shipped t See exhibit “H."]

~On September 27. 2010, S provided the above list of merchandise and serial

numbers to Mt Purchasing Power for comparison to items illicitly purchased from them.

On October 6, 201 Lm (b3 UL was unable to match any of the
nunbers to her files for, However, according to he nability to match these
numbers does not necessary exclude the items from having been ordered from them and provided
SIEURIR:id that she would compare the dates of shipment of specific items with the
dates of the same specilic items and pawn date in order to draw a reasonable conclusion of it

This report is the property of ke Oflice of Investigation. [t cootains neither recommen dations nor conclusions of the Oftiee of
luspector General. It and ifs contents may not be reproduced without written permission.  [he report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and {8 discloswee to nnautherized persens is prohibited. Public avaitahility 1o be determtined under 5 US.C. § 552,

-7 -



~-

() (b (2)

by (o)

being one-in-the same item. [Four items were eventually identified, through a comparison of
dates of shipment with dates that items were presented at the pawn shop for sale.}

Iso provided a list of 26 names associated with orders shipped t ddress.
isting contained the above 13 names identitied by the lus the

following:

o 90 = O e e D

These names were also searched through the “HUD (@ Work - Employee Directory,” but no
match was found.

-also provided a list of 13 Internet Protocol (IP) addres ich were logged by the
company upon each order that was reportedly associated wit The TP address is
connected with the Internet Service Provider (ISP) or entity which was used by the person who
placed the order on the Purchasing Power websile. According to American Registry for Internet
Numbers (ARIN) database, the IP addresses provided by Purchasing Power are associated with
the following entity and/or [SP:

Department of Housing and Urban Development
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
Department 6f Hausing and Urban Deéveloprilent
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
- Departiment of Housing and evelopment [Agent’s note: This [P
address is listed twice in the list provided byw
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
205 « PPPoX pool - bras! 8.isanca

7

1

O

77 - Road Runner Hold(Co L1.C
9.171 - PPPoX Pool - bras! §.1san03-1 181873461
0.162 - PPPoX Pool - 5e3 1san03-1256870760

7
10,7
L7
12.9

This report is the propenty of the OfTice of lovestigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of te Oflice of
Inspector General. i and is contents may not be reprailuced without wrilten penaission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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A further check of above IP address numbers 9, 11 and 12 through the Network Solutions
website (www.networkselutions.comy/whois) revealed all three are associated with AT&T
Internet Services.

On November 17, 2011, an analvysis of -mail and G-drive files from his HUD assigned
computer was completed IRGEEE TN S G T I N A A N T N T S P TT
O NS S TR L Ren TR G TR UD AN IO TR A TR AR TR DTl QR A OB A QN 1 analysis found (hat
contained within subject computer were numerous questionable documents believed to be
associated witlmmudulem scheme to establish phony accounts with on-line purchasing
companies, specifically “Purchasing Power.” The following table depicts the questionable

documents found:

CA dent
HUD PIV Card
HUD PIV Card

ification Card

HUD PIV Card

HUD PIV Card
Formw-2 2010

| Formw-2.2008

Form w-2 date nct shown

_Form w-2 date not shown

tarnings and Leave Statement PP26 2010

Earnings and Leave Statement PP23 2010

E3rnings and Leave Statement PPZ2 2010

Earnings and Leave Statement PP20 2010

Earnings and Leave Statement PP15S 2011

farnings and Leave Statement PP13 2011

Earnings and 1eave Statement PP12 2010

Earnings 3nd Leave Statement PP12 2011

~ 1 Earnings and Leave Statement PP11 20311 -

M/Eagli'n;s“g;yd Leave Statement PP10 2011

Earnings and Leave Staterment PP0Y 2011

Earning}sﬂgj]d, Leave Statement PPO6 2011

Farnings and Leave Statement PPG1 2011

Earnings and Leave Statement PPOS 2010

| FAX cover sheet ta Purchasing Power

- FAX cover sheet to Purchasing Power

BofA Accaunt Stetement 4/20/07 - 5/20/07
Arrowhead Crodit Union Statement 5/25/11-
7i24/11

This report is the property of the Oflice ol lnvestigation. 1L contzing neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Olice ot
Inspector General. It and irs contents imay not be reproduced without written permission. The report s FORR OFFICIAL USE

ONLY and its disclosure (0 unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public gvailabitity 1o be determived under § U.S €. § 352,
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(h (O}

[* Noted names were found 10 have been used bMﬁ)r the placement of items ordered from
Purchasing Power. [tis unclear at this time if the remaining names were utilized for his scheme. |

An examination of [ c-mail communications from his HUD computer confirmed that he
utilized his government assigned computer and HUD e-mail communication to place merchandise
orders with Purchasing Power (and other merchants) for electronic items. The examination also
confirms myriad e-mail communications with various partics utilizing the HUD ¢-mail system on
websites such as “Craigslist” to negotiate for the sale of the electronic items of the same type which
were purchased illicitly.

[The attached spreadsheet demonstrates the usage of the HUD assigned computer, and the time and
date of such usage. Times of usage have been compared toirespeclive time and attendance
records, confirming that he was in fact at the work place on the dates of noted e-mail
communication activitics. (See Exhibit “L7)]

On November 18, 2011, MF management provided this office with timme and attendance (T/A)
records demonstrating that s scheduled to be at work on specific dates that correspond (o
merchandise order dates and/or dates of email communication with “Craigslist™ posting and/or
negotiations (see Exhibit *J”) of various items. (webTA records were not available [or the pay
period covering requested date of November 7, 2007; building access card usage was provided in
lieu of TA records.)

ember 18, 2011, MF management provided this office with a November 7, 2007, listing of
mclcctronic pass access to gain entry to HUD building restricted floors. (See Exhibit “K.™)
According to said Iisting,m:iss was utilized intermittently throughout the day of November
7, between the hours of 9:57 am and 4:59 pin, to gain access to several HUD foors/tooms, to
inctude room #950 (room of MF HUB),

Judicial/ Administrative Actions:

(b)(DC)b)(THC)

This report s the propeily of the Office of Investigation.
Ingpecter General. 1t and its contents imay pet e reproduced without wrilfen permission. The report is FOR OF
ONLY and its disclosurs to unautherized persons is prohibited. Public avalability 80 be dewrmined under 3 US.C. § 5
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by {2y 2xb g

The HUD computer assigned to
T )y b CL e dhy Cthoe Ty (b8

OLITHOBITHOGITHCO)BNTNC)

ChT b IO T OB T D T

Disposition

(b1 SHby b b D) (S DY ()

o conclude that | ESIRARCEAEEIEN did in fact
alter his personal identity verification (P1V) credential card, his payroll statement(s), and created
and/or forged W-2 forms, to reflect the photagraph and/or names of other individuals, This was
apparently done in order to facilitate a scheme to illicily purchase high-end clectronic merchandise
items, without making proper paymeni for said items on @ fficial
HUD assigned computer that indicates he utilized the computer, while at the work place, to facilitate
his scheme of producing altered, forged, and/or counterfeited documents for placing orders

from various vendors. Upon receiving the items, ssted the items for sale on internet
classifieds, utilizing his HUI) computer. ubsequently conducted negotiations for the sale of
the illicitly acquired items using email conununications via his HUD compurter,

(D)(7)(C)(b)(7)(C)
(B)(DC)(b)(T)(C)

Novenber 29, 2011

This report is the properdy of the Office of Jnvestigation. It comains neither recommendations nor conclusions ol the Oftice uf
Inspeetor Generat. M and s contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICTALL USE
ONLY and its disclosure to unauthorized persons js prohibited, Pudlic availability i be determined usler 5 U.SC. £ 552
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KMQPECTOR GEN El?lil

Report of U.S. Department of Housing
Investigation and Urban Development

Office of Inspector General

Office of Invest]

(b) (G KDY (5)(b) (6}

Purpose: Closing ROI Reporting Period: 12/29/2011-8/9/2012
Synopsis
The OIG received a referral from EENGEGEGDYC N

(b} () U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Office of Multi Family Housing Programs,
regarding (l.v {6y ib)y (6] ib) () M HUD Office of Multi-Family Housing
EENE) HUB. j reportedly was contacted by a
reporter regardlng whether [{JFG) traveled with (b (&) (h}
of a company that does business with the i i6)(b] (6) Multi-Family
office.

After receiving the initial referral, the OIG recerved a set of documents
via facsimile from an anonymous source which included claims that

JXE)] had gone on a cruise with JEHFEH in addition to traveling to
Egypt and Turkey. A siumilar anonymous complaint was also received
by HUD and forwarded to the OIG.

Our investigation learned that {fRfE)] and 3NN had traveled on the
same flight from France to in December 2011. No record
could be located of JFEIFEI entering or exiting the U.S. ata cruise
ship Port of Entry (POE) during the timeframe of Jarmary 2009
through January 2012.

Two HUD HUD IxaEy Multi-Family REREISTEIGIEY who
oversee properties owned by HDSI Management asserted they had
never been instructed by [[JJi§] or any other HUD manager to handle
HDSI Management properties differently or provide preferential
treatment. In addition, neither employee was aware of any decision
they had made relating to HDSI Management properties being over
ruled by local HUD management.

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The repont is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY andits disclosure to unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public availahility to be determined under 5 U.S.C. § 552,
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B vas interviewed and affirmed she traveled to Egypt and Turkey
with JISYEN in December 2011, but that she QXY paid for her
portion of the trip and did not receive and discount based upon her
status as a HUD employee. denied having gone on a cruise with
XN who she reportedly has a personal friendship with. Durning
the interview, ttw gs asserted that she has not provided preferential
treatment to or over ruled any decision made by lower level
employees relahng to HDSI Management. {3} detailed during the
interview how she had attempted to build relailonships with industry
partners and bring new business to HUD.

No evidence has been discovered at this point to indicate [{&}]
preferential treatment to or HDSI Management. HUD’s
Office of General Counsel has provided the OIG with an ethics
opim'on relating to travel, gift acceptance and friendship with
However the opinion was limited in scope to specified
queshons and did not fully address whether [J@] could have a
personal friendship with SIS

The matter was referred to HUD Management, who indicated that
YR would be counseled on how to handle situations (including
removal of herself in the decision making process) regarding decisions
with HUD partners where there could be a perception of preferenhal
treatment.

further action required, this case is being closed.

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

This investigation originated on December 29, 2011, after the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General (OIG), received from [BXE] SIE)
IS YN, Office of Multi-Family Housing, a referral of possible

employee msconduct.

According to the referral from on December 29, 2011, the Office of Multi-Family
Housing was contacted by the Office of Pubhc Afﬁurs HUD, regardmg HUD employee IS
DI SIS Multi family HUB, JISISIBIEY Field Office. The Office of Public Affairs had
reportedly been contacted by a reporter (not ﬁl.rther specified) requesting information as to
whether [[DJ{@] was on vacation in Turkey and Egypt with an owner of a company
(not specified) that does business with the JBXERSEEE HUD Multi-Family office. (See
Memorandum of Activity dated January 5, 2012.)

"This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. Tt coninins ncither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission.  The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
ONLY and its disclosure to unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public availability to be determined under 5 U.S.C. § 552.
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{b) (2)

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES:

On January 5, 2012 {(b) (7%C) contacted Department of Homeland Security
(DHS), Homeland Secu.rity Investigations (HST), to obtain records related to international travel
& ) during the timeframe of January 2009 through January 2012.
According to DHS- HSI records the only travel located which involved both RGN and [N
was a December 27, 2011, flight which departed from France to JiBXEINE Cahfomia. The
records did indicate [JREY] traveled on a cruise which entered a Port of Entry (POE) in Florida,
however no such record was located under il name. (See Memorandum of Activity,
dated January 9,2012.)

On January 6, 2012, HUD-OIG, FRXEINER Office, received an anonymous facsimile regarding
two employees who work in the HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing, SEIRIDNEY Field Office.
The facsimile was addressed to Inspector General (IG) SRS and contained five
documents, which it claimed were sent by facsimile to the OIG hotline over the last several
months (exact imeframe not specified). The documents related to time and attendance issues of
(h) {B) , HUD, Office of Multi-Family Housing, FEXEISEEN HUB,
(b (5) The allegations naming [[RE] pertained to her travel, travel claims, and

affiliation to SRS HDSI Management. [Agent’s note: || NEENENRNGGNGEGEEGEEEEEEEE

B (Scc Memorandums of Activity, dated January 4 and 9, 2012.)

On January 5-6, 2012, JT3YER wWas telephonically interviewed by b {
interviews Ji3KEY provided information as to the basis for her referral o
including her conversation with [3¥@] related to travel with 3)
Interview, dated January 6, 2012.)

During the
to the OIG,
(See Memorandum of

On January 9, 2012, G contacted the HUD-OIG Hotline to determine any
complaints they had previously received involving [E3JE] According to OIG Hotline records,
they had received a complaint in May 2010 regarding [[(3X@}] teleworking from her home. The
second complaint was an anonymous facsimile received by the OIG Hotline on January 4, 2012,
relating to having traveled with JI{SJEN to Turkey and Egypt. (See Memorandum of
Activity, dated January 10, 2012.)

On January 10, 2012, GOSN telephonically interviewed b} (6)

Office of Multi-Family Housing Programs, HUD, Washington D.C. XS affirmed that in
approximately September 2011 (exact date not recalled) he did receive a referral from the OIG
related to allegations that (b} ) went ona cruise with JIYEH and “would have at least provided
a copy of the complaint to[{JJig}] and asked for a response™, but that he can’t say with certainty that
JXE) was contacted by telephone or email regarding the matter. did provide the OIG
with information regarding a telework complaint received by his ofﬁce relatmg to [{3XEy] and
how it was resolved. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated January 10, 2012.)

“This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contains neither recornmendations nor conclusions of the Office of
Inspector General. It and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL USE
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On January 10, 2012, R )
Office of Counsel, HUD. advised that requests for guidance related to eﬂucs questlons from
HUD employees in FIXSIOEEY are handled by her, but that she has not been asked by ¥} for
an ethics opimon related to having a relationship or contact outside of work with an individual
who does business with HUD. I8 provided the OIG with copies of numerous documents
including ethics awareness training previously attended by ] OGE Form 450 financial
disclosure reports and a one page facsimile they had received containing the same allegations
previously received by the reporting agent. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated January 12,
2012.)

On Jamary 11, 2012, BTG conducted a review of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees of the Executive Branch (5 CFR, Part 2635), in regard to the allegations being made

A review of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive
Branch revealed a specific section of the document (Part 2635.502) which addresses personal and
business relationships. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated January 11, 2012.)

On January 12, 2012, KBYE& conducted a review of materials provided by B! [T
Regional Counsel HUD Ofﬁce of Counsel A review of the OGE Form 450 financial dwclosure
reports completed by [ for the years 2009 through 2011, did not reveal any listed source of
income, financial association, outside position, agreement or arrangement with HDSI
Management. Years 2010 and 2011 Ethics Awareness Powerpoint presentations, which were
reportedly used during the ethics training attended by [BJ¥@) included topics pertinent to the
allegations including offers to fund travel from non-federal sources, gifts from outside sources
and impartiality in official duties and misuse of position. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated
January 12, 2012)

On January 18, 2012, {8 provided the OIG with a copy of a video shown to attendees of the year
2010 ethics awareness training, which reportedly included [[JJ{g} (S ee Memorandum of Activity,
dated January 20, 2012.)
On February 1, 2012, 13X KOXER provided the OIG with a list of 27 properties associated with
or HDST Management which are under the jurisdiction of the HUD Office of
Multi-Family Housing in JJISTCIIN Seven of those properties are listed as having some
change in the status of the property taken place in the specified timeframe. Twelve of the 27
properties were listed as having “no information in database” under the loan status and a
corresponding “N/A” under the “New Loan Activity” header. (See Memorandum of Activity,
dated February 6, 2012.)

On February 7, 2012, | EEEECICEEEEE . U D. Office of Multi-Family Housing
Programs, FITEINER Was interviewed. detailed her knowledge on i3] travel and
frnendship with JEGEE JJBY Was not aware of [[JJf§] overruling any recommendations made

by lower level epyes related to any HDSI Management properties. JASYXEN also provided a
corrected list of 22 properties associated with HDST Management as well as the individual HUD

This report is the property of the Office of Investigahon. It contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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{b) (2}

Multi-Family employee who oversees each property. (See Memorandum of Interview, dated
February §,2012.)

On February 14, 2012, {t+} {6 and ib) (63 , HUD, Office of
Multi- Family Housing Programs, JRESXGIENEN Were interviewed separately. (b} (8)
b (6) associated with HDSI Management for the JISIHIBEEY Multi-Family
Housing Programs office. both affirmed they have never been instructed by
3XE)] or any other member of HUD management to handle HDSI Management properties
differently or provide any preferential treatment to them. (b (6 did not believe local
HUD management had ever over-ruled any recommendation or change they had made that was
related to HDSI Management properties. (See Memorandums of Interview, dated February 14,
2012)

On March 4, 2012, (C conducted a review of documents stored on the “G” drive and
the HUD e—mall account ofm A review of the “G” drive documents did not reveal any
information relevant to the allegations ouflined in the complaint received by the OIG. A search
of the e-mail using the above stated search terms revealed numerous e-mail messages which
contained content related to a tnp to Egypt and Turkey. (See Memorandum of Activity, dated
March 8, 2012.)

On March 9, 2012, i9XE)] was interviewed as the subject of this investigation. During the

I 1 BYE) explained that the NG Multi-Family Housing Programs office had a
poor relationship with the commumity 1t serves and that she has been trying to repair it by
building relationships with industry partners, including JNSYEIE [BYE) confirmed that she did
in fact travel with JISIESE to Egypt and Turkey in December 2011, and brought with her to the
interview copies of her own receipts associated with the travel, indicating that she paid her own
expenses. [[3I3] denied having gone on a cruise with ISR SXE)] also denied having made
any “dubious” travel voucher claims and claimed that any mistakes were due to her lack of
understanding and of the laborious and convoluted travel voucher system. was shown a
copy of an e-mail message dated April 16, 2009, in which she reportedly thanked JFESYEY] for gifts.
She advised that the gifts mentioned in the e-mail consisted of a bar of soap valued at approximately
$2.50, and a faux clove of garlic valued at approximately 50 cents. (See Memorandum of
Interview, dated March 12, 2012))

On March 29, 2012, HUD Regional Counsel provided the OIG with an ethics opinion related to
three of the allegations being investigated by the OIG including whether [T3¥8J] could accept a
gift from whose value is estimated to be $3.00, whether [[JJfg} could travel with

on her own personal time and whether [GJi§]] could have a personal friendship with
employees and/or owners of companies who do business with the HUD program the employee
oversees. HUD General Counsel indicated that the $3.00 gift and travel would not be prolabited.
The opinion also noted that JSYE personal friendship may limit the scope and nature of her
involvement in official matters mvolvmg HDSI Management, but due to the limited information
provided in the request, an ethics opinion related to this question was “beyond the scope of this
memorandum.” (See Memorandum of Activity, dated Apnl 2, 2012.)

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. It contnins neither recommendations nor conclusions of the Office of
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{b) (6}

On July 30, 2012, I YN [/UD. Office of Multi Family
Housing Programs, provided the OIG with a copy of the HUD-OIG Disposition Report (Form
HUD-1416), which indicated that [[JJg}] would be counseled on how to handle situations
(including removal of herself in the decision making process) regarding decisions with HUD
partners where there could be a perception of preferential treatment.

[Agent’s note: | ITNCTINN (XS] I Y A
]

Judicial/Administrative Actions:

To date, this investigation has determined that no criminal statutes have been violated;
presentation to the U.S. Attomey’s Office has not been made.

Disposition of Evidence
(b} (5)

[ (NS IO

Disposition

No evidence has been discovered at this point to indicate [[JJ{J] gave preferential treatment to

XS or HDSI Management. HUD’s Office of General Counsel has provided the OIG with
an ethics opinion relating to JJEJJISY travel, gift acceptance, and friendship with SIS
However the opinion was limited in scope to specified questions and did not fully address
whether [ could have a personal friendship with [JIT3YEI

{b) (6) , Office of Multi-Family Housing Programs, Washjngton
DC, reported that after a review of the Report of Investigation submitted by the OIG, would
be counseled on how to handle situations (including removal of herself in the decision makmg
process) regarding decisions with HUD partners where there could be a perception of
preferential treatment.

No further action is needed and this case is being closed.

(b) (7)(C)

Approved By: Date:

I
I August 10,2012
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~ Report of U.S. Department of Housing
Investigation and Urban Development

’ Office of Inspector General

Office of Investigation

Fiic Number: DisticriOifice:

(b) (2) % Region %/Los Angeles

H— : |
Title:
HUD Multi-Family HUB
Region 9, Los Angeles, California
B Synopsis

(b) (6) ith the

Multi-Family (MF) HUB, allegedly altered his Personal Identity Verification
(PIV) credential card, his (remove his) payroll statement(s), and forged W-2
forms. all to reflect the photograph and/or names of other individuals, including
fictitious government employees, all (too many “all” recommend it be removed)
in order to facilitate a scheme to illicidy purchase high-end electronic merchandise
items, without making proper payment for said items, using federal government
resources and systems.

Evidence exists omfﬁcial HUTY assigned computer that indicates he
utilized the computer, while at the work place, to facilitate his scheme of
producing altered, forged, and/or counterfeited documents for placing orders
trom various internet electronics vendors, Upon receiving the items, he then
posted them for sale on the Craigslist internet website, again utilizing his HUD
computer, then subsequently conducted email communication for negotiating for
the sale of the illicitly acquired items using his official HUD government email
account.

by the San Bernardino County Superior Court
for violation of Grand Theft, Forgery and Counterfeiting as a result of his fraud
scheme. To date, one vendor alone has indicated a loss of approximately
$70,000 due to the alleged fraud scheme perpetuated b’m

‘This information is being provided to HUD Program Management for

appropriate administrative action against The [N
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BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

This investigation originated on August 8. 2011, when {h) (6) HUR
mbrought to the attention of this office her discovery of questionable items

found in plain view on the desk of one of her employees,
said that her office found a photocopy otmmcial PIV credential card, which had

apparently been altered to depict not the employee himself, but the photograph and name of his
m\’dw is not a HUD employee. (See Exhibit “A.")

Additionally, found ormm( was a copy of his payroll statement, also depicting (b) (6)
name (see Exhibit “B” Iso provided a copy of two handwritten facsimile
coversheets found of cet is addressed to “Purchasing Power LLC,” “from

{b) (&) ‘Order Number % “-Allotmen 13" (i
“C™); the other facsimile coversheet depicts “to the Military Club,” “frv .

Les to support application.”

Also found oIKEIEGHesk was a photocopy of 4 voided (“void” handwritten across the face of
the check) personal check, drawn on what appears to bem@mcount from Arrowhead Credit
Union that contains signs of alterations. The font of the account nuimbers on the face of this
check appears to be dissimilar from the font of the account numbers depicted on traditional bank
checks.

DETAILS OF INYESTIGATION:

(b) {6)

story of poor work ethic as well as attendance and leave issucs. Based on his lack of
attendance and poor performance, his job assignments have now been restricted only w logging-
in mail. HUD management is in the process of appropriately handling disciplinary issues with
regard to his leave situation and job performance.

1 Mareh 201 1, | NG — - of continual abserce without

leave (AWOL). At the time of August 9 interview with (b} (6) nd
F management had a proposal issuc i j ased on a

continuation of the same violations (cantineal AWOIL. and abuse of leave), and were at that time
awatting his response.

On angust 12,201 1, [JJENEIKS b} {7)C) - (b) (6)
SIREIR his residence, located atl see Exhibit “ID7), Asa
HUD employee as presented s advisement of rights as per “Garrity,” after which he

executed the Garrity Advisement of Rights form (the form bears witness signatures of [0S

()
(7405

g N
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—

mas questioned concerning the Ehotocoi; of his altered PIV credential card found lying on

his office desk. and the fact that his hotograph was depicted therein. He was also
uestioned concerning other items found lying on his desk: the altered payroll statement depicting
M‘mme; the “voided™ personal check drawn on Arrowhead Credit Union; the handwritten
facsimile covershects addressed to “Putchasing Power” and “The Military Club.”

(N cadily confessed to having altered his PTV credential card, and claimed responsibility for the
other atorementioned items.

SRR} dritied ordering electronic items from internet merchants that accepted payroll alloiments

for payment of items, and that his own credit was now bad, s0 he therefore decided to use his
Wﬁ order to secure credit in her name to facilitate the purchase of
additional electronic items. He used his PTV altered identification and altered payroll statement(s)

to depic (SN s the employee, in order to support the establishment of the account in her
name.

aid that he recently ordered a Macintosh computer, and within approximately two (2)
months after the computer was delivered, he needed cash for various personal debts and therefore
sold the computer at a local pawn shop (at the corner of Baseline/Arrowhead streets, San
Bernardino, CA) for around $350.

laimed that he had previously acquired a legitimate account with Purchasing Power (in his

own name), when appraximately one year (1) prior he bought an Ipod through their service, and
made payrol] allotment payments for said item. [(sJR{S8}aid he later sold the {pod to a friend. He
added that since approximately 2008, he had made several purchases of various electronic items
through purcmiir, but that they would no longer extend him credit so he then began his
scheme to us ame to establish an account with the “Military Club.” He claimed that
neither he noam'as ever able to secure an account with the Military Club: no items were
ordered from said company.

[Agent’s note:

vas then asked about the questionable personal check drawn on the Arrowhead Credit Union
account. He admitted to having altered the subject check in order to falsely obtain cash; cash which
he did not actually have within the newly established Amrowhead Credit Union account.

laimed that all of the initial purchase transactions from Purchase Power were paid in full
through payroll aliotments. He said the items were intended for personal use, and not for the idea of
non-payment and then sale of the items for profit. He said that it was not until he implemented the
deceitful use odemity that he began to acquire items for quick sale/pawn for cash.
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At the conclusion of the interview, (b) (7)(6) questeco contact the HUD-OIG oftice

should he recall having conducted any additionatl fraud purchases.

Agent’s note:

On August 17,2011, (XS 1 (i1mcd with Arrowhead Credit Union officials that the
above described bank check had been falsified. (See Exhibit “E.™) According to bank officials,

ever appeared in person at the bank to provide appropriate identification, signatures, etc., in
order to authenticate the “on-line™ account he had established. accounl was
closed/restricted on August 8, 2011 due to suspicious activities. Bank otficials explained that
records acquired from the respective ATM’s of deposit for his temporary account reveal that upon
each deposit occasion,mz‘ctempted to withdraw funds from his account. However, due to the
infancy of the account, and due to the standard 30-day hold on deposits, he was unsuccessful in his
attempts to withdraw cash. However, by utilizing this Arrowhead account for purported collateral
purposes, bank ofticials said that st Successful in obtaining cash from Cash Advance USA
(an internet cash advance provider} on July 27, 2011 in the amount ot $300. Arrowhead Credit
Union has some evidence of W}ﬁ\/mg utitized his Arrowhead account to fraudulently gain
additional cash advances from several other internet cash advance providers (e.g. Payday Loans
Yellowdale.com). Arrowhead Credit Union has had a total loss of $208.67 as a result ofm
bank fraud scheme.

Agent’s note: (b3 (5)

Lo 200 ke witn [T
with Purchasing Power, who explained that ber company is an on-line

_ purchasing company which facilitates the purchase of various electronic products by allowing the
purchascrs to make payroll allotments for paymenis of purchased items.

CAVAKOME <\ aincd the purpose of his contact with her, and she was immcdiately familiar with
the name kaid that the above described facsimile cover sheet (i.e.
facsimile cover sheet found on IASH jork destc by MF management) pertained to an attempted
order on July 20, 2011 bi (b ame) of §3,800 worth of electronic items (two
laptops, an Ipod, a blue ray player, and accessories). tatcci that based on her office’s
awarencss of [{iS3REH prior fraud against Purchasing Power, the foregoing order was cancelled prior
to shipment.

-xplained lhat-md established an account in 2006 and made nunierous purchases:
however, his account was closed in March 2008 due to definguent payments. Subsequently, her
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office noticed that different accounts were being established, using variations of the same social
security number (more than 13 SSN’s used) to order items, with the pattern of wilizing the same
shipping address aid that she has currently
identified over $100,000 in total attempied orders (Ipods. gaming systems, etc.), with a calculated
loss of $70,000 in shipped merchandise as a result of [ﬂf

, : S raudulent scheme apge -payment.
-aid that there have been 20-30 orders placed in various names, to include ame.

According tofSKENshe has identified the “TP” address from which vlaced many of the
fraudulent orders, and opines said address to be that from his employment computer.

R cicatcd that in cacly 2011
R ) city whe

On August 18,2011, eceived an email communication frox-taling thai the
only other time he recalled using as a person for the credit of items purchased

was from a company called USA Discounters.

urchase items had been shipped. (See exhibit “G.™)

t the computer was utilized

bi (7
1B} {b) {?HC}

) (7)(C)

) lhree (3) (,ompact dth comammg, data pertainiga
drive files” from his HUD assigned computel

On September 206, 201 1.
Police Department
were used by 5
follows:

rom the Colion
L{7HC; M isting of 13 numes he had identified that
items via icit scheme. The names are as

b) (6

lto order electronic

[T S
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Aﬁording to the deteclive, during his interview ()th previous month,

xplained that the above names were derived from variations of his own name, a few
relatives’ names, and names acquired from various play station games.

(ORUSIAONIN - 1 conducted a query through the “HUD @ Work — Employee Directory,” but
none of the above names were found; none appear to be HUD employees. Additionally, the
above uames were provided tc at Purchasing Power) for comparison to names that she
had associated with meud scheme to illicitly purchase items from Purchasing Power.

Continuing on September 26, 2011 (b) (7)(C) =y Quick Pawn, located at 291 W.
Baseline, San Bernardino, CA and spoke with the manager, who indicated thatas

doing business with them since May of 2007. The Quick Pawn records shaw that to datcm
Lias either pawned, sold, and/or forfeited (never reclaimed by{EIREH 20 various ftems.

The manager explained tha

nd that to his knowledge none

ems have ever been reported as having been stolen.
Below are the 20 items surrendered to Quick Pawn b}";mr ilems *notated™):

1) 05/29/2007 Sony playstation 2 s/n £52862895
2) 05/"29!2007 Sony 6 ps2 games s/n nfa

3) *107227/2007 Apple Ipod s/n 9¢73TuGjwat*

4) *(}3/08/2008 Apple Ipad s/n 9e737u6jw4dtt

5) 06/10/2008 HP tower s/ cnh7020dn!

6) 06/10/2008 HP printer/scanner s/n my72gpl 1xj

7y 06/10/2008 HP monitor s/n cne649qipy
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8) 08/29/2008 JBL speaker s/n 15g2-61811

9) 08/29/2008 Beringer mixer s/n n0317922161

10) 11/07/2008 JBL speaker ¢/n 15¢2-61800
11)03/15/2006 JBI. speaker s/n 15g2-61811
12)01/03/2010 JBL speaker s/ 15g2-61811
13)01/19/2010 Nintendo Wii 7-1 fitness s/n 21331 508896
14)01719/2010 Sony ps3 dj hero s/ bjaid30057891540
15)01/19/2010 Nintendo wii fit s/n be38393507
16)*01/26/2010 Apple [pod touch s/n 9c943jgeck4*
17) *06/05/2010 Apple Ipod touch s/n 9c943jqebks *
[8)Q1/1172011 Apple ipad s/n gb043nlgetyu
(9Y03/17/2011 Apple laptop s/n wB(336bdagw

200+04/15/2011 Microsoft xbox360 s/n
031004a233886660*

[* These four noted i were eventually identificd/confirmed by[{S)REeRps items illicitly
purchased/shipped t See exhibit “H.")

- On September 27, 20 10, J{SYEEBIOI o vided the ahove list of merchandise and serial
numbers 1o M\t Purchasing Power for comparison to items illicitly purchased tFom them.

On September 28, 2011,

On October 6, 2011, J{INEE () (7)(C) 3 was unahle 1o match any of the
numbers to ber files forfiREIHowever, according to the inability to match these
numbers does not necessary exclude the items from having been ordered from them and provided
K d 1hat she would compare the dates of shipment of specific items with the
dates of the same specific items and pawn date in order to draw a reasonable conclusion of it
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(b) (2)

(D) (6)

being one-in-the same item. [Four items were eventually identified. through a comparison of
dates of shipment with dates that items were presented at the pawn shop for sale.]
{hy (6}

, lso provided a list of 26 names associated with orders shipped ddress.
IR <ting contained the above 13 names identified by the lus the

following: | (b ) (6 )

—

+

=g SN, NETIE PO

These names were also searched through the “HUD @ Work - Employee Directory.” but no
match was found.

-also provided a list of 13 Internet Protocol (IP) addres 1 were logged by the
company upon each order that was reportedly associaled wit he TP address is
connected with the Internet Service Provider (ISP) or entity which was used by the person who
placed the order on the Purchasing Power website. According to American Registry for Internet
Numbers (ARIN) database, the IP addresses provided by Purchasing Power are associated with
the following entity and/or ISP:

1 (b ) ( D ) Department of Housing and Urban Development
2. A\l - Depactiment of Housing and Urban Development
3 (b ) ( @AY Department of Housing and Urban Developmiiit
4. NG BRI [Department of Housing and Urban Development
5 Department ot Housing and Urban Developmeint
6 - Department of Housing and {irhe velopment [Agent’s note: This [P
address is listed twice in the list provided byw

- Department of Housing and Urbau Development
- Department of Housing and Urban Development
9. 75.62.152.205 « PPPoX pool - brasi8.isanca

10. 75.82.129.77 - Road Runner HoldCo LI.C

11, 76.235.129.171 - PPPoX Pool - bras! 8.[san03-1181873461

12. 99.95.9.162 - PPPoX Pool - se3.55an03-1256870760

This report is the property of the Office of Investigation. 1t contains neither recommendations aor conclusions of the Office of
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A further check of above IP address munbers 9. 11 and 12 through the Network Solutions
wehsite (www.networksolutions.corr/wheis) revealed all three are associated with AT&T
Internct Services.

On November 17, 2011, an analysi -mail and G-drive files from his HUD asstgned
computer was completed {bY{7HC

(b) (7)C) he analysis found that
contained within subject computer were numerous questionable documents believed to be
associated wiﬂ_audu]cm scheme to establish phony accounts with on-line purchasing
companies, specifically “Purchasing Power.” The following table depicts the questionable
documents found:

CA tlenti ﬂcanon Card

HUD PIV Card
HUD PIV Card
HUD PIV Card

HUD PIV Card
Form w-2 2010
Form w-2 20409

| Form w2 date nct shown

| Form w-2 date not shown

Earnings and Leave Staterent PP26 2010
Earmngs and Leave Statement PP23 2C10
Farnings and Leave Stalement PP22 2010

Farnings and Leave Statement PP20 2010

Earnings and Leave Statement PP15 20011

Earnings and Leave Statement PP13 2011

Earnings and | eave Statement PP12 2010
Earnings and Leave Staternent PP12 2011

__Earnings and Leave Statemert PP13 2011 -

_Earnings and Leave Statemert PP10 2011

- Earnings and Leave Statement PPOY 2011

Earnings and Leave Statement PPOG 2011

_Earnings and {eave Statement PPDS 2011

Earnings and Leave Statement PPO1 2011

Earnings and Leave Statermnent ppos‘gom

| _FAX cover sheet to Purchasing Power

_FAX caver sheet to Purchaging Power

BofA Accaunt Statemert 4/20/07 - 5/26/07
Arrowhead Credit Union Statement 5/25/17%-
JriaanL
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[* Noted names were found to have been used b}_for the placement of items ordered from
Purchasing Power. [t is unclear at this time if the remaining names were utilized for his scheme.]

An examination of | r:-mad communications from his HUD computer confirmed that he
utilized his govcrnmem assyg,ned computer and HUD e-mail communication to place merchandise
orders with Purchasing Power (and other mcrchams) for electronic items. The examination also
confirms myriad e-mail communications with various partics atilizing the HUD ¢~-mail system on
websites such as “Craigslist” to negotiate for the sale of the electronic items of the same (ype which
were purchased illicitly.

[The attached spreadsheet demonstrates the usage of the HUL assigned computer, and the time and
date of such usage. Times of usage have been compared toﬁespective time and attendance
records, confirming that he was in fact at the work place on the dates of noted e-mail
communication activitics, (Sce Exhibit “1.7)}

On November 18, 201 t, MF management provided this office with time and attendance (T/A)
records demonstrating that [Jfves scheduled to be at work on specific dates that correspond to
merchandise order dates and/or dates of email communication with “Craigslist™ posting and/or
negoliations {sec Exhibit “J™) of various ftems. (webTA records were not available for the pay
period covering requested date of November 7, 2007; building access card usage was provided in
lieu of TA records.)

' ember 18, 2011, MIF management provided this office with a November 7, 2007, listing of
Mlcctronic pass access to gain entry to HUD building restricted floors. (See Exhibit “K.™)
According to said listing,ioass was utilized intermittently throughout the day of November
7, between the hours of 9:37 am and 4:59 pm, to gain access to several HUD floors/rooms, (o
inchude room #950 (room of MF HUB).

Judicial/Administrative Actions:

(b) (5)

(b) (5)

——

Disposition of Evidence
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210 -



The HUD computer assigned to

(b) (5)

to conclude that SERRAENeNH i in fact
alter his personal identity verification (P1V) credential card, his payroll statement(s), and created
and/or forged W-2 forms, to reflect the photograph and/or names of other individuals. This was
apparently done in order to facilitate a scheme to itlicitly purchase high-end electronic merchandise
items, without making proper payment for said itcms“onofﬁcizﬂ
HUD assigned computer that indicates he utilized the computer, while at the work place, to facilitate
his scheme of producing altered, forged, and/or counterfeited documents for placing orders

from various vendors. Upon receiving the items, asted the items for sale on internet
classifieds, utilizing his HUD computer. [{FIIubsequently conducted negotiations for the sale of
the illicitly acquired items using email conununications via his HUD computer.

D) (5)
(b) ()

Disposition

(D) Y}

(bY (7)(C) -

Charge Novenber 29, 2011

“This repart is the property of the Office of Invesiigation. It contains neithe: recommendations nor conclusions ot (he Oilice of
Inspecter Geunerat, 1L and its contents may not be reproduced without written permission. The report is FOR OFFICIAL LISE
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211 -



	CoverPaqeTemplate FIX.pdf
	Description of document: Records related to Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector General (OIG) investigations of HUD employees, 2009-2012
	Posted date: 28-July-2014
	Source of document: FOIA Officer Office of Inspector General Office of Legal Counsel U.S. Dept. of HUD 451 Seventh St., SW, Room 8260 Washington, DC 20410-4500 Email: FOIARequests@hudoig.gov Fax: 202-401-3778


