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TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL

Re:

FOIA Request No. F-00200-16
Final Response

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) regrets the delay in

responding to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. Unfortunately, USAID is
experiencing a backlog of FOIA requests. Please know that USAID management is very
committed to providing responses to FOIA requests and remedying the FOIA backlog.

requested a copy of the final report, report of investigation, closing report, closing memo, referral

This is the final response to your April 10, 2016 FOIA request to the USAID. You

memo, and referral letter for each of the following Inspector General (“OIG”) investigations:

D

2)
3)

4)

9)

[Redacted] Unlawful Access to Email System, opened December 29, 2011, closed
February 5, 2013;

Steelworks, opened July 21, 2009, closed February 20, 2013;

Pan American Social Marketing Organization, opened March 2, 2010, closed February
20,2013;

[Redacted] Allegations of Conflict of Interest, opened June 29, 2011, closed March 4,
2013;

[Redacted] Afghanistan, opened January 3, 2012, closed March 18, 2013;

Avian Influenza Program Fraud, opened May 25, 2010, closed April 18, 2013;

Relief International, opened February 26, 2009, closed May 5, 2013;

Inappropriate Personnel Issues by Management, opened February 26, 2013, closed May
30,2013,

International Relief and Development, Haiti, opened September 8, 2011, closed June 19,
2013;

10) Possible Fraud/Misrepresentation, Hall/Johnson, opened August 23, 2010, closed August

29, 2013;

11) Teo Babun and Evangelical Christian Humanitarian, opened December 28, 2011, closed

September 30, 2013;

12) Solicitation of Kickbacks by U.S. Embassy Housing, opened June 8, 2011, closed

October 21, 2013;



13) [Redacted] Allegations of Embezzlement, Jakarta, opened October 6, 2010, closed
October 25, 2013;

14) Tainted PSC Solicitation, opened November 7, 2011, closed November 27, 2013;

15) USAID/Afghanistan, Questionable Personnel Pr., opened March 15, 2012, closed
December 11, 2013;

16) [Redacted] USAID/Washington, opened January 28, 2012, closed December 6, 2013.

For your information, Congress excluded three (3) discrete categories of law enforcement
and national security records from the FOIA. See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010)).
This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA. This is
a standard notification that is given to all of our requesters and should not be construed as an
indication that excluded records do, or do not, exist.

USAID conducted a comprehensive search of the Office of the Inspector General (OIG)
for documents responsive to your request. The search produced a total of 109 pages. Of those
pages, we have determined that 12 pages of the records are releasable in their entirety, 95 pages
are partially releasable, and two (2) pages are withheld in full pursuant to Title 5 U.S.C. § 552

(b)3), (b)(6), (b)(7)(C), (b)(7)(D), and (b)(7)(E).

FOIA Exemption 3 protects information specifically exempted from disclosure by
another statute, if the statute (A) requires that the matters be withheld from the public in such a
manner as to leave no discretion on the issue, or (B) established particular criteria for
withholding or refers to particular types of matters to be withheld. The applicable statute is the
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, Pub. L. 95-452, §7b. The Inspector General shall
not, after receipt of a complaint or information from an employee, disclose the identity of the
employee without the consent of the employee, unless the Inspector General determines such
disclosure is unavoidable during the course of the information. Therefore, the identity of the
complainant’s name and information pertaining to the complainant is being withheld.

FOIA Exemption 6 exempts from disclosure information about individuals in personnel
or medical files and similar files the release of which would cause a clearly unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy. This requires a balancing of the public’s right to disclosure against the
individual’s right to privacy. The privacy interests of the individuals in the records you have
requested outweigh any minimal public interest in disclosure of the information. In this instance,
the release of such information could subject the individuals to threats, intimidation, harassment,
and/or violence. For these reasons, any private interest you may have in this information does
not factor into the aforementioned balancing test. Within the records we withheld names,
signatures, personal identifiers, and OIG case numbers.

FOIA Exemption 7(C) protects records or information compiled for law enforcement
purposes that could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal



privacy. This exemption takes particular note of the strong interests of individuals, whether they
are suspects, witnesses, or investigators, in not being unwarrantably associated with alleged
wrongdoing/criminal activity. That interest extends to persons who are not only the subjects of
the investigation, but also to those who may have their privacy invaded by having their identities
and information about them revealed in connection with an investigation. Based upon the
traditional recognition of strong privacy interest in law enforcement records, categorical
withholding of information that identifies third parties in law enforcement records is ordinarily
appropriate. As such, we have determined that the privacy interest in the identities of individuals
in the records you have requested clearly outweigh any minimal public interest in disclosure of
the information. Please note that any private interest you may have in that information does not
factor into this determination. Within the records we withheld OIG case numbers.

FOIA Exemption 7(D) protects records or information compiled for law
enforcement purposes, the release of which could reasonably be expected to disclose the
identities of confidential sources.

FOIA Exemption 7(E) protects records compiled for law enforcement purposes, the
release of which could disclose techniques and/or procedures for law enforcement investigations
or prosecutions if such disclosure could reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law.
We determined that disclosure of certain portions of the documents could reasonably be expected
to risk circumvention of the law. Additionally, the techniques and procedures at issue are not
well known to the public. Within the records we withheld OIG case numbers.

If you require any further assistance or would like to discuss any aspect of your request,
you may contact Shushona Hyson, the assigned FOIA Specialist by phone on (202) 712-5953 or
at shyson@usaid.gov. You may also contact USAID’s FOIA Public Liaison, Claire Ehmann, at
foia@usaid.gov.

Additionally, you may contact the Office of Government Information Services (OGIS) at
the National Archives and Records Administration to inquire about the FOIA mediation services
offered:

Office of Government Information Services

National Records and Archives Administration

8601 Adelphi Road-OGIS

College Park, Maryland 20740-6001

E-mail: ogis@nara.gov

Telephone: (202) 741-5770; toll free at 1-877-684-6448
Fax: (202) 741-5769




You have the right to appeal this final response. Your appeal must be received by
USAID no later than 90 days from the date of this letter. In order for it to be considered an
official appeal, please address and send directly to the FOIA Appeal Officer:

Director, Office of Management Services
U.S. Agency for International Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Ronald Reagan Building, Room 2.12.010
Washington, DC 20523

If you wish to fax your appeal, the fax number is (202) 216-3369. Both the appeal and envelope
should be marked “FOIA APPEAL.” Please include your tracking number F-00200-16 final
release in your letter.

There is no charge for this FOIA request. As this concludes the processing of your
request, it will be closed.

Thank you for your interest in USAID.

Sincerely,

O ferrtr—

Claire Ehmann

FOIA Public Liaison

Bureau for Management

Office of Management Services
Information and Records Division

Enclosures: Responsive Records (109 pages)



U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

INVESTIGATIONS
(BXERENTHC
ST REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
BXTNE)
Case Title: |
Case Number: e |
Status: Closed
OIG/ Office: Washington, DC
Period of Investigation: 4/277/12- 5/15/12
Synopsis: (BXERENTHC
(B)E:BXTNC On December 22, 2011, USAID OIG received information, via the OIG Hotlin/e._frerm:m/
anonymous source (AS) alleging a few weeks prior, the AS overheard| | Junior
Finan Officer, USAID Nigeria having a phone conversation with an unknown
EEXETXNC]  tndividual an said 3 overnment-issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase
ersonal items that totaled approximately $2,000.00. (BXERENTHC
On April 27, 2012, SA (RA) received the allegatio o look into (BXEXENTHC
©XE:EXNC|  the matter, On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted | Progra tnatof, Travel (BXERENTHC
(BXEXEITHC statements for the time period

(B)E)(R)THC

Card Program, USAID and requested copies of
ove 2011 to April 2012 (Attachment 1, GTC statements, dated 1 ; said
issue GTC in December 2010, and activity on the card was in January

2011. Additio ; sserted there was activity in the December 2011 statement that

appeared to be questionable. A review GTC statements from December 2011 through (BIE:L)THC

April 2012 revealed the following questionable charges totaling $2,471.09:

» On 12/09/11, a ticket on CSA (Czech) Airline was purchased for| |in the

(B)E)(R)THC

amount of $361.35
» On 12/10/11, purchases from Target store located in Falls Church, VA in the amount of
$268.83
(BIEXEIC
REPORT MADE BY: : _ Date Signed:
Signature: 02/06/13
APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name: bned:

Signature:_ ié /i 3




(B)E)(R)THC

Report of Investi gation| |
Page 2 of 4

> On 12/10/11, purchases from BJ Wholesale Store Club #351 located in Falls Church,
VA in the amount of $457.79.

» On 12/10/11, a purchase from Hotels.com in the about of $836.92

» On 12/11/11, purchases from VA ABC (liquor) store #049 located in Arlington, VA in

the amount of $510.20.
» On 12/22/11, a purchase for a Classified Visa and Passport from Springfield, VA in the (PHOEIDE
(BIEBITHC amount of $36.00 (LYEXENTHC
W&wd an investigation to determine if to
make the above listed charges GTC and to determine i sed C for personal use.
(BXE:EXTHC
Details of Investigation
(BXE:EXTHC
On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted Assistant United States Attomey| | .S,
m@%}umbia, and presented the above mentioned case for (BXE:EXTHC
possible criminal prosecution: declined the case.
(BXE:EXTHC (BXE)BXTHC
On May 3, 2012, the RA contacted | Program Coordinator, Tr
Wﬁg’lﬁ member agreement that €
received and agreed to befor accepte GTC. Subsequently, orwarded the RA,
via email, a copy of the GTC member agreement (Attachment 2, GTC member agreement, dated
May 3, 2012). In paragraph two of the GTC member agreement, it stated, “f agree to use the (BXERBITHC
BXExEXNC|  Card only for official travel and official travel related expenses away from my official (PXEXEXINC
station/duty station in accordance with my Agency/OrganizatiW
or personal, family or household purposes”. Moreover, stated on December 15;
2010, ompleted the necessary online course requirements prior to receiving
(PXEIDE (Artachment 3, GSA Travel Card certificate, dated December 15, 201 0).@5&[% the (LXEXEXNTNC
(BXE)BXTHC
(Y6 THC (BMEXLI T

ining course is clear about use of the card.
15, 2012, the RA contacte at USAID Bolivia to interview and

(B)E)(R)THC

determine w GTC to charge the above mentioned items during D 11.
ssistant Regional Security Officer |(ARSO , Regional Security

Office, Paz, Bolivia assisted the RA with the interview. Before any
questioning, ARSO with an Administrative Warning and Assurance for
a Federal Employee form (Attachment 4, Administrative Warning and Assurance form, dated




(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Report of Investigation |

Page 3 of 4

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEXBNTHC € AR to provide
Bank Visa GTC statement and as to explain various charges.

(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEX(BITHC |

(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

gan working for USAID in November
is currently posted in the Office of Financial Management, USAID Nigeria | |
explained tha is in La Paz, Bolivia, on temporary duty conducting A 123 assessments, which

(B)E)(R)THC

are random financial assessments of various USAID employees at the mission in Bolivia to
] but not limited to, sensitive payments, payroll and GTC purchases.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

charges at Target, BJ’s Wholesale, and VA ABC (liquor) store consisted of purchases that

onward assignment to Abuja, Nigeria in January 2012. Moreover,
consumables and were shipped to Nigeria. glaborated that mos e

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ere person at— |made for— |[trip to Prague. Xplained
leave and traveled-to-Prague befo assignment to Nigeria. al 1dn’t realize that

(B)E)(R)THC

[ JussdF=JGTC to make these purchases.{— |said the charge for Visa and Passport photos

(B)E)(R)THC

was necessary;==__lasserted{— |was going to use the Visa and Passport photos when

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

arrived-at post. The-RA asked— fiff— Jrecalled taking an online course in regard use
of the GTC and[——stated, “Yes”. However; did not recall i ecel
er agreement documentation when— _jwas issued in December 2010.
16, 2012, the RA obtaif Travel Authorization (TA) for|:/|assign4
to Nigeria (Attachment 3,

Travel Authorization for Nigeria, dated 12/5/11). The TA
stated that was authorized to ship consumables totaling 2500 pounds to Nigeria; however,
the TA did not indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the consumables or

thorize to charge the consumables to USAID. (BYEXBNTHC
In Octol Human Resources Division Chief, USAID issued a |
0 osed reprimand (Artachment roposed letter of Reprimand) to for the (BXERENTHC
isuse o USAID GTC.

On January 7, 20 esigned from ployment with USAID (Attachment 7,

resignation letter, dated 01/07/13). This case is closed.




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Report of Investigation | |
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ubjects/Defendants/Suspects:

Junior Financial Management Officer
USAID/Nigeria

Undeveloped Leads:

None

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

There are no items in evidence or seized contraband.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

icial and Administrative Actions:
tober Human Resources Division Chief, USAID i etter of
ropos imand to |for the misuse of GTC. On 01/17/13, |
resigned from

employment with USAID.

Attachments:

(B)E)(R)THC

.
2.

Nk

GTC statements from 12/2010 to present, dated 12/25/2011

GTC member agreement, dated 05/03/2012

GSA Travel Card certificate, dated 12/15/2010

Administrative Warning and Assurance form, signed and dated 05/15/12
Travel Authorization for Nigeria, dated 12/05/2011

Proposed Letter of Reprimand, no date indicated

resignation letter, dated 01/07/13
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Account Requests

CHANGE OF ADDRESS OR TELEPHONE NUMBER

Street Address
City, State
b
Home Phone
Business Phone
Payment Information
* Enclose your check or money order payable in U.S. dollars
to Citibank, N.A. with this payment coupon, but do not stapie
or tape them logether.
Please do not send cash.
* Wiite your account number on the front of your check
or money order,

* Pleass make sure the entire Citibank address appears
through the window of your remittance envelope.
if we receive your mailed payment in proper form at our
processing facility by 10 a.m. Eastem Time, it will be credited
as of that day.

* Payments, adjustments, and charges recaived after
the date indicated on the front as “Statement Date" will
appear on your next statement.

Account Inquiries

In case of error or questions about your bill: If you think

the Bifling Statement Is incorrect, or If you need more information
about a transaction, write to us on a separate sheet at the address
specified on the front of this siatement as soon as possible. Please
notify us no later than 60 days afer the dale of the bill on which
the error or problem first appeared. Disputed amounts may be
deducted from “Total Payments Due" after you notify CIT! of
dispuled itlems.

hﬂ-lllh' please give us the following information:
Your name and account number. For Centrally Billed Accounts,
please include the Agancy name and individual account number.

* The doliar amount of the suspected eror.

¢ Describe the error and explain the reason for the error; if more
information is needed about an item, please describe it to us.

merchant
purchased with the CITI Govemment card, we may be able lo
h&lmmnﬂlﬁdhmmwmded

the charge.
* In the letter fo us, please explain in detall the dispute and the
resuits of the attempt to resclve it with the merchant, The letter
must include the amount involved, and must be signed by

of our efforts,

*  |f you retumed merchandise and recsived a credit siip which
has not yet been posted, please allow 30 days from the date
Ivmhand. It it has not been posted to the Account by then,
forward a copy of the credit siip to us at the billing dispute
address specified on the front of the statement. Along with the
copy of the credit siip, please include a letler (signed by the
individual Cardholder) stating that credit was not received.
W a credit slip was not lssued, please request one from the
merchant. if the merchant refuses, please write to us and
explain the details.

Mail your payment in the envelope provided,
or send your payment to:

Citibank, N.A.

P.O. Box 183173

Columbus, OH 43218-3173
You may send your payment via overnight mail to:
Citibank, N.A.

1500 Boltonfield Street
Columbus, OH 43228

¢ Onnon-disputed or any other matier shown by CIT! not to be

* Please charge receipt.
« Mail billing Inquiries to:

Citibank, N.A.

PO Box 6125
Sioux Falls, SD 57117-8125

. Tmmmwmmm

*  Call Collect: 904-954-7850

Iinformation about cim

Government Card ount

Report Lost or Stolen Card = Our telephone fines

are open every day, 24 hours a day. mncms«m
number listed here or specified on the front of the statement
immediately (day or night). After you notify us, you will not be liable
for any unauthorized use of your Card.

From within the Continental U.S.:
Tolifres: 1-800-780-7206

From outside the Continental U.S.:
Call Collect: 804-954-7850

R1410-82406-0411
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FO3-ASTI-8 CPOB-4TERT

READ THIS AGAEEMENT THORDUGHLY. PLEASE RETAIN THI
AGREEMENT FOR YOUR RECORDS. in this Agreement {“Agresmant”),
*Card* means the enclosed Citibank® Govemment Travel (and all

e 124 Do)t W Caner S Admraraon

GSA) contracl no. GS-23F-T0003 ("GSA Contracl’). “Agency/
W'mimmmmw.b .
, office or olher organizational entity that requested/
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(3) LOSS, THEFT OR UNAUTHORIZED USE

| o the Bank and my Agency/Organization immediately of
%.mmw%achammwm
the Bank, by phone at 1-800-790-7206, toll free in the Continental
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(5) CHARGES MADE IN FOREIGN CURRERCIES

A |nformation on Foreig cy Conyersi
make a transaclion in a fores , othe

aﬂnmuﬂs:ahmﬁﬂlﬂdhmw

of Visa, depending on which cand ks

used, will converl Ihe amount info U.S. dollars. MasterCard

and Visa will act in accordance with their

MTERCY LO)

posling dale on my billing stalement
B :
mgmmmhpmhmmm 4 foreign currency,
Lhe B pass ch mw::zmunmv
assoclations. In addiion, if le, the will E]
fon fee 1he accompanying Table of
Fees and Charges. The cumency I

[ m%mnmwmwmmapmb
curfency comession rale or to. and integrated

the posled transaction a

(6) DISHONORED CHECKS
Il any money order. check or drait is delivered fo the Bank and cannol
be processed. or is not honored for its face amount when presented.

GOVERNMENT SERVICES TRAVEL CARD PROGRAM
CARDHOLDER ACCOUNT AGREEMENT

HOsH 25 RO gamanes ol

ol $15.

m
unl
will

biling date on

LLING INGUIRIES /PROBLEMS WITH GODDS AND SERVICES

m%m.muﬁmmnn—am,l
Bank in wriling . within of the
g o ﬂnmﬂm?:,htﬂm —

eps

A

bank branch my
Organization
Eﬂjlmg;“!m&:&mlhumwmm
wﬁc:snmar;m.mﬁbewwgsmu
25% of lower. f my Agency/Organization has ne
 lower [ee, the lower amoont will apply. The
mhmbmmwhliiswmsnmma
surcharge may be imposed by ATM operators.

« ATMs or any compuler systems, including Citibank
mmmmluwm "o
+ ATMss do not have enough cash,
> O cheseimeces bayord e conwol o o Bk
(8) TRAVELLERS CHEQUES

ms My Agency/Diganization may approve my
for travellers cheque purchases. This will enable me

1o make I Iravellers cheques.

ol Express ¢l
through my Card or Account. A fee of 3% will be appiied.

umﬂdemylEv?hs_cm

[16}5“8&"&0““ CANCELLATION

The Bank

torth in
A

kS WuMWMNMMaw

Cancellation; My Card or Account may be canceled . (i) my
Card is used for unauthorized pu and the Bank has my

Iposes
/Organization’ misslon i I,
i syt Wi B R K

to the Bank under this Agreement. rstand thal my
Account information may be reported to credll "th
agencles if my Account ks canceled | will surrender the

CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE
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Is a service mark of Citigroup
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Copyright @ 2008 Ciibank (South Dakota), NA
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Inc., used and registered throughoul




ATTACHMENT 3



Page1of1

Web lramng
GSA Logo (i} Fedaral Acquisition Service
(BMEXLI T C E RTl Fl CATE
This is to Certify that
\\\\—__

has completed the course requirements for the
GSA SmartPay® Travel Card: Charting the Course
Training
December 15,2010 David shea
GSA SmartPay® Program

[x] smacPay
Office of Acquisition
Federal Supply Service

file://C:\Documents and Settings\epeay\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\ALO7CAMU\Trave] Card Trai

. 312212012
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ADMINISTRATIVE WARNING AND ASSURANCE
FOR A FEDERAL EMPLOYEE

hu“ﬁ:ﬂ“:md-ﬂu\?“hﬁ c‘t_i:‘
General ingo alleged misconduct and or improper afficial doties.
Tnspector - pecfonmance of your

Misvse of Government Truvel Card

“The parpose of this interview is to obtsin information which will assist in the determination of whether
sdministrative action s wermmed. This investigation is being conducted pumment to the Inspector Gemoml
Aci of 1978, a3 amended.

» You ese gaing 1 be asked a memmber of specific questions coaserning the performance of your official duties.

. v--“?i-:n,:hmmﬂ ectien, incloding disatess], ey be

. j.h-—n furnish sod any infhrmatien or evidence remiiting therefiom may be nsed in the conrse of civil

o Nelther youy saswers nov axy infirmation or evidenes which s Yy remnon of ench statementy cun be nsed
eguinst you in axy criminsl procsedings, except thet if yoa and willfully provide filse statements or

in e for Ghat action,
your smswns, Yoo sty irin Dy prosoceed BXE):BXTNC

(B)6):(b)THC

(B)E):(b)THC 1 understend my rights snd cbiigations es e fharth sbove.

Dae: Time: Exmgloyes’s

—1S ey V2|, |'SBem !| |
| [ T
e Witnessed by Tite:

Locsior /O A / 5 /7

Case Number:

ULS. Agency for btemationsd Devetopment

Vistengaen, OC 20523
W B g
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T WG W GO, = (b)(6):(b)(T)C
EE%CY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT REQUEST ) A \ F ;

) | 2440020 . R S

@‘m—mm 2. STATUSOF TRAVELER NO.

[0 ADMINISTRATIVE EMPLOYEE

(J0) FINARCIAL MANAGEMENT OTHER BS-04, FP-05

USAID 4. OFFICIAL STA OR ORGANIZATION
WASHIRGTON, D.C. ABUJA, NIGERIA

“mmm-ﬁmmma,-hu-hd-mh_uuum—um-unma—.ﬁﬁbi.-uum
ihe governimea Vouchens shoukd be asbmisied prompty a3 provided in he rppicabie ragus o

6. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: Tudﬂnmywu.ﬂmwhmwhh ﬁ Foreign Service Travel Regulations,
Federal Travel and the maximum per diem under these is allowed unless otherwise noted in item 7
ITINERARY, PURPOSE AND SPECIAL AU TION ;

AUTHORIZED TRAVELER: Employes.

AUTHORIZED ROUTING: Washington, DC to Abuja, Nigeria
Travel to commence on o7 about 1/2012.  Per Diem is authorized on a lodgings-plus basis while in trave! status

PURPOSE: Assignment to Post,

AUTHORIZED SHIPPING: 7,200 Ibs HHE.
Consumables Shipment NTE 2500 Pounds. POYV. Combined shipping and storage NTE 18,000 Ibs. 250 pounds UAB.

BX6)BIDC] Traveler is authorized up 10 two checked bags, nol to exceed sirline weight allowance per bag. Charges levied by camers on the first and/or second bag (within the
}.rlineMﬂlmm)mdlmwwhumywwunmhufqmwwwmmmmmyhmnmm

charge the sirfare to USAID/Nigeria el
::bmﬁrmlwnmd Agent (TMC)/passport/visa fees.

HR/FSP/FSS: DATE, \9-“5!_30 (\

(5)6)BXI(C

8. APPROPRIATION LIMITATION SYMBOL 9 ALLOTMENT Al SYMBOL 10. REQUES
2011/2012 OE-I}LI I'!RII‘E?I !‘SS, —| (b)(6):(b)THC
11. FUND Al 7y 1. ] ‘ ;
(AWACS) |
| 14. AWACS Commitment Approved 15.8 CERTIFICATE OF A ] 1S DATE |
mumnmmmomwam '
Annroved)

16 FUNDING ORG/ACTIVITY 2 ] SR

$0C:2100200 § 200.00/PER DIEN . RN
$0C:2100200 § 3,300.00/CARRIER ¥
$0C12200100 §50, 000, 00/TRANSPORTATION OF fuihcs
RESOURCE CATEGORY CODES | PREVIOUS OBLIGATION _ “INCREASE (+)/ DECREASE () ESTIMATED COST
PER DIEM & MISC EXPENSES $200,00 ‘ ey $200.00
[ CARRIER COSTS $3,300.00 ' $3,300.00
TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS §50,000.00 $50,000.00
~ TOTAL $53, 500.00 $0.00 §53,500.00
mmwiﬂuuhuﬁ%miﬁmmum“ih-ﬂmammm
mnuwmmu#qmdwdwmﬂummmmum Provision of dats 11 voluniary, howsver, fsihare 10 provide the informanon
could delay b of peninent avel documants mmumum-wnmmnmumw a6 smended, Sec 911, and Chapter 57, susc Disclosure of (bY6)-(B)(7)C
Information will ool be made outside the Agency without ihe wrtien corsent of the | any appiicable routh -munm the "Stmemem of
General Routing User', which immedissely precades the descriphion of the Systems of Reconds %mdhmmdmmw“umdlmﬂmh no-mumn
on
A%F%ms w 0) Voucher and Message Conceming this Travel Must Reler 10 authorization Number and Date in 15 b
~Copy for Traveles 2-Obligation anunds Copy  3-Travel Section Copy 4-Controlier Copy  S-Requesting Office Copy

Plboenng Sunde Covnniise Ha)-1\ —lias-1\
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JUSAID

FROM THE AMERICAN PECPLE

MEMORANDUM
To:
Junior Financial Management Officer,
USAID Nigeria
From: | |
Division Chief
Human Resources, Foreign Service Personnel
Subject: Notice of Proposed Letier of Reprimand

This is notice that I propose to issue you a letter of reprimand for the misuse of the
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) goverament travel card (GTC).
This action is being proposed in accordance with 3 Foreign Service Affairs Manual (FAM) 4350,
and Automated Directives System (ADS) Chapter 485, Disciplinary Action — Foreign Service.

Charge 1: Misuse of USAID Government Travel Card

The Office of Inspector General, Investigations (CIG/I) conducted an investigation into
allegations that you used your GTC to purchase personal items. The investigation revealed that
you made charges on your GTC from various merchants including Target, BJ’s Wholesale, and
VA ABC (liquor) store totaling $2,435.09. This total includes charges you said you
inadvertently made on the GTC for CSA Airlines and Hotels.com for a personal trip (non-official
travel} to Prague. Your trip to Prague was taken while you were on personal leave and before
your official travel to Nigena. None of these charges are permissible under the Card Member
Agreement or Agency policy (ADS 633.3.3). Further, they are in violation of Title 5 Code of
Federal Regulations, Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch
(SECEE) part 2635.704 Subpart G Misuse of Position (Use of Government Property).

On April 27, 2012, the IG’s office received an allegation that you used your Government-
issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase personal items.

On May 1, 2012, the IG’s office contacted the Program Coordinator, Travel Card
Program, USAID and requested copies of your GTC statements from November 2011 to April
2012. The document indicated that you were issued your GTC in December 2010 and your first
activity on the card started in January 2011. Your questionable credit card charges began in



December 2011 as you were preparing for your assignment to Nigeria.

On May 15, the IG contacted you at the USAID building in La Paz, Bolivia to interview
you to determine why you used your GTC to charge the items below. At that time, you were on
temporary duty in La Paz, Bolivia conducting A 123 assessments, which are random financial
assessments of various USAID employees at the mission in Bolivia to include, but not limited to,
sensitive payments, payroll and GTC purchases. You indicated that the questionable items
constituted consumables that are not availabie in Nigeria and so you chose to have them shipped
to Nigeria. You believed that you were allowed to use your GTC to purchase them even though
you also used the card to charge your personal airline flight to Prague.

A review of your account shows:

» On 12/09/11, a ticket on CSA (Czech) Airline was purchased in the
amount of $361.35

On 12/10/11, purchases from Target store located in Falls Church, VA in
the amount of $268.83

On 12/10/11, purchases from BJ Wholesale Store Club #351 located in
Falls Church, VA in the amount of $457.79.

On 12/11/11, a purchase from Hotels.com in the amount of $836.92

On 12/11/11, purchases from VA ABC (liquor) store #049 located in
Arlington, VA in the amount of $510.20

VvV Vv ¥

The ADS, Section 633.3.3¢c.,"Personal Use,” provides that “any personal use of the
GSTC is strictly prohibited. Employees must not use the GSTC for any transaction that is not
associated with their approved TA. Employees may use the GSTC only for official travel-related
transactions.”

The Cardholder Account Agreement, Section 2 states in part, “I agree to use the Card
only for official travel and official travel related expenses away from my station/duty station in
accordance with my Agency/Organization policy. I agree not to use the Card for personal,
family, or household purposes...” Finally the Cardholder Account Agreement states in section 1,
“By activating, signing, or using the Card or the account established in connection with it
(Account™), | am agreeing to the terms of this Agreement. If I do not agree to the terms of the
Agreement, [ will cut the card in half and return the pieces to the Bank before using the Card. 1
agree that I will be bound to the terms of this Agreement to the extent that I use the Card.”

Your explanations have been found to be unacceptable. You completed the Travel Card
training in December 2010, and started using your card on January 22, 2011. Your unauthorized
purchases in December 2011 are in violation of agency regulations and the Cardholder Account
Agreement.

Afier careful consideration, I have determined corrective action is warranted. In
determining the severity of this disciplinary action, | have considered as aggravating factors: the
nature and seriousness of your misconduct; its relationship to your important duties and
responsibilities of your position as Junior Financial Management Officer (the adverse effects on
the trust and authority given to you by your staff, and the Agency’s confidence in your judgment



(B)E)(R)THC

and integrity). Also considered was the interference of your ability to perform the duties of your
position effectively. Duties of your position include performing random financial assessments
of various USAID employees. While in Bolivia, part of your financial assessment included
review of payroll and GTC purchases. If you are not familiar with or following the regulations
on use of your credit, it is questionable on how effective you can evaluate others in this area.
Because of your actions, your supervisor has diminished trust and confidence in your ability to
effectively carry out the duties of your position as well as the agency’s mission and function.

As mitigating factors, I have considered your past record and as required, the potential for
rehabilitation. A further consideration, however, is that as a Foreign Service Officer who is a
Financial Management Officer, your job responsibilities include exercising good judgment and
following and enforcing laws, rules, and regulations.

After carefully weighing all factors, and closely studying the appropriate regulations, 1
have determined that it is in the best interest of the Agency to propose a reprimand. In arriving
at this discipline, I have examined the Table of Offenses and Penalties in 3 FAM 3 4377 to assist
me with making this proposal. Under the Table of Offenses and Penalties, your offense is
covered by number 31, “Misuse of U.S. Government sponsored or issued credit cards, or
untimely payment or nonpayment of balance due, other than disputed charges.” The
recommended penalties range from written reprimand to removal.

\Ifyom:lﬁos&mmsgond to this proposal. you should direct any written response and

(BMEXLI T . . . .
S supporting docurments tol_ | peputy Assistant Administrator, Ofﬁc_e
Human Resources, United States Agency for International Development, 1300 Pennsylvania
Mm 2.08-100, Washington, DC 20523, If you choose to respond orally;-you
SEEIT M ko make those arrangements. | |may be
contacted via e-mail | |or by telephone (202) 712-5156. Any response
choose to make must be made within thirty days from receipt of this proposal. If you
M more time to make a response, you should direct your request for
additional time to | |as soon as possible. A reasonable extension of time will

be granted for good cause upon submission of a written request prior to the expiration of the
thirty day reply period. Any such request should state specifically the reason(s) and cause for the
requested extension and a date by which an answer will be forthcoming. A decision will be
issued as soon as practicable after you present your response, or at the end of the response
period, whichever comes first.

After considering your response, a decision will be made whether the Letter of
Reprimand is still warranted and you will be informed of the decision. If a decision is made that
the Letter of Reprimand is still warranted, this letter of reprimand shall remain in your file for
one year from the date of the decision, or until the letter has been reviewed by one promotion or
commissioning and tenure board, except that when a performance file is reviewed in the same
cycle by more than one board (i.¢., class wide and conal review), the letter must be reviewed by
all applicable promotion boards. You are advised that should there be any repetition of this type
of misconduct in the future, you may be subject to a more severe disciplinary action.

Copies of the material upon which this proposed reprimand is based are enclosed for your

(B)E)(R)THC




review.

Subject to 3 FAM 4325, you may have a representative of your choice to assist you in the
preparation and presentation of any reply you may wish to submit. You and your representative,
if your representative is an employee of the agency, will be allowed a reasonable amount of
official time to review the materials upon which this action is based and present a reply.

Pursuant to FAM requirements, you must acknowledge receipt of this letter by signing

and dating the record copy. Enclosed is a seif-addressed envelope for you to return a signed BEIO0E
copy of the proposed suspension back to me. You are advised that acknowledgement of receipt

does not signify agreement with the contents of this letter.
If you have any questions, you may contact 202 712-1127 in the Office of

Human Resources.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT

Employee’s Signature:

Date.:
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January 7, 2013

Dear Biil:
Please accept this as my letter of resignation from USAID. My last day will be Friday, January 18, 2013,

cerely,




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

INVESTIGATIONS
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
Case Title: |
Case Number: |
Status: Closed
O1G/T Office: Washington, DC

Period of Investigation: 4/27/12- 5/15/12

Synopsis:

On December 22, 2011, USAID OIG received information, via the O1G Hotline an

(B)E)(R)THC

Finan
individual and

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

sonal items that totaled approximately $2,000.00.

mous source (AS) alleging a few weeks prior, the AS overheardl
ficer, USAID Nigeria having a phone conversation with an unknown
Government-issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase

(B)E)(R)THC

2011. Additiona
appeared to be questionable. A review o

» On 12/09/11, a ticket on CSA (Czech) Airline was purchased for

[Juniod

On April 27,2012, SA[ 77— (RA) received the allegatio i1 to lock into
the matter. On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted| Pro inator, Travel
Card Program, USAID and requested copies of] C statements for the time period
2011 to April 2012 (Attachment 1, GTW aid
i TC in December 2010, and

75t activity on the card was in January

asserted there was activity in the December 2011 statement that
GTC statements from December 2011 through
April 2012 revealed the following questionable charges totaling $2,471.09:

in the

» On 12/10/11, purchases from Target store located in Falls Church, VA in the amount of

" Date SEned:

02/06/13

amount of $361.35
$268.83
REPORT MADE BY: : -
Signature:
APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name:

Signature

Ened:

26/

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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Report of Investi gati0n| |
Page 2 of 4

» On 12/10/11, purchases from BJ Wholesale Store Club #351 located in Falls Church,
VA in the amount of $457.79.

» On 12/10/11, a purchase from Hotels.com in the about of $836.92

» On 12/11/11, purchases from VA ABC (liquor) store #049 located in Arlington, VA in

the amount of $510.20.
. . . . . (BMEXLI T
» On 12/22/11, a purchase for a Classified Visa and Passport from Springfield, VA in the
(BMEXLI T amount of $36.00 (BMEXLI T
The Reporti ent (RA) initiated an investigation to determine if] —[w to
make the above listed charges TC and to determine if_—Jused C for personal use. SEETT
Details of Investigation
(BMEXLI T
On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted Assistant United States Attomey| l u.s.
Attorney’s the District of Columbia, and presented the above mentioned case for (XX BTN
possible criminal prosecution.| —  [declined the case. =
On May 3, 2012, the RA comacted| Program Coordinator, Trav d
Program; ested a copy of the GTC member agreement that ave
received and agreed to befo accep GTC. Subsequemly,lzforwarded the RA,
via email, a copy of the GTC member agreement (Artachment 2, GTC member agreement, dated
May 3, 2012). In paragraph two of the GTC member agreement, it stated, “f agree to use the (EYERBITHC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Card only for official travel and official travel related expenses away from my official
station/duty station in accordance with my Agency/Organization policy. I agree e the
m for personal, family or household purposes™. Moreover stated on December 15;

2010 E |completed the necessary online course requirements prior to receiving

(B)E)(R)THC

(Attachment 3, GSA Travel Card certificate, dated December 15, 2010). asserted the

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

i gurse is clear about use of the card,
5, 2012, the RA contacte at USAID Bolivia to interview and

(B)E)(R)THC

determine why (GTC to charge the above mentioned items during D r2011.
sistant Regional Security Officer |(ARSO , Regional Security

Office, TS Paz, Bolivia assisted the RA with the interview. Before any
questioning, ARSO with an Administrative Warning and Assurance for
a Federal Employee form (Attachment 4, Administrative Warning and Assurance form, dated




Report of Investigation

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

May 15,2 vise t_"“0‘1’|:_l'1§lﬁ|£|saicl

the form. During the interview,t stated that an working for USAID in November

Page 3 of 4

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

20 is currently posted in the Office of Financial Management, USAID Nigeria.
explained tha is in La Paz, Bolivia, on temporary duty conducting A 123 assessments, which

gi:ﬁggi are random financial assessments of various USAID employees at the mission in Bolivia to ggggi
ut not limited to, sensitive payments, payroll and GTC purchases.
(BXEXBNTNC
BXEEIC to provide (PHEHEITNC
mExmNC|. Bank Visa GTC statement and aske to explain various charges. (BXEXENTHC
(BE:L)THC s at Target, BI’s Wholesale, and VA ABC (liquor) store consisted of purchases th (BXEX(0XTHC
(BXEXENTHC nward assignment to Abuja, Nigeria in January 2012. Moreover| —said those (BXEXENTHE
(BYE:L)THC constitute onsumables and were shipped to NigerialZ’le’EEB;;tJed that mos 3
BYEXEINC —items ought i : ren’t going to be available in Nigeria; therefore, (BEXEIINC
was allowe GTC to purchase them.[— [said no one told couldn’t use (BXEX(0XTHC
PXOBXNE|_GTC to ases|— [stated that the charges from CSA Airline :
(BIEXEITC M rip to Prague. explained EHEREITHC
DO \::Lﬁmrf'ﬂ}gu&bw\assi nment to Nigeria. said idn't realize that
(BXEXENTHC $ to make these purchases[— |[said the charge for Visa and Passport photo B)EXEITHC
(BYEXBNTHC ecessary: sserie was going to use the Visa and Passport photos when (BYEXBNTHC
BT Ve ost. The i recalled taking an online course in regard SoISET
el Of the GTCan “Yes”. However,— (did not recall if i -
eement documentation w was issued in December 2010.
(BXEXBNTNC
On 2012, the RA obtained| — ravel Authorization (TA) fo ssignment
(LIEXBITNC| 1o Nieeria (Attachment 5, Travel Authorization for Nigeria, dated 12/5/11). The TA
stated that was authorized to ship consumables totaling 2500 pounds to Nigeria; however,
BXEEXNC] - the TA did not indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the consumables or
thorize to charge the consumables to USAID. (PXEHEITHE
BXEEBNTNC
In Octobe Human Resources Division Chief, USAID issued a T
R I sed reprimand (Artachment 6]  |Proposed letter of Reprimand) to| -~ |for the (BXEX(0XTHC
(BXEXBNTNC

15158 O SAID GTC.

On January 7, 2013, |resigned from ployment with USAID (Artachment 7,
resignation letter, dated 01/07/13). This case is closed.
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Report of Investigation

Page 4 of 4

(B)E)(R)THC

ubjects/Defendants/Suspects:

Junior Financial Management Officer
USAID/Nigeria

Undeveloped Leads:

None

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

SEEIT There are no items in evidence or seized contraband.

(B)E)(R)THC

S icial and Administrative Actions:
October Human Resources Division Chief, USAID. etter of
SE imand to [for the misuse o D GTC. On01/17/13,

resigned from mployment with USAID.

memme] Attachments:

{. GTC statements from 12/2010 to present, dated 12/25/2011

2. GTC member agreement, dated 05/03/2012

GSA Travel Card certificate, dated 12/15/2010

Administrative Warning and Assurance form, signed and dated 05/15/12
Travel Authorization for Nigeria, dated 12/05/2011

Proposed Letter of Reprimand, no date indicated

resignation letter, dated 01/07/13

o







U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

OFFIC

E OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

(B)E)(R)THC

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

Case Title:

Case Number:

Status:

Period of Investigation:
O1G/T Office:

Afghanistan

Closed
05/28/2012 - 07/10/2012
Kabul, Afghanistan

(B)E)(R)THC

Synopsis:

m 2011, the USAID Office of Inspector Genera

(B)E)(R)THC

complaint from |

|stating that TMeEr supervisor

have leaked bid information to a prospective vendor. In

“mail,

worked for International Land Systems (ILS) which was a subcontractor to Tetr

(B)E)(R)THC

RD on the USAID Land Reform in Afghanistan Project (LARA).[  —Jsaid that

indicated an interest in supplying technical specifications and quantities of

eying and mapping equipment to Trimble, Inc., who was presumably bidding on a
otation (RFQ) to supply this equipment. The RFQ was valued at

v
equ
$200,000, Salso state as terminated from ILS for raising this issue with

Tetra Tech ARD. (Attachment 1)

The USAID OIG investigation determined that a RFQ was never issued, nor was there

any subcontract with Trimble

Inc. All documentation was reviewed by the USAID

Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR) and was found to be in order.
Nothing substantiating this allegation was found.

This case is closed with the submission of this report.

(B)E)(R)THC

tails of Investigation:
\Sp:\cial Agent

| USAID OIG met with| |

(B)E)(R)THC

| L USAID/Afgh

project. was asked to

allegation was dand t

anistan. | —— ___|is the COTR and technical advisor for thi
| | research all files related to this matte i any
ting irregularities existed. After reviewing S, reported that the

here had been complete transparency in the selection of

subcontractors for this project.

[ |also stated that all required documentation had been

submitted to USAID and proper contracting procedures had been followed.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

REPORT MADE BY:

Name: © Sigped;
Signature: //Da;;/u 2062~

APPROVING OFFICIAL:

Name: Date Signed:

Signature: i
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P
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05/28/2012 — 07/10/2012

| USAID OIG also met with

(B)E)(R)THC

as an independent contractor and not representing the USAID contract.

ed| —— for acting in an irrational manner and for

attempting to represen

BYEBITNC as something other than his position description. | 5
also confirmed that there has never been any contract between Tetra-Tech ARD and Trimble

(BMEXLI T

\ for ARD

International. i made allegations regarding in
approximately November 2011 said the allegations were reviewed and
investigated. ladded the ARD home office contracts manager immediately looked
into the procurement in question and determined that it had not been completed.
said the RFQ had not been issued, and no selection of a vendor had ever been made.
This case is closed with the submission of this report.

(BMEXLI T

(BMEXLI T

| |for Tetra Tech ARD.

Subjects/Defendants/Suspects:

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Title: lof International Land Services, Inc.

Name: |
Title: | |

Undeveloped Leads:
There are no other investigative issues remaining.
Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

None

and confirme er any subcontract with Trimble, Inc.
s performance at meetings ange | —said| —Jalways portrayed

(B)E)(b)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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(B)E)(R)THC
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Judicial and Administrative Actions:
None
Attachments:

1. A copy of the e-mail complaint to the O1G dated December 16, 2011.

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)




U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

T REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

(B)THE)

m Tainted PSC Solicitation

Case Number: | |
Status: Closed

Period of Investigation: 09/19/11 — 06/14/13
OIG/1 Office: Washington, DC.

(B)ERBITHC - .
Synopsis:

WI 1, USAID Office of Inspector General (OIG) received an e-mail

from | [ | USAID Office of Acquisition and Assistance (OAA),
Washington, DC. The e-mail contained concerns regarding three USAID OAA
employees involved in the recruitment of U.S. Personal Services Contractor (PSC)
vacancies in OAA. According to the e-mail, the issues involved a PSC position
solicitation that was improperly graded, the Division Chief of this section was unaware of
this solicitation, and this solicitation was only advertised for three business days. Also of

(B)E)(R)THC

concern, was a potential conflict of interest in that a relative and a personal friend of the
procurin ting officer had applied for the advertised positions. Allegedly, the

- . .. (BMEXLI T
contracting officer recuse from the procurement; however, neither the Division

(PXEXEXINC Chief nor the USAID Ethics Officer was made aware of the recusal.

(B)E)(R)THC (B)E)(R)THC

(BHORENDIC vestigati USAID OIG determined that OAA Contracting Officer (CO)
— assiste and close friend 1n applying for :

upervisor and

solicitati whic had authority. P ' X
EBINT failed to formally recuse from the hiring process, thereby posing a conflict of

interest.

AID OIG forwarded a referral memo to OAA for appropriate action. OAA decided
t should complete certain special procurement integrity classes and training

exercises. l - |pr0gress and performance will be closely monitored by OAA.

(B)E)(R)THC

This case is closed with the submission of this report.

(BIERENTHC
(BIERENTHC
REPORT MADE BY: C Name—[
Fignature 11/5/13
APPROVING OFFICIAL: \wm_______ﬁ DafdBigned]

11/5/13
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LB THE)
Pa
09/19/11 - 06/14/13 EEEIT
)k C
OO Details of Investigation:
N n September 19, 2011, USAID OIG received an e-mail from |
: USAID OAA, The e-mail named three individuals involved in the solicitation.
(B)E) (b} THC T . .
i The in s involved were:
(ORI \ |Contracting Officer
|Contracting Officer
IContracting Specialist (CS)
(Attachment 1. E-mail from| dated 09/19/11) EGIT
The solicitation was for U.S. Personal Service Contractor, Solicitation No. SOL-OAA-
11-000101, Postion: Contract Specialist(s). Issuance Date: AugusW
Date: August 5, 2011, The CO was listed as| | The solicitation was

posted on FedBizOpps.Gov. (Attachment 2. U.S. Personal Service Contractor,
Solicitation No. SOL-OAA-11-000101)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

o [ [

hree individuals answered the solicitation:

|
e [of former USAID OAA employee

[~—Jandanacquaintance of [ _—— | SEETT
| -~ lapplication that was later rejected because it was '
(BMEXLI T ine ompl ote.
il st 14, 2012, USAID OIG interviewed CS| |

According to in July 2011, the fiscal year was coming to a close and an urgent

need for contracting specialists developed because of OAA personnel being assigned

overseas. The Global Health Procurement Plan had funding for contracting specialists (PHOLHIXC
BT under the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR). This funding had to

be spent before the close of the fiscal year because it was probable the 1 ight not be

available for the positions in the next fiscal year. said because of the time
(PHOLHIXC mground security investigations and different forms to be filled out, that
ST EsupervisorJ |decided to only list the vacancy for five days.

was asked if the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) or the U.S. Agency for

(DHEHBXTXC Internationa t Regulations (AIDAR) had specific rules for the number of (PHEHEITXC
(BMEXLI T (BMEXLI T

(B)E)(R)THC

ays vacancie o be advertised: reply was that if a vacancy
announceti riod had to be lengthened or shortened, that t as the
M time frame: |said| 0 o type up the PSC

s were t
ange the
solicitation. | [said=_lhad never worked on a PSC solicitation before, so [ -]
fou revious solicitation that had been completed and cut/ pasted the verbiage for the
application. said everyone in OAA always does a cut and paste job in
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BY LW THT . . . . . . -

(XXX W types of functions. After the applications were submitted, they w (PHEHEITNC
\W | volunteered to work on this solicitation as

i ars of experience and this wasT—_|first PSC contract. | said| S SEETT
EGIT followed instructions. (Aftachment 3. Interview of| — | (b)(é)j(b)(?)(C
EXEBITNC| dated 03/14/12) EXE)BIINC
(PHEEIDE On Augusi 14,2642, USAID OIG interviewed CO|
— summer of 20T f=—Japp et~ Jand asked[ —Jrotake |

: evaluation olicitation as|—— |had a conflict of interest.

did not say what the conflict wasa did not ask. (PHEHEITNC
(BMEXLI T . . .

i and CS| reviewed applications for a Personal Services or S
(b)(é)f(b)(?)(c (PSC) solicitation and compared them to the solicitation. Al ad concerns (PXEXBIX
((HEXOX pplications and clarification questions had to be sent to one of the
; recalled these were both entry level positions and both met th
(b)(z)f(b)(z)(g said this solicitation was not one of| Tograms,

((HEXOX was trying to expedite this due to the end of the Fiscal Year
1d there were two positions vacant and three applications. As one EET
selected the two remaining applicants. :
(BMEXLI T
(BMEXLI T (BMEXLI T
(BMEXLI T . (BMEXLI T
at uty station SEBIC
explamed that there were only vacancies in the division for entr ; : -
. sald GS-14/15 positions are considered supervisory. lanme (b)(é)f(b)(?)(c
SORSas [~ limmediate supervisor, OAA Global Health Division Chief,| W(b)(é)f(b)(?)(c
: meeting in which the PSC solicitation was discussed and received| —fpproval. A 1K )f(b)( X
(LXEXEXINC said the PSC solicitation was also on the Global Health Procurement Plan, E ((HEXOANCE
SEETT as posted on the FedBizOpps website,[ ] : EEETC
(I (BMEXLI T
COUG lcould apply, howe would have to recuse [ —] ST
(BMEXLI T .
\fﬁ\ |later heard fro friend and former colleague|
ce Corps. According t0| ;“
(B)ERBITHC : . (BMEXLI T
(B)ERBITHC | Egglmg 10 apply. sad |_"|’El’dﬁ§€d| —/,%S (B)ERBITHC
: olng to recuse| :
(BMEXLI T g (BMEXLI T

BY LW THT .

((Z;EG;:((Z;E?;EC ked w forwarded | resume and QRF to | s
: i |needed a template to work on | '
ality Ranking Factors (QRFS){—  |did not see a problem because

: from the process and because each application would have to st
own merit. did not see any ethics violation in giving|
someone else’s resume and QRFs.

and |
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(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ccordin

to| [ |spoke withf ———J]— Jand| —jabout thes ron and

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEBITHC |

cancelled it. (Attachment 5. Interview of] |dated 08/15/12)

(B)E)(b)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

92012, USAID OIG interviewed — mother)

(B)E)(R)THC

' _"ﬁ"m-m-- l= enf— [saw the PSC solicitation on the FedBizOps website.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

' as going to work on the resume and QRFs for
W&id was unsure of the format for QRW

|t0 obtain an examp sai sent T il
RFs to use as an example. (Affachment 6. Interview of l — |3ated 08/09/12)

(BMEXLI T
(CHOHOXTHE st USAID OIG interviewed USAID Global Health D1v1510n Chief [PHOHEXIXE
SO | - H— |claime as unaware of the PSC solicitatio focessed
S ETT d only found (?ut about it w lcarncq about SEETT
' sal rought it to the matter to the attention 0f| '
(PHEHEITNC that procurements listed on the Global Health Procurement Plan are 51mply a projection.
g are several projects that go unfunded or not pr
said a was briefed, spoke o — | /E[W/ (EYEXBNTHC
T |said: ——  |cancelled the PSC solicitation, sent an e-
mail to OAA statmg that all PSCs hired by USAID should be GS- $ with (PXOXOINC
((HEXOANCE experience. (Attachment 7. Interview of ated 08/14/12) (PHEXOINC
(BMEXLI T
PHOEE On August26; USAID OIG interviewed eratCGum:
ST for Ethics and Administr.atlop. ‘ f)piqed the.tt once . Fie SEETT
_ an for a position in which[ —fhad authority, [ s ould have -
ST i me‘dlatcly notifi& supervisor, filed a USAID Recusal‘Statcmcnt Form and :
— submitted 1 fice of General Counsel (OGC) for review and placed a¢ of the

usal form in the contract e, 0

immediate y's with this contract. | ated that contracting officers
recel ics training annually an S havc known better. (Attachment
8. Interview of dated 08/20/12)

A review of Acquisition and Assistance Policy Directive (AAPD) 04-13 indicated that
USAID had provisions to hire PSC positions from GS-5 level through GS-15 level.

(Attachment 9. Acquisition and Assistance Policy Directive 04-13)
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According to Contract Information Bulletin (CIB) 97-17 (Corrected 2), there is a 10 day

requirement for advertising PSC positions. The contracting officer has the option to
advertise longer. (Attachment 10. Contract Information Bulletin 97-17, Corrected 2)

On October 17, 2012, USAID OIG forwarded a referral memorandum to OAA for
appropriate action. {(Attachment 11. USAID OIG referral memorandum)

On June 14, 2013, OAA responded to the OIG, advising that:
special procurement integrity classes and training exercises.
performance will be closely monitored by OAA. (Attachment 12. OAA response to
OIG)

This case is closed with the submission of this report.

Subjects/Defendants/Suspects:

Name: | |
Title: Contracting Officer

Undeveloped Leads:

There are no other investigative issues remaining.

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:
None

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

\]\ will undergo special procurement integrity classes and training

EXErclses. progress and performance will be closely monitored by OAA.

Attachments:

1. E-mail from| |dated 09/19/11.
Wmal Service Contractor, Solicitation No. SOL-OAA-11-000101.
m |dated 03/14/12,

A i} i

4 fl [dated 03/14/12.

7. iew of | dated 08/14/12.
8. Interview of| —— dated 08/20/12.

) iew of |dated 08/15/12.
m ———  [ated 08/09/12.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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9. Acquisition and Assistance Policy Directive 04-13.
10. Contract Information Bulletin 97-17 (Corrected 2).
11. USAID OIG referral memorandum dated 10/17/12.
12. OAA response to OIG received on 06/14/13.



U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL/INVESTIGATIONS

BXEEBNTNC
ST REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(O)THE)
Case Title: [
Case Number: T |
Status: Closed
Period of Investigation: 11/09/11- 05/03/13
O1G/1 Office: San Salvador, El Salvador
BXEEBNTNC
BXEEBNTNC
SYNOPSIS:
This-investigation was predicated on information from a whistleblower that
[for the Evangelical Christian Humanitarian Outreach for Cuba, Inc. (Echo
Cuba), mismanaged USAID program funds in a program known as Empowering Civil Society
(ECS). ECS was a one million dollar, three-year cooperative agreement (RLA-A-00-19-00025-
00) funded from 06/2009 to 06/2011. The program was designed to strengthen Cuban civil
(OHEREXDC society by training and capacitating national leaders who then would form groups that promoted
societal awareness in Cuba. The complainant reported that Echo Cuba mismanaged the ECS
[PHOHEXIXE am by claiming up to four times the amount of actual overhead costs. The complainant also (CHOHOXTHE

was the only person working on the ECS program, but other Echo Cuba employees’
salaries were paid-using program funds. Finally, it was alleged that a Cuban recipi as not
providing adequate receipts to jusii expenses with the money ceived from the program
and no evidence existed that the funds were utilized for program purposes.

The investigation revealed no evidence of fraud. OIG investigators discovered the following:

1) The actual overhead cost incurred by Echo Cuba during the implementation of the ECS
program was $44.433 under the USAID approved ECS budget. 2) The USAID approved ECS
budget included funds to cover salaries for three Echo Cuba employees. The budget included
30% salary for the chief of party, 40% salary for the Cuba mission coordinator, and 100% salary
for the program coordinator. The budget also included funds to cover a percentage of fringe
benefits for the employees mentioned above and additional funding to cover indirect labor costs
for four other Echo Cuba employees. 3) OIG agents were unable to substantiate the claim that a

: N BXEEBNTNC
Cuban beneficiary was misusing program funds.

REPORT MADE BY: Name: //m@ned:
(B)E) (b} THC

Signature:

APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name: M
Signature:

— 07293
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(BMEXLI T Page 2of10 (BMEXLI T
(BMEXLI T
LS OF INVESTIGATION:
(BMEXLI T
01/19/12, former | |for a.
==y Was the so ¢ allegations agains and Echo Cuba. orked for Echo Cuba
ST from 0?1!22;“1;1;1] 10/201T: was not directly employed by Echo Cuba, but was employed by T
BY LW THT
i;i;g;io vele ito, Ecuador wit to meet and train two Cub aders, REEIHT
: |and | Per the program, received approximately $4,500 a '
ECS funds to distribute among local individuals to develop the local civil society
rogrart. ems providing adequate receipts to justify the ECS sent to S
_ wanted more evidence on ho used the funds in Cuba. understood the (CHOHOXT
((OOIC| - difficulty and sensitivity of working in Cuba; however, there were two other groups in Cuba and SO
h group consisted of ten individuals who received money for the same program. The otlpr/ :
Ry . . . . (BMEXLI T
TEeoe A iduals rovided adequate receipts. While working at Echo Cuba,| =1
: | |presente ith an affidavit to sign and appro I ,000 that was
T — ccounted for. This amount was to justify ack of receipts in Cuba. [ —Irefused
(b)(é)z(b)(?)(c sign the affidavi not asked again. The amount was distributed to before SEETT
(b)(é):(b)(?)(c started working for Echo Cuba, s6[—_|had no knowledge what the $6,000 figure was based on, :
e expressed conc o Cuba was paying $20,000 per month for overhead. That
: amou emed too high for the program: may have pocketed some of the funds, but|Z|
ST roof. ever learned how internal funds were handled by Echo Cuba. However, if —
: overhead went to ilities, $20,000 was too high of an amount. (A#tachment 1 — (PXEREITNC
(PHEHEITNC ndum of Interview (MOI): dated 01/19/12) :
. (BMEXLI T
BY LW THT
((Z;EG;;((Z;E?;EC On 01 ~-QIG agents interviewe former
' was. the | from 11/2009 to 8/2011. According to
B520 T ram manager for Echo Cuba, left the company and (PHEHEITNC
: tooK ver-The positi omplained about Echo Cuba and stated that th
(PO company had ethical issues. that the ECS program overhea t1g at
0,000 a month, where it should have been $3,000 per month. said ever saw ——
PXEEXDC| anythi ating to the USAID grant funding and never reviewed any budgets or ledger gi;ggie
UG information. left the program after only three months with the company. (b)(é):(b)(?)(c
was the previous for Echo Cuba. was laid-off by
_ use ept asking for more information regarding the funds sent :
ggggi could not track the funds in Cuba and that i expenses for (OHEREXDC

nting purposes. (Attachment 2 — MOI: | dated 01/19/12}
On 01/ ; agents interviewed former| — |for Echo Cuba
from 01/2009 to 06/201T:

did not know if Echo Cuba wrongfully used or abused its USAID
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(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ing. (Attachment 3 - MOI: |dated 01/19/12}

(B)E)(b)THC

B BINT

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

1/19/12, interviewed | for Echo om
. |was hired because W
work demands and because as not paid en ;

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(b)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ceded more mformatlon relating to the expenses in Cuba. After | i|mformed

verworked due to running all the programs. was
: was not providin %&‘{
the Echo Cuba lzgws/
of the

(B)E)(R)THC

ituation,[ ™ [requested that all Cuban program leaders provide proper receipt information to
acknowledged that working in Cuba was difficult and it w us
transporting money and supplies into and within Cuba. erstood why some of the

recipients didn’t want to receive or carry receipts with them due to the nature of the program.
Over the course of the grant, $10,000 could not be verified due to some of the local recipients
being afraid to carry or sign receipts.

PO 1n 07/2010, USAID sent the DMP Group (DMP) to conduct an A-133 audit on the grant. The

udit revealed that Echo Cuba charged USAID budget amounts instead of the actual amounts. [PAEHEXIE
(BHORENDIC \%\E&{dit also revealed that more information was needed relating to the expense receipts in
T Cuba. | E |menti0ned that Echo Cuba was new to the process of charging expensel%m/

' ant and did not know how to process expenses at that time. (Attachment 4 — MOI: :
(BXE)BXTHC dated 01/19/12) (BXE:EXTHC
(BXE)BXTHC (BXEXBNTNC
[PXSREATAC 05/12, OIG agents interviewed |Echo Cuba’s accountant from 06;’2009@4&2%%2

; worked part-time in the afternoons, approximately 20 ho . W :
EBINT laid off beca could no longer afford to pay € 1o his Certifie countant :
(CPA) qualifications. | |was hired to replace as not a CPA. When (PHEHEITNC
ired, Echo Cuba had just received its first grant from USAID for the ECS program.[ |
manage uba’ ts and also designed a bookkeeping system utilizing QuickBook
(XL for the company. Afte departure, used the same QuickBooks system that EGIT
BXEEBNTNC d.
e |f0rmer Echo Cuba | was responsible for acquirin eIpts
' m the Cuba program in order to create a summary of expenses for bookkeeping.
had problems with program leaders in Cuba not providing adequate receipts. Most of
oemoa  the leaders on the program in Cuba would provide photos of the receipts and signatures EET

then send them via email to Due to the nature of the program in Cuba, many program
leaders did not want to provide receipts for personal safety.

could not recall the actual monthly amount allocated to overhead; ver elieved
that 40 percent of program funds were for overhead. entioned that 2 monthly amount of
$20,000 might have been too much. The rent, power and other expenses would be around $6,000
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(BXE:EXTHC . . .
a month and charged as indirect. Echo Cuba had an email server that costs approximately $1,000
a month.
never saw any proof that expenses were misused. Indirect expense payments were not
used to pay direct expenses. Based on the USAID proposal, other direct costs were used for
semme  charging direct costs since Echo Cuba does not have a Negotiated Indirect Cost Recovery
(b)(é):(b)(?)(c Agreement (NICRA). Echo Cuba never co-mingled ECS funding between accounts and
o 6); BT ing was accounted for in QuickBooks.
BT did no to do anything that was unethical. | —|never questioned the
B 6)2 OE internial-workings of Echo Cuba — _ |never took advantage of the ECS grant. (Attachment 5

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

—=MOI{ dated 03/05/12)

On 0 OIG agents interviewed |Echo Cuba’s | |

According to Echo Cuba requested approximately $35,000 a month from USAID for
the ECS program. Overhead costs for the ECS program ran approximately $17,000 a month.
The overhead included the office rent, supplies, commercial expenses (telephone/internet), and
salaries.

Every employee timesheet which was collected monthly, 35% or 40% of the ECS
funding was documented on timesheets: position charged 30% to the ECS program. The

ECS grant had its own account for funding which was not commingled. Every two weeks t
Echo Cuba accounts were balanced for accounting purposes. Echo Cub CS funds
r other programs. (Aftachment 6 — MOI: dated 03/05/12)
On 03/05/12, OIG agents interviewe Echo Cuba’s executive director. Eﬁ

first USAID grant in 06/2009, which ended in 09/2012. The grant program required Echo

uba to send money to Cuba via couriers for developing business plans for local businesses.
According to when ECS program funds arrived in Cuba, program leaders provided

receipts for all expenses. If physical receipts could not be acquired, then photos were taken of
the receipts along with the signatures of program participants. These photos were then uploaded
on a cloud server so that Echo Cuba could directly access the expenses from Miami.
Approximately 95% to 99% of all receipts were accounted for. 100% of all cash sent to Cuba
was accounted for. When receipts and signatures could not be acquired, affidavits of expenses
were submitted in order to justify the expenses. Affidavits covered approximately 15% of the
cash sent to Cuba. Of the $1 million USAID grant, approximately $400,000 went to Cuba for the
program.

Echo Cuba was reviewed twice a year by DMP to ensure that ECS funds were accounted for
propetly. Last year, an A-133 audit was completed. The audit found Echo Cuba was charging
USAID under estimated indirect costs which needed to be charged as other direct costs (ODC).

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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denie commingled ECS funding and said Echo Cuba never used its

(B)E)(R)THC

Wor activity. (dftachment 7 — MOI:

03/22/12, |USAID Assistance Officer’s Represe

program;-was interviewed. | T |stated that
the ECS grant. maintained telephonic contact with

Because Echo Cuba was not approved for a NICRA, DMP stated Echo Cuba needed to charge
only what was billed under direct costs and could not charge under estimated costs. Since the
audit, the overall spending on personnel, fringe and benefits has been approximately 30% and
indirect costs were approximately 15%. The rest needed to be charged as direct costs.

IPage 5 of 10
(b EXLITHT
(b EXLITHT
(b EXLITHT
(b EXLITHT

nce a week to discuss and review

project management plans. The majority of the ECS funds were sent to program leaders in Cuba.

Approximately $24,000 to $40,000 per month was sent to Cuba, depending on

program

activities, These funds were used to purchase supplies, computers, pay trainers, and develop

support groups. Echo Cuba tracked expenses by verifying receipts.

Echo Cuba ran many programs outside the ECS program and never co-mingled USAID funding
with other programs. Prior to the ECS grant, Echo Cuba had a U.S. State Department award

called the Lidia program. The Lidia program was very successful so upon its ¢
transferred to USAID under the ECS award.

In order to receive grant funding, Echo Cuba sent a Federal Financial Re

(B)E)(R)THC

ompletion, it was

Request for Reimbursement form 270 for advances.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Employe€ of effort for the ECS program billing were consistent.
Me ECS program. charged a small percentage o
| |worked part-time on the ECS program. There were other em
a couple of hours or days per month for work performed on the ECS program.

[ ]had no knowledge of the internal financial workings of Echo Cuba and co

ide any information regarding Echo Cuba’s direct and indire

ba, wrote the requests and submitted them to reviewed
processed them wi ID financial management office for funding. The advances were
consistent and did not raise suspicions. [~ |never disputed a requested amount.

(BEXETHC

or
the requests and BT
(BEXETHC

ployees that billed

(B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

ad no knowledge

Echo Cuba’s erhead amounts, never suspected or saw any fraud within
Echo and never suspected tha used ECS funding for personal gain. (Aftachment 8

~MOI | dated 03/22712)

On 05/07/12, the OIG completed a review of Echo Cuba’s ECS A-133 audits for fiscal years
2009 to 2011. All three audits concluded the following: “The results of the audit disclosed no
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under the

Government Auditing Standards. As of December 31, (2009, 2010, and 2011)

Echo Cuba’s

financial statements, changes in its net assets and cash flow were in conformity with accounting
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T principles. did not identify any deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting
(b)(é)z GO that it would consider material weaknesses.” (Aftachment 9—Record Review A-133 Audits 2009,
' 0, 2011, dated 05/07/12}
n 05/22/12,| | Agreement Officer (AO) for the ECS program, was interviewed.
tated that the ECS cooperative agreement did not allow Echo Cuba to charge indirect
costs because they did not have an authorized indirect cost rate or a NICRA. However, indirect
Semoc  costs could be charged as “other direct costs,” which would cover salaries, paper supplies,
' telephone costs, rent, etc., only if Echo Cuba could tie the expenses into the program as described
by the agreement. These expenses would be typically charged as indirect costs.
Office of Acquisition and Assistances (OAA), USAID/Washington, D.C.,had a
copy of Echo Cuba’s original cost proposal that showed the agreed amount for other direct costs.
This amount was approved before the agreement was signed. Echo Cuba had to charge
everything directly and prove those expenses were relevant to the program.
BT The word “overhead” was a catch all for indirect costs. Echo Cuba could not lump everything
: together and call it overhead. It had to be broken down into its true components, such as office
e . Support, labor, rent, etc. Regarding Echo Cuba’s monthly overhead that was allegedly charged to
: ¢ program, $20,000 would be too much for a monthly overhead charge per the agreement. ((HEXOANCE
did not know how much funding Echo Cuba received monthly for the ECS program.
PHOEE | |[ECS AOR, looked over Echo Cuba’s performance and expenses. Oeme
T nsibility was to catch any costs that were not responsible in relation to the program
: description. uchers went through the AOR and were then submitted to Financial
Management for payment. did not see or review any ECS vouchers for payment. |:/[had EGIT
ggggi not-seen or heard of any problems relating to the ECS program. (Attachment 10 — MOI: :
: dated 05/22/12 —
m XE-EITNC
n0 \om}er\\ for Echo Cuba, was
(PO \?\mﬁcﬂw to work as the| — l SO
t day on the job; = Jhad problems with % ggggig
SEmoe N one at Echo a real job description. wanted everything to “magically” '
—smoe  down to Cubaand nothing ran well: had access to the budget and sa 0 ST
Cuba employees were listed on the USAID grant. at st of the work, (b)(é)f(b)(?)(c
(PHOLHIXC ile the other s worked on other projects. | —[was listed as 100% billable and =
OO0 e USAID . did not recall the billable percentages of er
o 6); SO employees. id the work of five employees. W(b)(é);(b)(?xc

onthly expenditures and overhead expen

eported to on the amount of

nt to Cuba and the amount that was spent on program supplies, such as computer
equipment: believed approximately $10,000 a month was sent to Cuba during the time
worked at Echo Cuba. had no direct knowledge of the expenditures for Echo Cuba’s
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|dated 08/14/12)

On 02/19/13, the OIG reviewed Echo Cuba’s ECS budget cost proposal. The proposal was
negotiated and approved by USAID on 06/24/09. This budget was the basis for Echo Cuba’s

financial operations for the ECS program. The budget showed Echo Cuba included line items to
cover a percentage of the salary costs of three employees and a percentage for indirect labor costs

of four Echo Cuba employees. The review of the budget also revealed a mathematical mistake

which resulted in an underestimation of $49,282. Under the Indirect Labor costs line items, Echo

Cuba listed $26,036 of Indirect Labor for the M&E position and $23,246 for the program
assistant position. However, Echo Cuba failed to add the two amounts which equal $49,282 to
the budget total. Because of this, the ECS budget totaled $1,033,582 instead of 1,082,864, a
$49,282 underestimation. (4ttachment 12 — IAR: Record Review of ECS Original Budget

Costs Proposal, dated 02/19/12)

On 02/19/13, the OIG reviewed Modification of Assistance number six for Echo Cuba’s ECS

program. This modification revised the program description from a focus on economic growth to

a new program implementation plan focusing on democracy and governance. The shift in
program focus resulted in a revision of ECS’ original budget. The new budget resulted in the

following changes:

- Personnel Costs increased by $93,922 (40%)
- Fringe Benefits increased by $20,177 (19%)
- Travel Expense increased by $32,036 (37%)
- Program Activities decreased by $151,115 (34%)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(RITHC

(B)E)(R)THC

- Other Direct Costs increased by $4,980 (3%)
- The original program ceiling cost of $1,033,582 remained unchanged.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

dated 04/01/13)

WQW o

On 04/02/13, was re-interviewed.

successfully completed in 2012. However, in September 2012, DMP, at the direction of USAID,

stated that the ECS program was

Eram

conducted a compliance review of the program. DMP questioned $18,377 of program costs.

ove or monthly expenses| |assisted Ith writing the monthl advance
requests. did not recall the amount requested; however, Ever experiW

problems requesting USAID advances. (Attachment 11 — MOI: |

nt 13 — IAR: Record Review of Modification # 6, dated 02/19/12)
On 04/01/13, was re-interviewed.T—  [claimed that the only person working

full fime on the ECS program However, other Echo Cuba employees worked on the pro;
needad--One sponsibilities was to create a monthlgw

arTIv — |instructed ist $20,000 per month as

overhead expenses on the ECS budget. — _|did not know the details of what costs were actually
vered under overhead. However, because of the high amount budgeted monthly for overhead,
us CS funds were supporting the entire Echo Cuba organization. (Attachment 14 ~

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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Echo Cuba responded and justified the questioned costs and was currently negotiating a final
version of the audit report.

From the beginning of the program until 07/2010, Echo Cuba calculated the amount of funds
needed from USAID by utilizing the figures on the ECS approved program budget. In 08/2010,
the methodology changed and Echo Cuba began calculating the amount of funds needed based on
actual costs. This methodology of calculating program fund requests was recommended by DMP
because it was a more accurate method than the old methodology of requesting funds based on
the budget or estimations.

In 07/2010, DMP also recommended that Echo Cuba utilize a specific formula to calculate
overhead costs more accurately. Echo Cuba implemented the formula and it became the basis for
calculating and reporting overhead costs. Echo Cuba applied the overhead formula back to the
beginning of the program in order to check if they were overstating their overhead costs, but
found they actually understated overhead costs by a few thousand dollars,

(B)E)(R)THC

[ Jexplained that modification of assistance number six was made to accurately reflect the
change of scope in the program and to revise the original program budget which contained errors.
Echo Cuba’s original ECS program budget contained a mathematical error which understated the
budget by $49,282. Under the budget’s ODC column, they listed a budget total of $169,795.
However the correct amount should had been $219,077. Echo Cuba failed to add the indirect

labor costs of the compliance officer ($26,036) and a program assistant ($23,246) even though (PO

EETT the line items were listed on the budget. The actual budget amount for ODC should have been E—
: $219,077. The $49,282 of unaccounted indirect labor costs were added into the el line (BB
Wsed budget. (Atrachment 15 — IAR: Interview of dated 04/02/13}

On 04/02/13,| | Echo Cuba’s Financial Officer, was re-interviewed. | |
stated that Echo Cuba categorized the ECS expenses either as direct costs or indirect costs
(overhead). Direct costs included expenses directly linked to program activities such as cost of
equipment sent to Cuba, cost of training beneficiaries etc. Direct costs also included travel costs
related to program activities. Indirect costs (also referred to as overhead costs) included all
program expenses other than direct costs. Indirect costs were expenses shared with other Echo
Cuba programs. A USAID approved percentage of the following costs were charged as overhead
for the ECS program:

- Personnel costs- salaries, indirect labor

(BXERENTHC : . . .
- Fringe benefits- annual leave, Medicare, Social Security and other benefits

- Other Direct Costs- office expenses, miscellaneous expenses

|:|provided a comprehensive spreadsheet which listed total expenditures for the ECS
program. The documents showed a total overhead charge of $582,030. The ECS program
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averaged approximately $15,730 per month of overhead costs. (Attachment 16 — IAR: Interview
of | | dated 04/02/13)

On 05/02/13, the OIG compared ECS’ budget approved by USAID on 05/18/11 (Modification of
Assistance # 6) to ECS’ actual expenses as recorded on Echo Cuba’s financial system. The
comparison revealed that the actual amount of overhead cost incurred by Echo Cuba under the
ECS program was $44,433 below the approved amount on the ECS budget. {(A#tachment 17 —
I4AR: Record Review- Comparison of ECS budget to Actual Expenses, dated 05/02/13)

This matter is closed.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

SUBJECT:

|
Echo Cuba
7400 N.W 7 Street, Unit 101
Miami, FL. 33126
DUNS Number: 619076099

UNDEVELOPED LEADS:

None

DISPOSITION OF EVIDENCE, CONTRABAND, OR PERSONAL PROPERTY:
None

JUDICIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS:

None

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

MENTS:

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

z/

randum of Interview (MOI): dated 01/19/12

(B)E)(R)THC

dated 01/19/12

(B)E)(R)THC
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dated 03/05/12

\l\MQl; | dated 01/19/12
\4\1{@; dated 01/19/12

|dated 03/05/12
7. : [dated 03/05/12
8.  Mor| | dated 03/22/12
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10.

%@Review A-133 Audits 2009, 2010, 2011, dated 05/07/12

|dated 05/22/12

(B)E)(R)THC

1. MOl

| dated 08/14/12

12, Investigative Activity Report {IAR): Record Review of ECS Original Budget Costs

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

sal, dated 02/19/12
: Review of Modification # 6, dated 02/19/12

15. [IAR: iew of

[ dated 04/01/13
dated 04/02/13

16. IAR: Interview of

|dated 04/02/13

17.  lAR: Record Review- Comparison of ECS Budget to Actual Expenses, dated

05/02/13




U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

INVESTIGATIONS
(BXE:EXTHC (BXEXBXTHC
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION HOXIHE)
Case Title: | |Unlawful ~ Case Number: | |
Access to E-mail System
Status: Closed
Period of Investigation: 01/18/12 — 08/06/12 O1G/I Office: Washington, D.C.
(BXE:EXTHC ,
Synopsis:
gi;ggi Wpector General (OIG) received an email from ggggi
' onymous complainant alleging that |Deputy Executive Officer (EXO) and
my (IT) System Manager, USAID/Bosnia-Herzegovina, had been accessi
e email accounts of | | former EXO, USAID/Bosnia-Herzegovina and (b)(:)f(b)(?(g
((HEXOANCE Mission Director, USAID/Bosnia-Herzegovina, without their authorization. OO
edly accessed the email accounts via the mission’s server to obtain a lis ees who
would betaid-off if a Reduction in Force (RIF) occurred, so uld manipulate employees.
Semmc  The complainam statedt-_pecame aware of Ehis matter because lj-iﬁr/g\:ij;ih;ﬁthe .
emmc|  information to the complainant, The complainant suspected that such activity had occurred in the
was currently ongoing.
T tnvestigation determined that could not have accessed the accounts
of | E&.ﬂ\ | without their permission. Only the Washington, D.C.-based USAID
Chief Information Security Officer (CISO) has administrative access rights enabling them to
access individual computer workstations without the user’s password. This case is closed. EBINT
) Details of Investigation: S
XL BNNC . . : ’7/
August 1, 2012, the reporting agent (RA) received and reviewed a letter from
((HEXOANCE USAID Chief Information Security Officer, dated February 21, 2012, to| |
Special n Charge, USAID/OIG. According to CISO, the Outlook email account assigned
o| ki said.gov) did not have administrative access privileges enabling
to view the content of other email accounts at USAID/Bosnia-Herzegovina. (Attachment 1,
Record Review of CISO Results - dated 02/21/12)
(BXE:EXTHC
REPORT MADE BY: " Name: —" Date Signed: (XEXEXTNC
P
Signature: August 10, 2012

APPROVING OFFICIAL: Narne: Date Signed:
Signature: /
o s
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BXDE)
| | mewoc
01/18/12 - 08/06/12
Pa, DXEENE
\114 : BXEENTE
On March-7,-2012, the RA and Special Agent (SA) |USAID/OIG,

interviewed |Director, Office of Economic Developm

(B)E)(R)THC

vina. When asked about issues regarding IT,

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

tion. There were never any complaints from CISO about the Bosnia-Herzegovina missi
never heard of anyone trying to gain some personal advantage

tion. (Attachment 2, Memorandum of Interview with| — |- dated 03/07/12

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

On March 8, 2012, the RA and S interviewed o stated that the

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

D/Bosnia-Herzegovina mission had experienced two previous RIFs. was mandat
rtain s and attempted to make it as fair and transparent as possible. sai
never had any Si work computer account and never had to change

word due to some unknown reason. never heard of anyone having problems with

(B)E)(R)THC

computer ions. There were never any complaints from the CISO about the Bosnia-
Herzegovina mission, never heard of anyone trying to gain some person ge from

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

RIF information. (Attachment 3, Memorandum of Interview for = dated 03/08/12)

On March 8; the RA telephonically interviewed | | Computer and Help
Desk Specialist, USAID. stated that no one in the Bosnia-Herzegovina mission had
access or authority to view the contents of other individual Exchange mailboxes. An individual
in Bosnia-Herzegovina who wanted to view someone else’s email account would have to have
that individual’s computer user name. Alternatively, they could ask someone for their username
and password. An individual in Bosnia-Herzegovina would know if someone was trying to
access their individual account because it would be disabled after repeated attempts using the

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

wrong password. Any remote, nonuser access to an individual’s account could only be done
CISO through their administrative access privileges which was only done in i

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEX(BITHC

fi
tances. (Attachment 4, Memorandum of Interview for =~ dated 03/08/12)
March 7, 2012, the RA and S interviewed who statedm

(B)E)(R)THC

r individual’s email account without that individual’s username and password.

(B)E)(R)THC

could not change the computer access password of someone else

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ly scanned the network.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

inis ights and the ability to change someone else’s password in

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(b)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

the RIF.
want to make those difficult decisions. Also, being on the RIF panel would compromise
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position on the FSN Executive Committee where

he gave advi

RIF'd before it was made public through his position on the FSN Exe

on FSN administrative and human resource issues.l? ound out who was going to (N6 T
. : : - I ' i mittee. DEEOIC
, . — dated 03/08/12) |

(Attachment 5, Memorandum of Interview for

On March 8, 2012, the RA telephonically interviewed |
USAID/Bosnia-Herzegovina mission several months ago

(B)E)(0)THC

(LY THE)
01718/12 - 08/06/12 (EYEXBNTHC

Page 3 of 3
W AL

— 11

’ , i the
. . . 4 (BIEX(0)THC
. | —jkmew|  — lasahigh- M
ranking FSN who also served on the FSN Executive Committee and thought well o :

(B)E)(R)THC

0

ble ac¢

(B)E)(R)THC

anyone

never heard of any computer intrusion problems at the mission. There
ints from CISO about the Bosnia-Herzegovina mission.
office computer account and never had to change

had no reason to believe anyone accessed
worked in Bosnia-Herzegovina. (Attachment 6, Memorandum of

Interview for |- dated 03/08/12)

efendants/Suspects:

FSN-12
Deputy Executive Officer and Information Technology (IT) System Manager
USAID/ Bosnia-Herzegovina

Undeveloped Leads:

None

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

None

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

None.

Attachments:

AN

omputer account, or

Attachment 1, Record Review of CISO Results — dated 02/21/12

Attachment 2, Memorandum of Interview with
Attachment 3, Memorandum of Interview for|
Attachment 4, Memorandum of Interview for

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

-d

Attachment 5, Memorandum of Interview for
Attachment 6, Memorandum of Interview for

P

—dated 03
—dated 03/08/12
ed 03/08/12

— dated 03/08/12
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL/INVESTIGATIONS

INFORMATION REPORT

(B)E)(R)THC

-P<] Case Opening X[ Case Closing

Reporting Agent: Report Date: 12/11/13
Source: Confidential Complaint Number: | 12-0146
Report Title: USAID/Afghanistan, Questionable Personnel Practices
PREDICATION:

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) forwarded a complaint to the OIG alleging
questionable personnel practices at USAID/Afghanistan. The complainant reported that the

mission hired “numerous” employees who were working without official job descriptions. The
complainant added that some positions had not been adequately evaluated to determine if the
positions met the needs of the mission. The complainant also identified two individuals w

(B)E)(R)THC

without position descriptions that reportedly cost the American

$1 million. i , the comflainant identified
-\_\_\_‘_‘_‘—\——_

with no job description and

description.

(B)E)(R)THC

approximately

as a communications advisor
ho was working as an executive secretary with no job

This information was referred to USAID/Afghanistan for appropriate follow-up and to notify the
OIG of any action taken.

STATUTE, REGULATION, OR RULE VIOLATED IF ALLEGATION IS TRUE:

PLAN OF INVESTIGATION:

L No. Investigative Step ECD
1. [ Referto USAID/Afghanistan. 12/11/13
SAC signature: Date: ] > / 7t / /2

Notice

This docrment is the propeny of the Office of Inspector General and cannot be reproduced or copied without written permission. Diselosure to
unauthorized persons is prohibited. Public availability is determined under Title 5 U.S.C. §552.

OIG/T-13-1 REV. 052003



DEC 11208

Office of Inspector General
B)E):®)TC
B)E):®)NTIC MORANDUM
O: | | Executive Officer, USAID/Afghanistan
FROM: | | Special Agent in Charge (E&E/A) W

SUBJECT: Complaint Regarding Personnel Practices at USAID/Afghanistan

The purpose of this memorandum is to refer allegations forwarded to the OIG by the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) involving USAID/Afghanistan.

Summary:

The GAO forwarded a complaint to the OIG alleging questionable personnel practices at
USAID/Afghanistan. The complainant reported that the mission hired “numerous” employees
who were working without official job descriptions. The complainant added that some positions
had not been adequately evaluated to determine if the positions met the needs of the mission.

complainant also identified two individuals who were working without position descriptions
that reporte e American taxpayer approximately $1 million. Specifically, the
mplainant identified a communications advisor with no job description and

ho was working as an executive secretary with no job description.

(B)E):(b)THC
(B)6):(b)THC

This information is being referred to USAID/Afghanistan. Please notify this office of any action
taken with regards to this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 712-0075.

U.S. Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20523
www.usald.govioig
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B)6):0)7)(C
MORANDUM
()6):0)7(C
J L9 - |
Chief Financial Officer
®)6):0)7)(C
FROM:
ONDE) Special Agent in Charge, E&E/A Division
SUBIJECTS: Junior Financial Management Officer, USAID Nigeria
OIG/T Case Number| ———— |
This memorandum serves as a referral for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary
and appropriate on the above-referenced Junior Financial Management Officer for USAID
Nigeria.
(B)6):0)7(C
BACKGROUND
The I tor General, Investigations (OIG/I) has completed its investigation
semme inteallegations that Junior Financial Management Officer, USAID Nigeria
Democ W Government-issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase personal items that totaled
EXOBXTIC wly $2,000.00.
i ior Financial Management Officer assigned to the Office of
Financial Manag USAID Nigeria. is a Foreign Service Officer and began working
for USAID in November 201 .ilarrived at post in January 2012.
(B)6):0)7(C
B)6):0)7)(C S
(B)(6):0)7)(C : -_
e investigation revealed tha ade charges to[ —JGTC from various merchants
e including Target, le, VA ABC (liquor) store, Hotels com, CSA Airlines and 'l‘f"«/
’ and rt photos totaling $2,471.09. indicated tha ems [ —khargedto| —|GTC
tituted[ ™~ |consumables and were shipped to Nigeria. ravel Authorization for L]
assignmen igeria did not indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the
consumables or authoriz to charge the consumables to USAID. These practices are in

violation of’

US Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20523

www.usaid.gov

(B)E):(b)THC

(B)6):(b)THC
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5 CFR The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch
(SECEE) Part 2635.704 Subpart G Misuse of Position (Government Property)

OF THE INVESTIGATION

On April 27,2012, SA| (RA) received an allegation from an anenymous

source (AS) alleging a few weeks prior, the AS overheard| |Junior Financial

icer, USAID Nigeria having a phone conversation with an unknown individual

a
and| E |said tha S€ Government-issued Travel Card {(GTC) to purchase personal

itemns that totaled approximately $2,000.00.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

On May T; 5 contacted| Program Coordinator, Travel Card
Program, ed copies 0 GTC stateW
Eovember 2011 to the present.| —  Jsaid[— |was issued W

irst activity on the card was in January 2011. Additionally,| erted there was
activity in the December 2011 statement that appeared to be questionable. A review of |Z|
GTC statements from December 2011 through April 2012 revealed the following questionable
charges totaling $2,471.09:

>

(B)E)(R)THC

On 12/09/11, a ticket on CSA (Czech) Airline was purchased f0r| |in the
amount of $361.35

On 12/10/11, purchases from Target store located in Falls Church, VA in the amount of
$268.83

On 12/10/11, purchases from BJ Wholesale Store Club #351 located in Falls Church,
VA in the amount of $457.79.

On 12/10/11, a purchase from Hotels.com in the about of $836.92

On 12/11/11, purchases from VA ABC (liquor) store #049 located in Arlington, VA in
the amount of $510.20.

On 12/22/11, a purchase for a Classified Visa and Passport from Springfield, VA in the
amount of $36.00

On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted Assistant United States Attorney| |, U.S.

Attorney e, Washington, D.C., and presented the above mentioned case for possible
criminal prosecution. explained that given the small dollar amount, he urged the RA to

handle the matter administratively and declined the case.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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(BXEXBNTNC
L6 bITHC (BMEXLI T
On May 3, 2012, the RA contacted | Program Coordinator, Travel-€ard
Wcopy of the GTC member agreement that| —| ave
received and agreed to befo accepted her GTC. Subsequently,| —[forwarded the RA,
via email, a copy of the GTC member agreement. In paragraph tweo of the GTC member
LXEOXNC) - ggreement, it stated “J agree to use the Card only for official travel and official travel related
(BIEXEIC nses away from my official station/duty station in accordance with my Agency/Organization
My. lagreen he Card for personal, family or household purposes . Moreover,
(BEXETHC ember 15, 20 ompleted the necessary online course requirements
BXEXENNE tomn%'\_bssened the training course is clear about use of the card.
(B)EBNTNC
n e RA contacte t the USAID building in La Paz, Bolivia to
LXEXENC) - interview d determine W s€ GTC to charge the above mentioned-items duri (BXEREITHC
mber 201 1. Assistant Regional Security Officer — " |(ARSO (BIEXEITHC
BX6XEXC] Regional Sécuri ice, U.S. Embassy La Paz, Bolivia assisted the i inferview. (BIEXEITHC
Before any questioning, ARS resented ith an Administrati in
BIEXENDC|  As ce for a Federal Employee and advised]| —o ights. In return,| —sai (BIEXBITHC
derstoo ights and signed the form. During the interview, E?GEEH that gan
working for in November 2010, and is CWW
Management, USAID Nigeria. explained that| —is’in La Paz, Bolivia on temporary duty
conducting A123 assessments, which are random financial assessments of various USAID
POMOXXe employees at the mission in Bolivia to include, but not limited to, sensitive payments, payroll (PXEROXDE
(BXBXBNTNC (BXEXBNTNC

urchases.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

0 provide a copy of|

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Bank Visa GTC statement and aske to explain various charges. tated that the

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

es at Target, BF’s Wholesale, and VA ABC (liquor) store consisted of purchases tha

(B)E)(R)THC

PO

(B)E)(R)THC
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(B)E)(R)THC
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BIEXRBITHC

(BIEXEIC onward assignment to Abuja, Nigeria in January 2012, Moreover.

(BIEXEIIC consumables and were shipped to Nigeria.

(BXEXENTHC t in the U.S. weren’t going to be available in Nigenia;

EERETC TC to purchase them. 57

EEXENTIC 8. |stated that the charges from CSA Airline

EXERBITIC e 1ade for—_|trip to Prague.

(BXEXEITNCL, Jeaye and trave € igeria assignment.| ~—[said idn’t realize that

(LXEXEXINC o make these purchaseS.[— [said the charge for Visa and Passport pho

BXEXENNE ssary. eeded the photos for various identificati going to use

en i t post. The RA askeé if i i Byga;ds/

to the use of the tated “Yes”. However, id not recall if eceived any

Cardholder agreement documentation when as issued her GTC in December 2010.
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PRI On 012, the RA obtaine Travel Authorization (TA) form
Nigeria. The TA stated that|— [is authorized to ship consumables totaling 2500 pounds to

Nigeria; the TA does not indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the
consumables or authorize o charge the consumables to USAID.

This information is being provided to you for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary
and appropriate. Please advise this office within 30 days of receipt of this letter of any action taken.

This memorandum remains the sole property of the Office of Inspector Genera.l and 1s not
to be duplicated or disseminated without the consent of the Inspector General or f
at

(B)E)(R)THC

you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 712-0075, or Special Agent
(202) 712-1005.




On May 3, 2012, the RA contacted Matthew Talberd, Program Coordinator, Travel Card
Program, USAID and requested a copy of the GTC member agreement that would have
received and agreed to before she accepted her GTC. Subsequently, forwarded the RA,
via email, a copy of the GTC member agreement. In paragraph tweo of the GTC member
agreement, it stated “/ agree to use the Card only for official travel and official travel related
expenses away from my official station/duty station in accordance with my Agency/Organization
policy. [ agree not to use the Card for personal, family or household purposes”. Moreover,
stated on December 15, 2010, completed the necessary online course requirements
prior to receiving her GTC. [Talbert psserted the training course is clear about use of the card.

On May 15, 2012, the RA contacted at the USAID building in La Paz, Bolivia to
interview her and determine why she used her GTC to charge the above mentioned items during
December 201 1. Assistant Regional Security Officer [Alejandro Jlohnson] (ARSO
Regional Security Office, U.S. Embassy La Paz, Bolivia assisted the RA with the interview.
Before any questioning, ARSO [fJohnsor presented with an Administrative Warning and
Assurance for a Federal Employee and advised of her rights. In return, said she
understood her rights and signed the form. During the interview, stated that she began
working for USAID in November 2010, and is currently posted in the Office of Financial
Management, USAID Nigeria. Boyd explained that she is in La Paz, Bolivia on temporary duty
conducting A123 assessments, which are random financial assessments of various USAID
employees at the mission in Bolivia to include, but not limited to, sensitive payments, payroll
and GTC purchases.

The RA asked ARSO [fohnsor]to provide with a copy of her December 2011 Citi
Bank Visa GTC statement and asked to explain various charges. stated that the
charges at Target, BF’s Wholesale, and VA ABC (liquor) store consisted of purchases that she
made for her onward assignment to Abuja, Nigeria in January 2012. Moreover, said those
items constituted her consumables and were shipped to Nigeria. elaborated that most of the
items she bought in the U.S. weren’t going to be available in Nigeria; therefore, she figured she
was allowed to use her GTC to purchase them. said no one told her she couldn’t use her
GTC to make the purchases. stated that the charges from CSA Airlines and Hotels.com
were personal charges that she made for her trip to Prague. explained she took personal
leave and traveled to Prague before her Nigeria assignment. said she didn’t realize that she
used her GTC to make these purchases. said the charge for Visa and Passport photos was
necessary. asserted she needed the photos for various identifications she was going to use
when she arrived at post. The RA asked if she recalled taking an online course in regards
to the use of the GTC and stated “Yes”. However, Boyd did not recall if she received any
Cardholder agreement documentation when she was issued her GTC in December 2010.




On May 16, 2012, the RA obtained Travel Authorization (TA) for her assignment
to Nigeria. The TA stated that is authorized to ship consumables totaling 2500 pounds to
Nigeria; however, the TA does not indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the
consumables or authorize to charge the consumables to USAID.

This information is being provided to you for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary
and appropriate. Please advise this office within 30 days of receipt of this letter of any action taken.

This memorandum remains the sole property of the Office of Inspector General and is not
to be duplicated or disseminated without the consent of the Inspector General or his designee. If
you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 712-0075, or Special Agent at
(202) 712-1005.
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MAY 28 2012

®)E):B)NTC
TO: |USAID Office of Human Resources
Chief, Employee and Labor Relations
®)E):B)NTC
wemnc| FROM: : i L
(b)T)(E) Special Agent in Charge, E&E/A Division
SUBJECTS: Junior Financial Management Officer, USAID Nigeria

OIG/I Case Number

This memorandum serves as a referral for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary
and appropriate on the above-referenced Junior Financial Management Officer for USAID

Nigeria.

(B)E):(b)THC

BACKGROUND

(B)E):(b)THC

\TheOﬂ:reenﬁnspector General, Investigations (OIG/I) has completed its investigation

inte allegations that| |Junior Financial Management Officer, USAID Nigeria

used

vernment-issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase personal items that totaled

roximately $2,000.00.

(B)E):(b)THC

_\_\_\_\_\_\_\_‘_‘—‘——

ior Financial Management Officer assigned to the Office of
Financial Manag USAID Nigeria: is a Foreign Service Officer and began working

for USAID in November 2010: ived at post in January 2012.

(B)E):(b)THC

(B)6):(e)THC

(B)E):(b)THC

(B)6):(e)THC

S

including Target, sale, VA ABC (liquor) store, Hotels.com, CSA Airli
Mt{)& totaling $2,47T.09-1—  |indicated that the items o[ ~JGTC
titute

onsumables and were shipped to Nigeria.| —1Ttavel Authorization for[ =]
Mn&cﬂc that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the
consumables or authorize o charge the consumables to USAID. These practices are in

(B)6):(b)THC

(B)E):(b)THC

made charges to Eﬁﬂm

violation of:

US Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20523




o 5 CF.R The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch
(SECEE) Part 2635.704 Subpart G —Misuse of Position (Government Property)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

TAILS OF THE INVESTIGATION
On April 27, 2012, BA [(RA) received an allegation from W

source {AS) alleging a few weeks prior, the AS overheard Junior Financial
ag t Officer, USAID Nigeria having a phone conversation with an unknown individual
and said tha ed her Government-issued Travel Card (GTC) to purchase personal

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

items that totaled approximately $2,000.00.

On May T; ~the RA contactcdl Program Coordinator, Travel Card
Program, ested copies 0 IGTC statements for the tim i
November 2011 to the present|—  |said— |was issued :/ilwm,and/

[ Ifirst activity on the card was in January 2011. Additionallty, asserted there was
activity in the December 2011 statement that appeared to be questionable. A review oleI
GTC statements from December 2011 through April 2012 revealed the following questionable
charges totaling $2,471.09:

(B)E)(R)THC

> On 12/09/11, a ticket on CSA (Czech) Airline was purchased for| |in the
amount of $361.35

» On 12/10/11, purchases from Target store located in Falls Church, VA in the amount of
$268.83

» On 12/10/11, purchases from BJ Wholesale Store Club #351 located in Falls Church,
VA in the amount of $457.79.

» On 12/10/11, a purchase from Hotels.com in the about of $836.92

» On 12/11/11, purchases from VA ABC (liquor) store #049 located in Arlington, VA in
the amount of $510.20.

» On 12/22/11, a purchase for a Classified Visa and Passport from Springfield, VA in the
amount of $36.00

(B)E)(R)THC

On May 1, 2012, the RA contacted Assistant United States Attorney | 1J.S.
Attorney ce, Washington, D.C., and presented the above mentioned case for possible
criminal prosecution, explained that given the small dollar amount, he urged the RA to

handle the matter administratively and declined the case.

(B)E)(R)THC




(B)E)(R)THC

BXEEBNTNC //// (BXEEBNTNC
On May 3, 2012, the RA contacted | Program CoordinatorW

Program, d requested a copy of the GTC member agreement that /W

received and agreed to beforé[—_|accepted her GTC. Subsequently,] — fforwarded the RA,

via email, a copy of the GTC member agreement. In paragraph two of the GTC member
LXEXENIC|  agreement, it stated "I agree to use the Card only for official travel and official travel related
(LXEEEXINC nses away from my official station/duty station in accordance with my Agency/Organization

icy. I agree the Card for personal, family or household purposes”. Moreover,
©XEXEXNTNC M 15,20 Zcompletcd the necessary online course requirements
(BXE)BXTHC ior to receiving her GTC.|— [asserted the training course is clear about use of the card.
BXEEBNTNC
the RA contacte t the USAID building in La Paz, Bolivia to

mermmc] interview] ™~ jand determine w GTC to charge the above menhW (BYERBITHC

December 2011. Assistant Regional Security Officer ﬁ(ARSO| E ), ——(DEENC
BXEEXTC)  Region ity Office, U.S. Embassy La Paz, Bolivia Ww (BIEEBEITHC

Before any questioning, A presentedl — an Administrati i
(EXEXBIIHC)  ASE ce for a Federal Employee and advised ights. In return,| )X BITHC

d::tbg rights and signed the form. During the interview, stated that |:/|B/gan

working for in November 2010, and is currently posted in the Offi

Management, USAID Nigeria: xplained that[ i Paz, Bolivia on temporary duty
BT conducting A123 assessments, which are random financial assessments of various USAID B ERTTE
ST employees at the mission in Bolivia to include, but not limited to, sensitive payments, payroll :

W
BXEEBNTNC

(BIEXEIC The RAa O [toprovide] —witha copy of mbe iti (BIEXEITNC
ex6:)N(C|._Bank Visa GTC statement and asked|— [to explain various charges.| - stated that the (BXEX(0XTHC

(B)E)(R)THC

s at Target, BJ’s Wholesale, and VA ABC (liquor) store consisted of purchases that

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

FANCP AR AN

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

GTCto es.| |stated that the charges from CSA Airlines a

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

thp to Prague.
MN' eria assignment.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

i .
make these purchases.[— Isaid the charge for Visa and Passport pho

BXEXBXTNC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

essary. eeded the photos for various identificati going to use
- t post. TheRAase — i tW
to the use o tated “Yes”. However,| —did not recall i ived any

Cardholder agreement documentation W was issued in December 2010.




(B)E)(R)THC (B)E)(R)THC
(B)E)(R)THC

(BXEX(ONTHC WRA obtaine Travel Authorization (TA) for| —fassignment
o Nigeria. The TA stated that[— |is authorized to ship consumables totaling 2500 pounds to
WM indicate that USAID would cover the cost to purchase the
consumables or authorize o charge the consumables to USAID.

This information is being provided to you for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary
and appropriate. Please advise this office within 30 days of receipt of this letter of any action taken.

(B)E)(R)THC

This memorandum remains the sole property of the Office of Inspector General and 1s not
to be duplicated or disseminated without the consent of the Inspector General or his desi
you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 712-0075, or Special Agent ﬁ;’/
(202) 712-1005.
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(B)6):(e)THC
e moc Office of Inspector General

WUM
- [ Office of Security, SEC/OD

FROM:

() Assistant Inspector General for Investigations SEHTT

SUBJECT: Hotline Inquiry

This memorandum shall serve as an official referral of | |as received by the
Agency for International Development (USAID) Office of Inspector General (OIG) Hotline on
June 28, 2011. After careful documentation and review, the USAID OIG Investigations Division

has determined that this particular complaint does not meet our criteria for an investigation, but

®)6):0)7)(C
may be of interest to USAID Office of Security.

(B)6):(L)THC

Complaint Details:
The complainant alleges that USAID |0fﬁcer was scheduled to

participate in fundraising activities for "Democrats Abroad Madrid", which is an organization
affiliated with the Overseas Branch of the U.S. Democratic Party. It is alleged that the function
is to be held at the home of one of the founders of the [U, which is controlled by the Spanish
Communist Party.

(B)E):(b)THC

The following information pertains to the subject of the Complaint:
B)XE:BXTIC

Name:

(B)6):(L)THC

tion: USAID

Address: |
ion: USAID/W

Email: |

Phone:

e o o/0 o 0

The basis of sending this complaint is to ensure that an official referral has been made from the
OIG to the USAID office of Security. Please advise the USAID OIG Investigations Division
within 30 days of any action you have taken or deem appropriate regarding this matter.

U.S. Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20523
www.usaid.govioig



(B)E)(R)THC

For any

ional questions

Investigations,

Attachment:

a’s

R

please contact Deputy Assistant Inspector General for
at 202-712-4431.
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Office of Inspector General

MORANDUM PR =7 20m

(B)E):(e)THC

(B)E):(b)THC

(B)E):(b)(THC
{BE)

\'FQ:\ Mission Director, USAID/ sias . - /
M: |

| Special Agent-in-Ch

(B)6):(e)THC

SUBJECT:
OIG/I Case Number |

This memorandum serves as a referral for consideration of appropriate action on the
above-referenced individual.

BACKGROUND

(B)6):(b)THC

(b)6):(b)THC

On Septe 0, USAID/Jakarta forwarded an allegation to the USAID Office of
Inspector General (OIG) regarding former administrative officer for Save the

Children (STC), a prime implementer for the Decentralized Basic Education (DBE) Pro =

cooperative agreement (#497-A-00-05-00040). According to the a.llegation,|

(b)6):(b)THC

embezzled more than Rp.700,000,000 (Indonesian Rupiah or approximately $77,700) durin,
period of 3 years from the USAID-funded DBE-3 program by duplicating invoices so that the
funds would be dispersed to both the vendor and nal bank account.

FINDINGS

(B)E):(b)THC

(B)6):(b)THC

(B)6):(b)THC

er several witness interviews to include STC/Indonesia senior-level staff and
mwnesia’s internal investigation report, the ongoin
investigation has revealed thus far that W
Rp.235,562,350 (approximately $23,156.48). | committed the fraud by diverting
payments owed to a printing vendor, Melawai Indah, to an accomplice’s personal bank account
ell as double-billing other Melawai Indah invoices to STC under the DBE-3 program from
Septem to July 2010 in the amount of Rp.226,849,050 (approximately $22,285.15). In
addition, in 2007 diverted payments owed to STC sub-recipient, International

Relief and Development (IRD), Inc., in the amount of Rp.8,713,300 (approximately $871.33).

STC/Indonesia senior-level staff verified to the OIG that the amounts defrauded by
had been inadvertently passed on to USAID/Indonesia under the DBE-3 program.

U.S. Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsyivania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20523
www.usaid.gov/oig

(b)6):(b)THC




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

2-

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

USAID/Indonesia may take whatever administrative action it deems necessary and
recover the amounts defrauded by STC former administrative office e OIG
will continue its criminal investigation against| /m{ﬁéfzom

USAID/Indonesia of any additional amounts defrauded by| — "t the conclusion of the
investigation.

This matter is being provided to you for whatever action, if any, you deem necessary and
appropriate. Please advise this office within 30 days of receipt of this letter of any action taken.

This memorandum remains the sole property of the Office of Inspector General and is not

(DHBLINTH
C)

to be duplicated or disseminated without the consent of the Inspector General or his desi

you have any guestions, please contact me at 1 Agent

or by email at: |

cc: Deputy Director, USAID/Indonesia
Director, USAID/Indonesia Office of Education
Controller, USAID/Indonesia




(B)E)(R)THC
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' {
U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVXLOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

(B)TNE)
Case Title: I |
Case Number: |
Status: Investigation Closed
Period of Investigation: 10/06/10 to 10/17/13
OIG/1 Office: RIG/Manila
Synopsis:
et aap. 3 On 09/02/10, USAID/Indonesia forwarded an allegation to OIG/I involving

A TR T A e

administrative officer under the USAID/Indonesia-funded Decentralized Basic Education-3 E3)
implemented by Save the Children (STC). According to the allegation made by,
who wished to remain anonymous and claimed to be an STC insider, Was [Us.C. app. 3

(B)E)(R)THC

$77,700) during a period covering three years from the program

(B)E)(R)THC

ound fo have embezzled more than Rp. 700,000,000 (Indonesian Rupiah or approximal
i rsonal bank account

s would be dispersed to both the vendor and .
Wn revealed tha %ﬁefmuded the DBE-3 program approximately
$23,000

omrmitted the fraud by diverting payments owed to a printing vendor, Melay
Indah, to an accomplice’s personal bank account as well as double-billed other Melawai Indah
invoices to STC under the DBE-3 program from September 2008 to July 2010. In addition
STC/Indonesia senior-level staff verified to the OIG that the amounts defrauded by

(B)E)(R)THC

()L BITHC
BiNYaiYan )

an [U.S.C. app. 3

(b)(3)3

£ TR T A e

(b)(3)3

A TRy T A e

ng invoices so that the

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

been inadvertently passed on to USAID/Indonesia under the DBE-3 program. As a result©of the
investigation, USAID/Indonesia recovered the amount misappropriated by

DBE-3 program from STC. This case is closed.

(B)E)(R)THC

Details of Investigation:

(B)E)(R)THC

, D

On 10/27/10, the reporting agent (RA) interviewed
mﬂndonesia Program Office. Accord

ing to

| lor| |but explained that the DBE-3 program was designed to enhance the
ucation system in Indonesia by training teachers and improving the management of i S

igated toward the D

was not sure how much of the funds had been specifi

program and suggested that the RA contact|

Director, USAID/Indonesi ice
of Education, for more information. (d#tachment 1, Memorandum of Interview for|

dated 10/27/10)

under the

(B)E)(R)THC

utreach

d not know

(B)E)(R)THC

E-

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

REPORT MADE BY: Name: | /“[51’/"'3—' w

Signatare:

APPROVING OFFICIAL; Name:
Signltnr?‘

] 10/1

/

Dste Signed:

Lo/20 /)3
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(b6}, 7HT
(TIED
age 2
]
(b)E).(} 7T | (b)E).(} 7T
10/06/10 to 10/ 1 e
(b)E).(} 7T
(b)E).(} 7T (b)E).(} 7T
(b)E).(} 7T
(b)E).(} 7T . . . . (b)E).(} 7T
nfernal investigation B
: | % regards to their internal investigationz X
SEEIT oW suggested that the RA contact the agreement officer’s ical Tepr i
(AOTR), and the alternate AQTR, been ips o
ct with them. (A#tachment 2, Memorandum nferview jor ated 11/24/10 :
ﬁ)é?f ; ( ¢ ’ du 0] L J ) (b)E).(} 7T
(b)E).(} 7T . B
11/24/10, the RA interviewe Deputy Controller, USAID. €sia.

¢ aware of the allegations re ganding‘_‘ ———when|
tto

onfessed to diverting funds owe to a bank account belonging to her friend,
. The following day, inquiries were made from other vendors to determine if they were

the ématled complaint from and forwarded i |, Controller,
T USAID/Im_ior}esm. _ id not kx'aow much else about the| - |allcgation or what contacts, (S‘( ST
Mlon had with STC with regards to the allegation. (Aftachment 3, Memorandum of ST
(BMEXLI T Widated 117241 0) (BMEXLI T
On 11/24/10, the RA interviewe who indicated that was a local—jix}fm{ch(b)(é)f(b)(?xc
S administrative assistant hired by STC s'peciﬁcally for t’}%[mgﬁ{nf\ﬁlﬂlen 5 gi:iggi
—— Iilmcf with soon after being informed of th.e allegation w ula T
(b)(é);(b)(?)(c \Snlf’s internal investigation brought about a co_nfe551on frorq . where‘ admitte (b)(é):(b)(?)(c
BT bezzling DBE-3 program funds by double-l_)lllmg vendor invoices. Acc-ordmg to =
Pa— | country director for STC’s main country office i ormed t
T ad : It with.” Finally, mdicated that S twarded a copy O e mmT
ST al investigation regardin to achment 4, Memorandum of Intervie
——far | ated 11/24/10)
A ,g/f/ BE-EC
EBINT On e.RA interviewe —} STC/Indonesia Operations Director, and
According on 08/12/10 the Melawai Indah printing company contacted th:
STC/Indonesia procurement office in Jakarta inquiring about a late payment owed t m for
rinting services procured under the DBE-3 program. The following day, contacted
e STC/DBE-3 Senior Operations Manager, to inquire aboqt the late payment owed to EETT
S TT . _ who confirmed t}_la} _the paymernt had’been_ ma@e. The STC ombudsman office was BT
immediately contacted to initiate an investigation since it was apparent that fraW
Accordr it was discovered that several payments made togmas
never received by . The investigation was then focused on who was an
administrative assistant for the STC/DBE-3 procurement office and was responsible for preparin,(b)(é);(b)(?)(C
EET pl.lrchase requests; receiving invo_ices from vendors; reviewing the invoices; an_d preparing pa ggggi
slips for the finance office to remit payment after final approval from STC senior mana ; '
(BMEXLI T .. . . .. ] -
16/10, after reviewing financial documents and discovering instructions on[—=|fetterhe
requesting sferred to a particular bank account, nterviewed o

also owed funds by STC/DBE-3. International Relief and Development, Inc. (IRD), was the only



(B)E)(0)THC

S(BYTHED
age 3
| |
10/06/10 to 10/17/13
(BMEXLI T . . . S . . (BMEXLI T
vendor which claimed to be owed funds; specifically, over Rp.8 million (Indonesian Rupiah or
B BIAC oximately $900) for airline tickets owed to them since 2007. S I0C
[PXSREATAC ing 10 confronte n 08/18/10 and offeredEresigmtt{ gi:iggi
EEETC accepted. esignation, the Investigation continued until 11/01/10. SEHIC
Hvestigation concluded that] diW@‘jto an account bel 5 6): SO
BT to as well_as double-billed other invoices to the DBE-3 program from L) '
20 2010 in the amount of Rp.226,849,050 (approximately $22,285.15).] — andr—" ]
~— explained thal— __Jcommitted the diveW el —
inserting instructi fer payments to personal bank account. | | :
GOICOLE committed memo resubmit invoices in increments claimi
STC/DBE-3 had lost their previous invoice and lacked funds to pav for the entireifiveice in one-
SO sum, This was to avoid detection by the finance office. | — Jand added thatthe 0
funds owe or the cost of airline tickets in the amount of Rp.8,713,300 (approximately ST
OB $871.33) were taken from final salary. '
e | hnd[— __|then indicated that the amounts defrauded o
T AlD/Indonesia which has yet to be reimbursed. en added that after the discovery of '

fraud, segregation of duties regarding the receipt, processing, and payment to venders
ST been instituted by STC/Indonesia. Also, all STC/DBE-3 vendors have been noti ¢ rfn ; SEEIT
o

longer employed by them and a letter was inserted into OOIOE

th instructions not to gi references for any fiiture employment opportunities.
(b EXLITHT \A&’l\ﬂ%}" Y ploy PP (b)E).(} 7T
TG ollowing the interview, and presented the RA with copies of the OB

ST STC/Indonesia+i investigation report, timeline of events and a transcri

Yahoo! Messenger account confaifii conversations with written in the Indonesi

Bahasa. This was obtained by STC/Indonesia during their internal investigation while

(BMEXLI T . (BMEXLI T
OO0 S office computer. (Attachment 5, Memorandum of Interview for

dated 03/23/11) (L)EXBXTNC
T ( : arded aﬂl_eﬁtter to| Agreement OOfﬁcer, USAID/In T
ST informing a an met with the RA and explaine

in response to the incident, including separating asures taken t
strengthen interi to avoid a further such incident. indi T
ount of funds misappropriated by was $22,285.15. (Attachment 6, letter from (b)(é)z TYXC

BXERENTIC fo dated 03/25/11) DEENTE
) BXELENTE
On 03/28/11, the RA reviewed the following documents provided by | and] 7 {1

GOICOLE Ombudsman investigation report which indicated that /ﬁivertew owed Wimamme

ST th Indah printing company as well as double-billed other]|  — [invoice; B e mm@

S EBINC in the amount of Rp.226,849,050 (approximately $22,285.15). In addition, d
' diverted funds o in the amount of Rp.8,713,300 (approximately $871.331:
%vems which indicated that diy ent to an account

belonging to|———las well as double-billed other 1voices to the DBE-3 program from
September 2008 to July 2010. diverted funds owed to IRD for the cost of airline tickets




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

in 2007,

Yahoo! Messenger account which contained
Bahasa. The transcripts were not translated into English. (Affachment 7, Records Review dated

03/28/11)

resigned from STC/DBE-3 on 08/18/10; an

On 03/30/11, USAID/Indonesia replied to| instructing|
the amount of $22,285.15 through a check payable to USAID. Also, STC was required to attach a
certification indicating that USG funds had not been used to cover the check refund and that the mamme

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

revealed that

commitied the fraud by diverting payments owed to a printing vendor
accomplice’s personal bank account as well as double-billed other
under the DBE-3 program from September 2008 to July 2010. d_
level staff verified to the OIG that the amounts defrauded by

fund should come from STC's own resources. (Attachment 8, USAID/Indonesia response lefi
fo| dated 03/30/11)

01/11, OIG/] forwarded a referral to — | Mission Director, USAID/Indonesia
informing that after several witness interviews to include STC/Indonesia senior-level sta

doc eviews to include STC/Indonesia’s internal investigation report, the OIG inv

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

A
(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

16/06/10 to 10/

ript from| |

conversations with |written N s

and STC to immediately refund

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

I(b)(ﬁ);(b)(?)(C

defrauded the DBE-3 program approximately $23,000. OB

, toan

Indah invoi C
tion onesia senior-
— |had been inadvertently

passed on to USAID/Indonesia under the DBE-3 program. (Attachment 9, OIG referral to
USAID/Indonesia dated 04/01/11)

On 08/19/11, USAID/Indonesia replied to OIG/I verifying that on 04/15/11 STC sent a repayment
check in the amount of $22,285.15 to the cashier at USAID/Washington. The check was received
by the cashier and the appropriate credit to the contract disbursements was made on 04/21/11. STC
also sent a letter dated 05/04/11 to USAID/Washington confirming that no USG funds were used
for the repayment. (Attachment 10, USAID/Indonesia response to OIG referral dated 08/19/11)

(B)E)(R)THC

Defendants/Suspects:

Jakarta, Indonesia

L~ |
Jakarta, Indonesia

Undeveloped Leads:

None,

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

None.
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6). (b} 7T
((HEXOX Judicial and Administrative Actions:

Save iidren refunded $22,285.15 to USAID/Indonesia representing the amount
misappropriated by from the DBE-3 program. USAID OIG made extensive efforts to

have this case prosecuted by Indonesian authorities including two separate meetings with police
officials. Despite these efforts, and initial indications the Indonesian authorities were interested in

pursuing the matter, no further action was taken. DO
(B)E)(R)THC
EYEREIIC Attachments:
(B)E)(R)THC

S EET 1. Memoran erview for| ated 10/27/10. SO

OB W“‘ ated 11/24/10.
3. Memor: erview for— [dated 11/24/10.
terview for

W dated 11/24W -
5 of Interyiew forf— —and| ated 03/23/11.
Mdmd 03725711.

7. Records Review dated 03/28/11.

8. USAID/Indonesia response letter to|  —[dated 03/30/11.

9. OIG referral to USAID/Indonesia dated 04/01/11.
10, USAID/Indonesia response to OIG referral dated 08/19/11.
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

INVESTIGATIONS
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
Case Title: Avian Influenza Program Fraud Case Number: | |
Status: Complete
Period of Investigation: ~ 05/13/10- 09/21/10 OIG/T Office: Washington, D.C

Synopsis:

On May 13, 2010, an anonymous source {AS) submitted a complaint to the U.S. Government
Accountability Office’s FraudNet alleging mismanagement of the USAID-funded Deliver
Program for Avian Influenza, specifically Deliver Task Order-2 (TO-2). The AS was a former
project director for John Snow, Inc. (JSI), USAID implementer for the Deliver Program for
Avian Influenza. The AS did not believe USAID committed fraud or abuse, but alleged that
USAID program managers were responsible for wasting the procurement of 100 shipping
containers of syringes and cold boxes due to the lack of consignees available for delivery. In
addition, USAID procured 25 Polymerase Chain Reaction machines at $56,000 each without
knowing their final destination or having the capacity to operate the equipment.

Reporting Agent (RA) initiated an investigation to determine the facts surrounding
the allegations. After the RA interviewed the AS (drrachment 1, Memorandum of Interview - AS
dated 06/08/10), the RA determined that this matter doesn’t fall within the investigative purview
of OlG/Investigations since there was no allegation of specific fraud. Therefore, the RA referred
this matter to USAID/OIG Audit for its review and USAID/Bureau for Global Health (GH) to
take any administrative action it deemed necessary and appropriate. (Attachment 2, Referral to
Audirt - dated 06/30/10, Attachment 3, Referral to GH -dated 07/15/10).

Details of Investigation:

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

(B)E)(R)THC

On 07/15/10, this matter was referred to USAID/Bureau for Global Health to take any
administrative action it deemed necessary and appropriate. On or abou , Senior Deputy
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Global Health,) esponded to the allegation in

question and determined that there was no waste and that the management of the Task Order was
appropriate to the circumstances of the pending pandemic that gave rise to the

REPORT MADE BY: Name: Date Signed:
- / / 0/ PA 2// /O
APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name: Date Signed: |
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assistance planned under the Task Order (Attachment 4, Respom%/ G EHTC
dated 07/29/10). On 09/20/10, the RA contacted, via email, the Office of th’s :
Infection Disease and Nutrition (GH/HIDN) supervisor,| W

any additional information of which the RA needs to be made aware. replied)ﬂll'rmeis/

no additional information™ (Attachment 5, Response from GH/HIDN, |- dated
09/21/10).

Defendants/Suspects:

None

Undeveloped Leads:

None

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

There are no items in evidence or seized contraband.

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

On 6/30/10, the matter was referred to USAID OIG/Audit for evaluation.

On 7/15/10, the case was referred to the USAID/Bureau for Global Health for administrative

action,

Attachments:

(B)E)(R)THC

1. MOI- Anonymous Source —dated 06/08/10
B)EEENTT

. al to USAID/OIG Audit—dated 06/30/10
M Health —dated 07/15/10
4. Response from Global Health/ DAA,| —dated 07/
ated 09/21/10

5. Response from Global Health/HIDN,
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

Case Title: International Relief and Development, Haiti
Case Number:

Status: Closed

Period of Investigation: September 2011 - September 2012
OIG/1 Office: Port-au-Prince

Synopsis:

This investigation was predicated on allegations from an anonymous complainant of an improper
$2.5 million sole source procurement by International Relief and Development (IRD) pursuant to
a USAID Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) program in Leogane, Haiti. The
complaint also alleged a lack of accountability regarding IRD’s shelter building materials
inventory and insufficient field supervision.

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) investigation did not substantiate the allegations
concerning inventory controls and supervision. However, the investigation disclosed that IRD
failed to follow its own procurement guidelines in competing four requests for quote (RFQs).
Although competed, the RFQs for shelter building materials resulted in one vendor, Le
Flamengo Import Export S.A. (Le Flamengo), supplying the materials for all four RFQs for
$2,609,540.20.

The investigation also revealed that IRD did not comply with its internal guidelines concerning
competition process for procurements over $5,000. In disseminating the RFQs, a pre-
qualification questionnaire should have been used to compile its short list of pre-qualified
vendors/suppliers. Moreover, upon receiving only one vendor’s response on three of the four
RFQs, IRD did not post the RFQs to a broader open tender. Had IRD used a pre-qualification
questionnaire and had it disseminated the RFQs to a larger audience, a greater number of
competitive responses may have been received.

Although IRD did not comply with its internal procurement guidelines, this matter did not
develop any information related to criminal or civil violations. This matter is closed.

REPORT MADE BY: Name: Date Signed: 09/17/12
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Details of Investigation:

On 03/01/10, USAID/OFDA awarded Grant No. DFD-G-00-10-00124-00 to IRD for the purpose
of providing post-earthquake relief in and around Leogane, Haiti. The $6,494,045 grant provided
funding for transitional shelter construction, emergency sanitation, rehabilitation, and hygiene
promotion. IRD imitially proposed constructing 2,500 shelters, but due to costs associated with an
OFDA approved shelter design modification, IRD was only able to complete 2,300 shelters.

An anonymous Hotline complaint received by the OIG on 07/12/11 alleged IRD improperly
safeguarded construction materials, lacked sufficient field supervision and conducted an
improper $2.5 million sole source procurement. Based on the historical nature of the complaint

(B)E)(R)THC (B)E)(R)THC

and the successful completion of the project in May 2011, the allegations concermning supervision

nnel issues were no longer viable. (Aftachment 1, Hotline Complaint, dated 07/12/11)
OO A 05718112, the OIG interviewed Program Officer, USAID/OFDA. E}ﬁ
that for the duration of the project, no apparent theft of materials occurred nor was there any

evidence of procurement issues or improprietics. (4ttachment 2, Memorandum of Interview,
dated 05/18/12)

IRD records indicated that IRD sent RFQs OF-0001, OF-0002 and OF-0003 to six “pre-
qualified” Haitian building supply companies on 03/20/10. Five bids were received in response
to OF-0001 and one response was received to both OF-0002 and OF-0003. Of the five OF-0001
bids received, only three were considered responsive to the RFQ, and out of the three bids, Le
Flamengo was chosen as the lowest bidder. With regard to OF-0002 and OF-0003, Le Flamengo
was the respondent for both RFQs. IRD sent RFQ OF-0008 to five “pre-qualified” Haitian
building supply companies on 11/24/10. In response to the RFQ, IRD received one bid from Le
Flamengo. (Aftachment 3, IRD Summary of OF-0001, OF-0002, OF-0003 and OF-0008
procurements)

IRD’s publication, “Procurement Guidelines, Competition Process for Procurements over
$5,000,” required that a pre-qualification questionnaire be used to identify a short list of pre-
qualified vendors/suppliers. Additionally, when only one offer was received in response to a
solicitation, the solicitation was supposed be posted to provide a broader open tender through

(B)E)(R)THC

internet or print media. (Aftachment 4, Excerpt of IRD Procurement Guidelines, Competition

rocess for Procurements over $5,000)

Chief of Compliance, IRD, confirmed to the OIG that IRD failed to use a pre-
qualification questionnaire in compiling its short list of vendors/suppliers solicited for the OF-
0001, OF-0002, OF-0003 and OF-0008 procurements. Subsequent 1o receiving only one bid in
response to the OF-0002, OF-0003 and OF-0008 RFQs, IRD also failed to post the RFQs on the
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(B)E)(R)THC

internet or in the pnn i@ ad, IRD chose to purchase all the materials from the sole
respondent, Le Flamengo. (Aftachment 5, email communication with OIG, dated
09/06/12, 09/10/12, and 09/13/12)

Subject:

International Relief and Development

1621 North Street
Fourth Floor

Arlington, Virginia, 22209

Undeveloped Leads:

N/A

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:
N/A

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

None

(b)ERENTIC
Attachments:

1. Hotline int, dated 07/12/11

2. Memorandum of Interview, dated 05/18/12

BXEEBNTNC
3. IRD Summary of OF-0001, OF-0002, OF-0003 and OF-0008 procurements

4. Excerpt of IRD Procurement Guidelines, Competition Process for Procurements over
ﬁ.OOO
5. email communications with OIG, dated 09/06/12, 09/10/12, and 09/13/12
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

Case Title:

Case Number:

Status:

Period of Investigation:
OI1G/1 Office:

P i ial Marketing Organization (PASMO)

Completed
3/2/10- 8/2/12
San Salvador

(B)E)(R)THC

Synopsis:

his investigation was predicated on information provided by |

(B)E)(R)THC

Population Services International (PSI), the USAID prime recipient under Cooperative

Agreement #596-A-00-06-00060-00. The information alleged the mishandling of sub-grant

five former local employees from PASMO, in Belize, from 2007 through July 2
i to be mishandled was $115,832. The fiv € €es

The
are [— T 1 —1 —nd |

On February 1, 2010, PSI deducted $113,373.07 from its internal expenditures in order to

(B)E)(R)THC

compensate USAID for the loss relating to the mishandled funds. The originally reported

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

5,832 was an estimated amount at the time of the incident.

e

|with the Belize City police department, started an

investigation-of the five former PASMO/Belize staff members and is working with the Belize

wn Counsel |

| However, due to other case priorities fomotion,

| lstopped investigating the case. Since August 2, 2012, as not been able to

provide the OIG with any case status report or with any estimated timeframe on case completion.

Based on the deduction of PSI funding at no cost to USAID, this matter will be closed until

(B)E)(R)THC

further developments can be made by the Belizean authorities.

(B)E)(R)THC

ils of Investigation:
On November 19, 2009, otified USAID that PSI became aware of possible

mishandling of funds totaling $115,832 by former PASMO/Belize staff members from 2007
through July 2009. The initial review conducted by PSI confirmed that checks were forge

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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that both checks and petty cash were mishandled. (Attachment 1: PSI Self Reporting Letter,

(B)E)(R)THC

d November 19, 2009)
On June 1, 2010, notified USAID that PSI had reclassified the misappropriated amount

as unallowable and dissociated the amount from USAID funding. The action was taken in
December 2009 and was reflected in the March 2010 quarterly financial report. She added that
the Belize Criminal [nvestigation Bureau (CIB) was assigned to investigate the mishandling of

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

1]

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

€l

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ich to

and has interviewed the five suspects along with other PASMO staff members. The

s, i i 1 i .
Financia stigative Unit and the Central Bank of Belize are assisting CIB. (Attachment 2:
to dated June 1, 2010)

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

W |and| — |traveled to

an: met wi to discuss the status of his investigation.

?ﬂ\_

H

topped working on the PASMO investigation due to other case priorities. | ~falso

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

omoted from inspector to assistant supenntendent during the investi

W@m mvestlgatlve duties. The case is 60% complete and orking

with Pros

(B)E)(b)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

as no investigative status report, but provide one to

at a later date; could not provide the OIG with an estimated timeline on completing
the investigation not promise the completion of the investigation. (Attachment 3:

orandum of Interview, | |dated April 25)
On May 2, ; reviewed two documents sent via email from USAID/Guatemala

Chief Accountant The first document was a PSI repayment letter stating that

(B)E)(R)THC

dissociated from USAID funding. The reclassification was completed in December 2009 an
as reflected on the March 2010 quarterly financial report to USAID. The as
\}fedgral financial report (SF-425), which showed that PSI and

PSI replaced all affected funds under the agreement that were reclassified as unallowable and

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

|signed and submitted the SF-425 report for the quarter ending on December 31,

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

PSI expenditure
mismanagement of PASMO funding:

2009. The report reflects all PSI federal expenditures and indirect expenses for the quarter.
ment 4: Record Review, Payment Letter and Federal Financial Report)

stated that the SF-425 reflects deductions from
113,373.07, Whlch compensated for the loss of funds relating to the
stated that the original reported amount of $115,832

estimate at the time of the incident and was not the actual amount. PSI accounted for the

an esti i inci .
mismana; o bill of collection was needed. {Attachment 5: Memorandum of
Interview, dated May 10, 2012)
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(BXEXBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC .
st 2, 2012, SA spoke with —[over the telephone. In July 2012,
COICOE anm t er and was transferred to the Belmopan police station.
' Since Jun ) been working on Supreme Court cases, and
ime to assist with his cases:. ill follow up with her a r to obtain a
case status for the : case developments arise, il notify the OIG. (Attachment 6:
EBINT Memorandum of Conversation, |dated August 2, 2012)

ubjects/Defendants/Suspects:

BXEEBNTNC
\S{dhill Village, Belize District

BXEEBNTNC

elize City, Belize
BXEEBNTNC

elize City, Belize
BXEEBNTNC

elize City, Belize

Ladyville, Belize
Undeveloped Leads:

None

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC
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Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:
None
Judicial and Administrative Actions:

None

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Attachments:

(B)E)(R)THC

orting Letter, dated November 19, 2009

(B)E)(R)THC

2. PSI letter fo |dated June 1, 2010

: randum of Interview,| |dated April 25, 2012
%ﬂ:&n@eﬁer and Federal Financial Report, dated May 2, 2012
M |dated May 10, 2012
6. Memorandum of Conversation,| dated August 2, 2012
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SUBJECT: e nsideration of Suspension
OIG/I Case Number| |

MORANDUM

: | |
N@WA_

b

Special Agent in{Charge

— | Relief International

5455 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1280
Los Angeles, California 90036
Phone: (323) 932-7888

| Relief International

5455 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1280
Los Angeles, California 90036
Phone: (323) 932-7888

Relief International

5455 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1280
Los Angeles, California 90036
Phone: (323) 932-7888

Fax: (323) 932-7878

0CT 2 8 20fF

This memo serves as a referral for consideration of suspension of the above-referenced
individuals and organization pending the completion of an OIG investigation. To support this

recommendation, we submit the following investigative findings:

U.S. Agency for intemational Development
1300 Pennsyivania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20523

www.usaid.govfoig



BACKGROUND

USAID/Iraq, under its Democracy and Governance program, signed a two-year
cooperative agreement with Relief International to implement the Iraqi Community-based
Conflict Mitigation Program (ICCM), beginning September 27, 2007 and ending October 31,
2009. The agreement was originally budgeted for $22,055,200. However, Relief International
did not plan for security costs within Baghdad. USAID Negotiation Memo #2, dated December
10, 2007, increased the funding by $2,432,261 to $24,487,461 to “realign the budget to include
security costs.” The negotiation memo stated that “the recipient decided on this security
company [Edinburgh] after seeking competitive bids from other companies; this one has been
used by other USAID partners previously.” The subcontract for security with Edinburgh cost
$2,423,261.

On January 10, 2008, Relief International contacted USAID stating that Relief International
was changing the security subcontractor from Edinburgh to Triple Canopy. The contract with
Triple Canopy was for $2,038,823 - or $393,438 less than the original security contract. However,
the co-op agreement was not decreased by this amount, enabling Relief International to keep the
difference. The contract between Relief International and Triple Canopy was dated January 5,

2008.
(BXB:BNTNC
On February 5, 2009, the Office of Inspector General received an allegation concerning
BT mmf International’s Iraq security contract. The information alleged that
: | |the] |of Relief International, directed the security contract to

anopy/Clayton Associates (Triple Canopy) after the technical evaluation panel selected

Edinburgh Internati rt Group (Edinburgh). The information alleged competition (PO

misconduct. Specifically, it alleged disclosed sub-contractor bids and proposals
Triple Canopy, which then won the contract due to its submission of a lower bid € highest
technically qualified sub-contractor, Edinburgh. The information disclosed included
e bids of all of the other competitors as well as the actual proposal of Edinburgh. In addition,
directed several Relief International employees to prepare documentation to make it
appear as i uant to a fair competition. After other Relief International

employees refused, | lal—— |at Relief International, prepared the
documents.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Due to poor performance and “severe delays in start-up,” USAID terminated the program
on February 17, 2009. USAID paid Relief International approximately $16.5 million of the total
$24.5 million project cost.

FINDINGS

(B)E)(R)THC

The investigation revealed that Relief International solicited six companies in October 2007
to provide ity services in Iraq. A technical committee chose Edinburgh as the winning bidder REEIHT
on November 1, 2007. t Clayton Associates, Relief International’s kidnap and ransom '

insurance provider, a list of the five companies (one company withdrew from the competition), their
bid prices, and the actual proposal of the top contender, on December 5, 2007. This information
was passed to Triple Canopy, the parent company of Clayton Associates since June 2007. |




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

-3-

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

then disregarded the outcome of the first technical evaluation panel and inform staff

would redo the selection but this time they would choose between the co

(B)E)(R)THC

rejected (Edinburgh) and Triple Canopy, a company that = id not sub /f).d/”
préviously. The new committee, which included chose Triple Canopy. | =
req;]:s%EIstaﬂ‘ prepare the documentation to support this choice. prepared the

documentation that Relief International submitted to USAID to support the change in security
providers. The documentation prepared stated that Relief International compared the bid prices and
proposals of all six companies, when in fact, Triple Canopy was only compared to Edinburgh, and
then not in price, only in proposal. In addition, the documentation stated that Triple Canopy had the
lowest price in many of the key criteria; however, it did not state that Triple Canopy knew the bid

(B)E)(R)THC

prices of the other five companies prior to submitting its own bid.

(B)E)(R)THC

\ws\

(B)E)(R)THC

WR a former employee of Relief International, was

by the OIG: vised that{— |was on the original technical review panel, knew of the

Mo help generate documents to make it appear as if the
award to Triple Canopy was competitive. stated that the technical review panel met on

(B)E)(R)THC

November 1, 2007, to evaluate the six bids received and award the security contract. Triple Canopy

re International, withdrew its bid. Edinburgh received the highest ratings and was selected.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

~._was not one of the security firms evaluated as it did not submit a bid. One of the six companies,

(B)E)(R)THC

further stated that one of the reasons for selecting Edinburgh was that Edinburgh coul

get started quickly and time was of the essence. Relief International informed US

ion of Edinburgh via email on November 14, 2007. Accordi in December
2007, s decisi thrown out b who decided to award the subcontract to
Triple Canopy. stated that consulted with Relief Intemational’s kidnap &

(B)E)(R)THC

ransom service provider, Clayton Associates, which advised that although Edinburgh was the best
out of the six bids, it still was not of the tier necessary for work in Irag. Clayton Associates

(B)E)(R)THC

ecommended Triple Canopy.

provided copies of emails sent during this time period. One email from
dated December 22, 2007, was to the employees asked to sit on the second panel to
award the security contract. It stated, “We now need to select and appoint the right Iraq Security

Company for our needs” and told them that the choices were Edinburgh and Triple Canopy. The

(B)E)(R)THC

email continued by saying that they reviewed the original five bids and Edinburgh was the best, but
that Edinburgh used *“Tier 3 & 4° security personnel, not “Tier 1 & 2" personnel as Triple

(B)E)(R)THC

did. The email also stated that Triple Canopy protects USAID and the US Embassy. Stated that

they received a bid from Triple Canopy the week before [mid December 2007]. Now the second
el was to decide between the two firms - Edinburgh, which had already been rejected by

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

and Triple Canopy.
er 4, 2009, the OIG interviewed| former employee i
International. stat i

as on the original review panel

(B)E)(R)THC

._Once the panel made its choice,| refused to sign it. was asked b
o re-do for the evaluation i clude
and justification. fused and believes did it
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On Sep 9, the OIG interviewed a former emplo elief

International who served as | | |_—Jstated that Relief

(B)E)(b)THC

International asked USAID for suggestions of security companies to use in Iraq and was provided

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

with a list. Relief International contacted these companies to request bids. The technical commi

(B)E)(R)THC

viewed the bids based on preset criteria and chose Edinburgh. After the selection ee
ved from the communication and decision making process.
rejected their selection and went with

When Relief International submitted Edinburgh to USAID as the subcontractor for security
services, USAID prepared a negotiation memo, dated December 10, 2007, to increase the award to

(B)E)(R)THC

Relief International. The memo stated, “The recipient decided on this security company after

seeking competitive bids from other companies; this one has been used by other USAID partners
previously.” The memo included Relief International’s line item budget for Edinb M
totaled $2,423,621. Relief International told USAID, via an email from| to |

USAID Democracy and Governance Officer, dated November 14, 2007, that Relief Internation:
picked Edinburgh as its security services firm mainly because, “they could begin operations

(B)E)(R)THC

immediately, which would facilitate rapid deployment from our end.”

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Afier Relief Intemnational decided to change security firms, |
Acquisition Officer, sent an email, dated January 11, 2008, to — hnd| lwhic
stated that Relief International would “need to re-submit a request to subcontract”. | |
replied on January 22, 2008, stating that Relief International was requesting permission to

subcontract with Triple Canopy, giving details of the “proposed™ subcontractor. Unbeknownst to

USAID, Relief International had already signed the contract with Triple Canopy to do the work in

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Iraq. The Relief International/Triple Canopy contract was dated January 5, 2008.

(B)E)(R)THC

sai
e OIG that e review
en contacted Clayton Associates,

Relief International’s war risk insurance provider, which recommended Triple Canopy from which

(B)E)(R)THC

a bid was solicited. Triple Canopy did submit a bid, which was slightly lower than the “shortlisted”

(B)E)(R)THC

firm. Relief International formed another panel to review the bid from Triple Canopy and compare

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

it-with the “shortlisted” firm. They picked Triple Canopy as the company to hire. laim:
not to remember an internally surrounding the preparation of documents to
for its approval of the subcontract. interview with the OIG, aid elieved

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ciates. The interview with the OIG
ision to contact Clayton Associates regarding the security firms.

there was ion between Clayton Associates and Triple Canopy but was unsure
specifically. When as i no idea then or current i op
id, was the first time heard that.

ad never hired a security firm and Relief

(B)E)(R)THC

International did not at the time have a security expert on staff.
On March 5, 2011, the OIG interviewed as part of the selection committee

for the Iraq security contract and advised that the security firm Sallyport had the lowest price, but its
proposal was “odd.” Edinburgh had the best overall score and second best price so the selection
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(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(RITHC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ittee selected Edinburgh. Once the committee selected Edinburgh, it sent the informati
to see if it could megoﬁaw
it was W
stated

1t thought of the five companies provided by US

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

when| contacted | —|of Clayton Associates.
ted to ensure the best price. provided the OIG with an email that w y
to Clayton Associates asking about the firms. The email from listed each of
i eir bid prices, and the entire bid proposal submitted by Edinb: € email
back to included a forwarded email from who works for Tri
opy. The email S ould not recommend any of th . They were all
ier I1 ies that cut corners. He stated that pany would be willing to do the work.
hen told to contact Triple Canopy in Washington, DC and ask for a bid
proposal. if they could provide a proposal within 48 hours. They did and the
price was just under Edinburgh’s price. formed a second selection committee to choose
een Edinburgh and Triple Canopy.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

repared the documentation to send to USAID to request approval
$ ith Triple Canopy. was supposed to prepare the paperwork but | —Jpassed
it to elievi

disagreed with the fact that Relief International looked at another security

(B)E)(R)THC

firm after the bid selection committee went through the process and selected Edinburgh. The
documentation included a memo of negotiation, This memo explained that six companies,

(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEX(BITHC

1 ing the first five and Triple Canopy, submitted bids. It explained the difference in cost among
all of them. It didno i at Relief International originally selected Edinburgh and then had a
nd vote between just two companies. | |stated that the contract with Triple Canopy

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

not

(B)E)(R)THC

was i early January 2008, before Relief International received the approval fora
subcontract. as aware that Triple Canopy owned Cla

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

me aware of it until about the summer of 2008. entioned this to — that summer,
ized then that Clayton Associates must have been friendly wi i anopy back
when soliciting bids from Triple Canopy. If own about this merger back when

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ere soliciting ould have thought more about it, but believes Relief Internati
would still pick Tri opy over Edinburgh. They were under ti ines and there was no
time to solicit more bids. Neither nor ave been on a bid selection panel prior

(B)E)(R)THC

subsequent to this.
\Q‘mgmtewiew, the OIG presented a subpoena for documents. Relief

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

lntematlonal sent the subpoena production to the OIG on March 21, 2011. Several documents

Head of Crisis Response at Clayton

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Associates, dated December 5, 2007.]— __[sent the bid prices of the five security
companies that bid on the contract to Clayton Associates (the parent com tiple
Mmmendaﬁons and observations. also sent the entire

roposal of Edinburgh to] |forwarded the email with this i on to
anopy Project Manager, on December 6, 2007, responded that

mpany would be able to help.
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(B)E)(R)THC

This documentation contradic statement to the OIG that it was| |who

(B)E)(R)THC

initiated contact with Triple Canopy.

(2) Email from  Jro|—~ |dated December 18, 2007. ites, “Due to

Triple Canopy’s name, and also our association with Clayton — we would be most interested
in pursuing these possibilities further with you as soon as possible.”

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Triple Canopy replied with its proposal on December

jand |

(B)E)(R)THC

20, 2007.
elief International employees)

emailed the second selection panel formed for to

choose a security company. wrote, “We now need to select and appoint the right Iraq
Security ur needs. We are down to a choice of two organizations. One is
Edinburgh, the other is Triple Canopy.*— |explained that Relief International receiveda

(B)E)(R)THC

list of five security companies and that of those five, Edinburgh was the best. te that

Rellef International solicited opinions from people outside of Relief Intemnational on the

ity firms and that the response was that all five used “only tier 3 &

(B)E)(R)THC

4 security asked USAID about tier 1 & 2 companies “such as

(B)E)(R)THC

Dyncorp, Blackstone Triple Canopy. te that Relief International was able to get a
mmendation and introduction to Triple Canopy by Clayton Associates,

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

) ho

\dated December 24, 2007. anked
ne call and wrote that after talking to a family fri ut the
security companiés;{— |has decided to change o Triple Canopy.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

).

fonal 's memorandum of negotiation sent to USAID, dated January 22,

2008 and signed by

wrote the following companies submitted proposals that

reviewed: Edinburgh, Triple Canopy, Garda World, Sallyport, Sandi Group, and

(B)E)(R)THC

Unity; outlined the various elements of the proposals and which was the lowest

(B)E)(R)THC

price or best provichFBwrote that Triple Canopy had the lowest bid for Life Support
ing and for Additional Items. Triple Canopy did not have the lowest bid for an IZ
driver, but te that Triple Canopy had the highest quality and security of

(B)E)(R)THC

SETViCe. ne travel, only one company, Sallyport, had a lower cost, yet Triple
Canopy had the best quahty. T——— Istated, “The proposals and bid totals of all above

elements by proposing subcontractors were reviewed and compared.”

It 1s noted that thus indicated that the bids were all compared to each other when

(B)E)(R)THC

in fact the first five were compared among each other and then Triple

(B)E)(R)THC

Canopy was
compared to Edinburgh, though not in cost, only in proposal. The memo connot
Triple Canopy had the lowest price overall, except for Sallyport, whic ted had

(B)E)(R)THC

significantly inferior services to Triple Canopy. Triple Canopy submitted the lowest price
subsequent to learmning the prices of the other bidders.

\1@5@& Jol——  lof Clayton Associates dated December 14, 2007.[ ]
thanks

for the response and asked “...if Clayton and Triple Canopy have any US
Govt contracts right now and if per chance any of the contracts may be with NGOs. That

(B)E)(R)THC
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(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

may help our case with USAID. Also if we could get a cost proposal from you for the s
Service can be back to you with a response soon as we have clarificatio
U 22 It is noted tha directed the request for proposal to

BIEXRBITHC

for Clayton versus who works for Triple Canopy, alth

(B)E)(R)THC

information was in the email. This contradicts statement to the OIG that as

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

unaware of any connection between Clayton and Triple Canopy.
ent an email to the OIG on April 18, 2011. ad thaﬂm
answer {0 aluation round was needed. When the first round was W
the package went to for sign own

ecided to subvert the process and do

(B)E)(R)THC

procurement process. “The second round was conducted with a different set of individuals and i

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

was never clear why or how these individuals were chosen. . .the process P

that there was tremendous pressure to vote for —|select = en

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

announced i I-staff meeting that Triple Canopy was eferred vendor before the second bi
evaluation took place. extolled the virtues of THW
ided the most robust security services of all bidders. said Relief
Mﬁ% was the security company procurement.[ —Ifelt
that[™ _lwas pressured to leave because disagreements about the procurement, among other

things.

This matter was presented to the Department of Justice on March 7, 2011. The Department
of Justice issued a final declination on August 29, 2011. The OIG investigation is on-going.

As of October 6, 2011, Relief International has at least seven awards with USAID worth
over $25 million. Over the past 12 years, Relief International has had at least 17 awards totaling
over $81 million.

This information is being referred to you for consideration of action to suspend the above-
referenced individuals and organization from any involvement in U.S. government programs
pending completion of the investigation. Please advise this office of any action taken within thirty
days.

This memorandum remains the sole property of the Office of Inspector General and is not to

(B)E)(R)THC

be duplicated or disseminated without the consent of the Inspector General or his designee.

If you have any questions, please contact Special Agent in Pretoria, South
Alfrica at +27-12-452-2329.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ttachments

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

— January 24, 2008

Recor ILetter — March 11, 2009

3) Interview —| |- September 4, 2009
4) Memorandum of Interview = — September 9, 2009
5) USAID Memorandum of Negotiation — December 10, 2007

6) Email from USAID to RI - January 11, 2008
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8)

10)
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Email with letter from RI to USAID — January 22, 2008

(B)E)(R)THC

Con d Triple Canopy — January 5, 2008
Memorandum of Interview — |- March
dum of Interview March 5, 2011

(B)E)(R)THC

Email from ko Clayton Associates with other bids — December 5, 2007
egotiation memo to USAID — January 22, 2008
Emai to Triple Cano v-]W
‘_“-‘*‘:‘:——h____h
to| f and| —fDecember 22, 2007

16)
17)
18)

to| — December 24, 2007
ilfrom[—— Jio|—— |- December 14,2007
Email from April 18, 2011
List of all contracts with RI
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION X DE)
Case Title: Relief International Case Number: |
Status: Closed
Period of Investigation: 02/05/2009 to 08/29/2012 01G/1 Office: Pretoria
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Synopsis: //
On February 5, 2009, information was received from| W

employee, alleging non-competition on an lraq security contract atl_—Jformer employer,
Relief International (R1I). The information alleged that the Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) of RI, a USAID contractor, directed the security contract to a particular sub-
contractor after the technical evaluation panel already determined the winner of the

(BYEY(BITHC

(bXERBINC

(bXERBITHC

(BXEXLITNC

(BXERBITIC

(EXEIOYTIC

OO0

(BXEXBLITHC

(BYEXBITHC

(bYE).(BYTHC

\&ubmlmct.\

The information alleged that | |of RI, directed the security services

(BXEXBITHC

contract to a particular sub-contractor, Triple Canopy, after the technical evaluation panel

atready determined the winner of the subcontract, Edinburgh International/Cohort Gr

(ED). bdirected several employees to prepare documentat,iwa
if it was competitively awarded. |of RI, prepared

the documentation knowing that it was not competitively awarded. In addition, the

security company that received the subcontract, Triple Canopy, is the parent company of

RI's ider of ransom and kidnap insurance, Clayton Associates. The information

alleged that| ™ |approached Clayton Associates with the original security company

osals and bids, and they suggested RI use their parent, Triple Canopy, instead of El.

The investigation found that sent Clayton Associates a list of the five companies
who already submit bids, their bid prices, and the actual proposal of the top contender,
information was passed on to Triple Canopy, the parent company of Clayton
disregarded the outcome of the first technical evaluation panel and
that they would redo the selection but this time they would choose
ceen the company just rejected, El, and Triple Canopy, a company brought
t did not submit a bid previously. The new committee chose Triple
staff prepare the documentation to support this choice.
prepared the documentation that R1 submitted to USAID to support the
change in security providers. The documentation prepared and sent to USAID was
misleading in that it stated that Rl compared the bid prices and proposals of all six

(bX(6):.(bX(7TXC

(b)(6):.(bX7TXC
)
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Eignaturc:|

R

APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name: M
/ 2

S
ignature ] ? el 2
This document is the property of the Office of 1 ot be reproduced or topied without written
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companies, when in fact, Triple Canopy was only compared to El, and then not in price,
only in proposal. In addition, the documentation also stated that Triple Canopy had the
lowest price in many of the key criteria; however, it did not state that Triple Canopy

knew the bid prices of the other five companies.

The case was presented to an AUSA for criminal prosecution and declined. The case was
presented to an AUSA for civil prosecution and declined. The matter was then referred
to USAID/OAA/Compliance Division for possible debarment or suspension resulting in

no action.

(B)6).(bYTNC
of Investigation:
On 02/05/09, the OIG interviewed l Deve
DO USAID employee (DLI), USAID/Egypt.

(BYEX(BITHC

(BYEY(BITHC

ward it

(bXERBINC

5/09)

(BXEXLITNC

On 03/11/09, the OIG reviewe

award the contract to another firm.
details. (Attachment 1, Memorandum oflntervicw,l

to the firm the TEC chose.
stated that

No further investigative activity is required and this case is closed.

=adership Initiative

stated that RI received a contract in
2007/8 from USAID in lraq for approximately $20 million to perform community
capacity building work. As part of this contract, Rl was supposed to contract for se
\sef-vices. RI had a technical evaluation committee (TEC) comprised of]
land possibly others to review the security proposals from a list of
ity fi irms. The TEC chose to award the contract to a particular firm. How

Instead,

memo. It outlined the specifics regarding an
allegation of false claims to USAID by subcontracting security services without any

(BIEXBLITNC

| LI

and

] competmon RI contacted USAID to get a list of securlty providers for Ira
A ff'\E—ﬁlrﬂs 1|he members of the 1. :

The panel met November |, 2007 and picked EI/Cohort. ]
\%he panel that they would have to re-start the procurement process.
state:

rejected the selecti

spoke with the company's Kidnap & Ransom service provider, Clayton
Associates, and they stated that although EI/Cohort was the best out of the six, they still
were not of the tier they felt was necessary in Iraq. Clayton Associates recommended

(bYEY.(BYTHC

(bYEXBITHC

MCew

Triple Canopy. Clayton Associates was purchased by Triple Canopy on June 15, 2007,
so Clayton was telling RI to use their parent company.

ber 21, 2007 and the members w

| -

l, and

. | The second panel considered only two proposals, EI/Cohort Group, which the

(BIEXBITNC

(BYE).(BXTHC

(BYE)(BYTHC

(BXEXBITHC

(BXEXBITHC

(BHEXBITNC

(BHEXBITNC

(BHEXBIINC

(BIEXBINC

(bX(6):.(b)THC

(bX(6):.(bX(TXC
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CEO already rejected, and Triple Canopy. The panel chose Triple Canopy. | |
approved this selection, verbally, on December 24, 2007.

R1 sent the subcontract information relating to EI/Cohort Group to USAID for appr:

(b)EXBITHC

After the second panel met, RI sent the new subcontract informati or

¥

approval and received approval both times. | stated{ —[was asked by -

to prepare documents to back up the second panel’s choice. The memo also
included several emails to supp letter. (Attachment 2, Record Review,

(B)EX(bYTHC

letter summary, dated 03/11/09)

n 09/04/2009, the O1G interviewedl formerly the |
at RI. Very soon after receiving the Iragi Community-based Conflict
Mitigation (ICCM) award, R] needed to put in place a large security subcontract for it.
R1 formed an evaluation committee to review proposals for the subcontract. The
committee met and selected a security company. The committee submi its decisi
the Executive Office for approval and finalization. — ] o sign-off
committee's choice for the subcontract. did not communicate

(BYEX(BITHC

any of the committee members. Instead, they heard through the office grapevine that
had rejected their decision because the company they chose was hof the company [ =]

(bYEX(BITHC

(bXERBINC

wanted.

~|called| _|the Vice President of Operations, and asked
doth erwork for the evaluation, including the evaluations memo, and
i 7t;"?::italpcﬁS|knows this because called the members of the
evaluation € ittee and requested assistance in doing so. According t0| |no
one helped him. According {0 the process by which a winner was origi

(BXEXLITNC

chosen by the evaluation committee was "bullet-proof”. However
the system they had put in place. As a result, it is|

(BXEXbLITNC

was not lairly competed or transparent. | — [does not know why

(BXEXBLITHC

ew company to win the award. (Attachment 3, Memorandum of Interview, | |

i
(BIEXBLITNC

dated 09/04/09)

(BYEXBYTHC

OIG interviewe former| |

[}
(bXE) Y THC

was tasked with procuring a security subcontract.

(b)6):.b)THC

% contacted compames and requested bids for the security subcontract. The
¢ nmittee (TEC) that was eventually put into place included

[T the Vice President of Operations; and | |

(bYE).(BYTHC

(bYEXBITHC

a finance employee. The TEC convened to review the bids. El had the winning
bid. put together the necessary documentation including the official proposal and

justification for the decision.

[never contacte [and| ound out later
that the decision to award to EI was never approved by[  — 1 earned that

ents to

(BIEXBITNC
BXTHE)

(b)(6).b)7XC
)

(b)(6):.(bX(7NC
)
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02/05/09 — 08/29/12
(bYE).BITHC
| | gave the names of the companies to and requested that
research and request bids from them. A second TEC was formed = plus a bid
rom Triple Canopy, one of the companies that ad named, were presented to it
does remember hearing a rumor that Triple Canopy was connected to in
some way.
OOOOE Triple Canopy was finally chosen to receive the secqrity subcontract. Rl hgd originally
OOaG reported to USAID that El was selected as the security contractor. Once Triple Canopy

EBNT

was selected, R1 had to report a different selection to USAID/Baghdad.
state felt pressured by to backdate the documents and

that ing her job, [ |did not backdate the documents and instead

M ~[[—__[did not believe that the security subcontract was
ultimately awarded fairty==_]did believe that the first TEC followed fes and was
fair. (Attachment 4, Memorandum of Interview, dated 09/09/09)

When Rl submitted El to USAID as the subcontractor for security services, USAID

(BYEY(BITHC

prepared a negotiation memo, dated December 10, 2007, to increase the award to RI.
The memo stated, “The recipient decided on this security company after seeking

(BYE).(BYTHC

(BXEXBITHC

etitive bids from other companies; this one has been used by other USAID partne
previously. included RI’s line item budget for El, whi 423,621,
R1 told USAID, via an email from Jto| USAID Democracy and

Governance Officer, dated November 14, 2007, that RI picked El as its security services
firm mainly because, “they could begin operations immediately, which would facilitate
rapid deployment from our end.” (Attachment 5, USAID Negotiation memo, dated

(BXEXBITHC

12/10/07) (6)6:ENNC
After Rl decided to change security firms,| | —

sent an email, dated January 11, 2008, to] and — | which-stated that Rl

would “need to re-submit a request to subcontract”. | — Jreplied on January 22,
2008, stating that RI was requesting permission to subcontract with Triple Canopy,
giving details of the “proposed” subcontractor. Unbeknownst to USAID, RI had already

(BYEXBYTHC

signed the contract with Triple Canopy to do the work in Iraq. The RI/Triple Canopy
contract was dated January 5, 2008. (Attachment 6, Email from USAID to RI, dated

i
(bX6).bYTNC

(bX6):.b)THC

(bX6):.(b)(7XC

_BY6Y.BXTHC

(b)(6).(b)7HC
)

/08) (Attachment 7, Email from RI to USAID, dated 1/22/08)
11, the OIG interviewe i oo

the shortlist; not approve the award.
negotiate with the firm. stated that ien contacted Clayton

(b)EXBITHC

Associates, R1’s war risk insurance provider, which recommended Triple Canopy from
which a bid was solicited. Triple Canopy did submit a bid, which was slightly lower than

the “shortlisted” firm. RI formed another review panel to review the bid from Triple
Canop ompare it with the “shortlisted” firm. They picked Triple Canopy as the
company to hire. claimed not to remember any problems internally surrounding
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(BYEBITHC
(bXEXbXNC
()6 THC ﬁ (bX(E):.(bXTNC
- . (b3(6):(b) 7XC
COOG Triple Canopy but was unsure of what, specifically. When asked, )
or no Triple Canopy owned Clayton Associates. The intervi BN
said, was the first i had heard that. y
(bXEX (b THC (b3 6).(b)TXC
(BB TNC
DO as part of the selection committee for
the lraq security contract. advised that the security firm Sallyport had the EEEC
owest price, but its proposal was “odd.” EI had the best overall score and second best
e BT price’s selection committee selected EI. Once the committee selected El, it sent the B IIT
ST information to who wanted the group to see if it could renegotiate wi or BT
OGIOGE look at Sallyport to see if it “could do more.” According to it was = eI
O DT \g,liil ted Clayton Associates to see what it thought of i ded—"
S stated that when (BXEXBI T

(BYEY(BITHC

of Clayton Associates.

(bYEX(BITHC

(BXEXRMINC|

. provi email that was sent by to Clayton Associates asking
t the firms. The email from listed each of the five companies, theirbi

(bXERBINC

prices, and the roposal sent by EI. The email back to from| |

(LIERDIIC|

who works for Triple Canopy. The email

(BXEXBITHC

(bXEXBITHC
)

(b)(6).(b)THC
)

BOOGE ! L _ - .
L OITC did and the price was just under EI’s price. ormed a second selection
: ‘ committee to choose between EI and Triple Canopy.
(BXEXBLIINC
prep ocumentation to send to USAID to request approval to
subcon i i anopy. was supposed to prepare the paperwork but
passed it to elie isagreed with the fact that Rl looked at
another security firm after the bid selection committee went through the process and
selected EI. The documentation included a memo of negotiation. This memo explained
that six companies, including the first five and Triple Canopy, submitted bids. It
OIS explained the difference in cost among all of 1he.m. It did not me_ntion that RI origi
OOICE selected El and then had a second vote between just two companies.

(bX(6):.(bX(7TXC
)

(b)EXBITHC

that the contract with Triple Canopy was signed in early Jan T before RI
Wz)ﬁubcontmct. was aware that Triple Canopy ow
Claytori2 iates, bu id not become aware of it until abou er of 2008.

mentioned this to that summer. realized then that Clayton
Associate ve been friendly with Triple Canopy back when they were soliciting
bids from Triple Canopy. Hf{—_|had known about this merger back when they were
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BXEBNC \D
(bXEXbXNC
iciting bids;[— |would have thought more about it, but believes RI would still pick )
Triple They were under tight deadlines and there was no time to solicit
more bids. Neither [noF|—  |have been on a bid selection panel prieror
subsequent to this. (Attachment 9, Memorandum of Interview —| DE dated
3/5/11)
EXEXBIIC . _ BXEBINC
S ETT On 4/§/ 11, the OIG reviewed the doc_umems recelyed asa result .of an 1G subpoena
itted to RI. Several documents included pertinent information:
(BXEXBITNC
EXERBIC . | — at Clayton COIDUE
ST Associates, dated December 5, 2007-7—— __ |sent the bid prices of the five security COICOE
ompanies that bid on the contract to Clayton Associates (the parent com riple '
Mfor recommendations and observations. E [so sent the entire
SEBOT proposa to| |[forwarded the email with this information to REEIHT
on December 6, 2007 1—_|responded that none of the five firms are good and[ -]~
any would be able to help.
(b)Y (bITHC (bXEX(bYTHC

statement to the OIG that it was| |

This documentation contradicts

ho initiated contact with Triple Canopy.

(2) Email from \h?ﬂ\ |dated December 18, 2007. writes, “Due to

(bXERBINC

Triple Canopy’s name, and also our association with Clayton — we would be most

(EXEHBYIC

interested in pursuing these possibilities further with you as soon as possible.” Triple

(bXEXBITHC

opy replied with its proposal on December 20, 2007.

I |and] I employees) dated

(BXEXLITNC

2007. emailed the second selection panel formed for choosing

(BHEXBITNC

(BHEXBINC

security company. stated, “We now need to select and appoint the right Iraq
Me are down to a choice of two organizations. One i
El, the other is Triple Canopy-" explained that RI received a li Security
ated that RI solicited opinions

companies and that of those five, EI was the best.
from people outside of RI on the abilities of the five security firms and t S €
was that all five used “only Tier 3 & 4 security personnel.” ated that|_—Jasked

USAID about Tier | & 2 companies “such as DynCorp, Blackstone, Triple Canopy.” |Z]

(bY6ELBITHC

(b)6).bYTHC

stated that RI was able to get a recommendation and introduction to Triple Canopy by

(bXEXBITHC
)

ayton Associates.

(b)6).bYTHC

(b)(6).(b)THC
)

mem [to] =  |dated December 24, 2007. thanked

(bYEXBITHC

orl—_|phone call and wrote that afier talking to a family-friend about the
security companies; has decided to change ote to Triple Canopy.

gmorandum of negotiation sent to USAID, dated January 22, 2008 and signed
by states the following companies submitted proposals that were
reviewed: El, Triple Canopy, Garda World, Sallyport, Sandi Group, and Unity.




Pa

(bX6)bXTHC

(bX6).bYTHC

02/05/09 — 08/29/12

outlined the various elements of the proposals and which was the lowest price
or best provider: stated that Triple Canopy had the lowest bid for Life Support

(BIEXBITNC
BXTHE)

(bX(6):.(bX(TXC
)

: st : : BXEBITNC
Housing and for Additional Items. Triple Canopy did not hav id for an b
International Zone of Baghdad driver, but stated Triple Canopy had the

(b)EXBITHC

highest quality and security of service. For Red Zone travel, only one company, —
Sallyport, had a lower cost, yet Triple Canopy had the best quality. | zl stated,

“The proposals and bid totals of all above elements by proposing subcontractors were

reviewed and compared.”
It is noted that thus indicated that they were all compared to each other when

(B)E):.(BXTNC

in fact, the first five were compared among each other, and then Triple Canopy was
compared to EI, though not in cost, only in proposal. The memo indicates t iple
Canopy had the lowest price overall, except for Sallyport, which ated had

(B)EX(BYTHC

(BYEX(BYTHC

significantly inferior services to Triple Canopy. Triple Canopy submitted the lowest

ice subsequent to learning the prices of the other bidders.
of Clayton Associates dated December 14, 2007.

(6 i
\S]thanks or the response and asked “...if Clayton and Triple Canopy have

(BYEY(BITHC

any US Govt contracts right now and if per chance any of the contracts may be with
NGOs. That may help our case with USAID. Also if we could get a cost proposal

(BYEYBLITHC

or the same services then we can be back to you with a r i as we have

larification from " 1t is noted that
who works for Clayton versu

was unaware of any connection between Clayton and Triple Canopy. (Attachment 10,
Record Review — Subpoena Documents, dated 4/6/11)

This criminal matter was presented to the Department of Justice in Los Angeles and
declined on April 26, 2011. (Attachment 11, Criminal Declination, dated 4/26/11)

This civil matter was presented to the Department of Justice and declined on August 29,
2011. (Attachment 12, Criminal Declination, dated 8/29/11)

This matted was referred to USAID’s Office of Acquisition and Assistance’s Compliance
Department on October 28, 2011. (Attachment 13, Referral to OAA, dated 10/28/11)

On 7/5-11/12, the OIG reviewed the documents supplied by Union Bank resulting from
an 1G Subpoena dated June 12, 2012. The documents related to RI’s corporate banking
information. (Attachment 14, Record Review — Subpoena documents RI Bank, dated
7/11/12)

On 7/23 — 8/27/12, the OIG reviewed the documents supplied by Union Bank resulting
from an 1G subpoena dated June 12, 2012, The documents related tol E |personal

i irected the request for proposal t
who works for Triple Cano ugh
contact information was in the email. This contradicts statement that

(BXEXBITHC

(B)6BXTNC

(b)(6):.(bX(TXC
)




(b)6).bYTHC

(b)(EXBITHC

(b)EXBITHC

Pa

02/05/09 — 08/29/12

nking information. (Attachment 15, Record Review — Subpoena Documents

|Personal, dated 8/27/12)

Subjects/Defendants/Suspects:

(BYEY(BITHC

(bYEXBLITHC

(bYERBIINC
}

(bXERBINC

\|\ |Relief International

| [— Relief International

Undeveloped Leads:

None

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:
There are no items in evidence or seized contraband.

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

None
nts:
m of Interview - dated 2/5/2009
2. Record Rev Letter Summary, dated 3/11/2009
3. Memo nterview -| dated 9/4/2009

4. Memorandum of Interview -|— |dated 9/9/2009

5. USAID Negotiation Memo, dated 12/10/2007

6. Email from USAID to RI, dated 1/11/2008

7. Email from RI to USAID, dated 1/22/2008

8. Memorandum of Interview — — Idated 3/

9. Memorandum of Interview — —|dated 3/5/2011
10. Record Review — Subpoena Documents, dated 4/6/2011
11. Criminal Declination, dated 4/6/2011

12. Civil Declination, dated 8/29/2011

13. Referral to OAA Compliance Division, dated 10/28/2011
14. Record Review — Subpoena Documents RI Bank, dated

15. Record Review — Subpoena Documents ersonal, dated 8/27/2012

(BIEXBITNC
BXTHE)

(BHEXBITNC

(BIEXBITNC

() 6).(b)THC
)




U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

Tithe: SOLICITATION OF KICKBACKS BY 1)S. EMBASSY HOUSING OFFICE
PERSO AB
Case Number;
Status: Closed
Period of Investigation: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011
OIGA Office: Islamabad, Pakistan

Synopsis:

(B)E)(R)THC

On April 22, 2011, the case agent (CA) was informed by a confidential source that there was

ivity related to the procurement of housing for USAID and other Embassy [P

employees assi ican Embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan. The source stated
Foreign Service National employes, | of the Em ing Offdice

TEmmec  was conspiring with a local Pakistani real estate agent, | — | to artificially inflate EBINT

wenmme| rental fees on properties leased to the American Embassy. The source knew of one instance in

a bribe was offered for a lease renewal and increase in rent on a residence where a United (PO

Intemauonal Development (USAID) official was residing. The source
alleged that i side information from the Housi
order to leverage negotiations in his favor. was paid by
scheme.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

emic|  Details of Investigation: BXERBIINC
BYERBITNC ; . .
On April 26, 20 ted an interview of | Housing CoordmaV

Housing Office, Islamabad, Pakistan. stated that approximate A

soo iR Pakistani Real Estate Agent, offered | — | |
approximately 400,000 PKR to inflate the rent on a lease renewa to

Isl was occupied by & married oouple worklng for USAID and DOS.

hment 1, MOLfor (BYEXBITHC
On May 9, 2011, the CA and Special Agent (SA)| ce of Inspector e

General (O1G), conducted an interview of | Foreign Service National
Supervisor, DOS, Housing Office, Islamabad. Also present during the interview was

REPORT MADE BY: Name: Dan : 12

Siguafure: -
APPROVING OFFICIAL: Namer SA / Date Signed: 05062912

Sigasture:




(B)E)(0)THC

(BXTNE)
Page 2
(BXE:EXTHC Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011
(BXEXBNTNC BXEEBNTNC
ol [ stated that all the problems in the DOS Housing Office revolved around mym e
' |[RPA, DOS, Housing Office, Islamabad and |
SOIOOG er of approximately SQ r‘ede Embassy in
S EEITIC was providing inside information o‘n‘Embassy
idences. would then contact landlords of leased residences promising more
wckbacks from the landlords. The kickbacks were received e
and shared wi for providing the information. (dt#tachment 2, MOI for
On May 18, 2011, the CA reviewed a leasing agreement spreadsheet provided by| |The
seome  report outlined discrepancies in US Embassy housing leasing terms in Islamabad, Pakistan. The EBINT
leasing spreadsheet included the following categories: lease number, address, lease start date,
Wum lease rent amount, monthly rent amount, total lease years, conditio DI
pro tor used. The comparison was drawn between properties ove Y IWO b
RPK:m and| was suspected of being involved with in SCheILl:{S/Of/
oemme  oribery, Kickbacks and fraud in the procurement of housing. The most notable discrep Q-?ES/ COIO
found in the comparison spreadsheet were the following: total leased years, RPA 36 S EEIIC
Semmc) . properties leased, 3 properties were leased for a term of more than 5 years, RPA S EEITIC
roperties leased, 36 properties were leased for a term of more than 5 year ;
Of 36 properties leased, 23 were categorized as old, RP == properties leased
re ca ized as old. Realtor used, RPA| — 6 properties leased, 25 were leased e
BT RPA|T— |Of 59 properties leased, 2 were leased with (b)(é):(b)(?)(c
(Attachment 3, Lease Document Review)
Nk M@m | — [ stated 01
onversation via telephone with —of Pertect Builders pany wi
ved construction contractors list for US Embassy Housing| — btated that REEIHT
Seonc e ﬂ ee or four renovation projects on US Embassy leased residences,
paid| ™ l|a fee to be guarantee company would be awarded the contrac
assy residence located at F 8/1, St 40, House 11 was speciﬁcallxwm%cﬁ:ﬁ BT
project aw: o Perfect Builders for which /‘hﬁfd/l to acquire the work. :
oo (Aftachment 4, MOI for| BIEHET
SE T 27, 2011, the CA and Foreign Service National Investigator (ESNIY] I
USAID/OI an_interview of | Classic emos
memoc . International. Also present were|—  |and stated that renovation work was ST

eded on a US Embassy leased property located at Sector G 6/4 Street 84 House 3 in Islamaaly/

was contacted by the landlord’s representative for the property and was shown the work
required-and_was asked to provide a quotation for the work. In March 2011, W
contacted by| ™ o return to the property for a survey of the renovation work. When | |




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

asked for a co

May 27, 2011, the CA and F

BYEEENTHT
\h&r real estate agents were payin 80% of their cormmssmns
BT t}.1at was trying to negotiate a kickback deal with| —
not agree to such an arrangement. However,| —flater o
e never| followed up to make the deal. (Attachment 6, MOI for| — |
OB On May 27, 2011, the CA and conducted an interview of |
seomc \berfect Builders, Isla.mabad Pakistan. Also present were|
' wns Perfect Builders, a well-respected construction company | stated tha
BT ided services to many international organizations and diplo

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

the future. (Atfachment 7, MOI fo

uestions directed to

q
to
evidence

at Sector F 7/3, Street 9, House 3, Islamabad. —stated that

ed , s
confessed to taki
at they would terming

many years.

mbassy eased residences,

On Juné 1, 1, the CA conducted an interview

(B)E)(R)THC

Page 3

Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011

conducted an interview of] ——————

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

rope as met and two other contractors, Percham Constructi

other con elieved was Perfect Builders, During the survey of work, ﬂ

stated aside by iwho demanded 100,000 PKR to guarantee the contract
the residence. stat refused to do the renovation, (Attachment 5, MOI for

(B)E)(R)THC

=i

(B)E)(R)THC

Estate. Also present were

DXELENTE

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

encountered problems with

stated that al

cts for which Perfect Builders provid

fons.
not,E)Wﬁlﬂlnot/gefdv—vqmm US Embassy in
SO present were Specia%

solicited bri

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

-\_\_\_\_\_\_\_‘_‘—‘——.

f the meeting quickly changed to accusatory in nature.

took money from a realtor as a commission on a

Housing Coordinator
mainly directed the meeting.
— labout the US Embassy new lease and [ease renew,

stated the meeting began

, but the
stated as told

b

—Housing Office.

Charge (SAC) | USAID/OIG, Superviso i% | BXERBXTT

F Bureau of Investigations (FBI) and FSNI — | stated th 3T, 2018t e e
was called into a meeting in the office of| — |Deputy jﬂnerﬂ’gizjs :

resent during the meeting were | Assistant ————

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Tene
told

money, the US Embassy might be able to work with| —7 but if! ]£|

based on the evidence they had collected against

state confess to the accusations and was given one day to “think about it”

(Attachment 8, MOI for




(B)E)(0)THC
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Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011
BXEEBNTNC
From June, 7 to June 10, 2011, I USAID/OIG reviewed email accounts that
belonged to American Embassy Islamabad housing personnel. The emails were provided to the
BT CA by the American Embassy Information Resources Management (IRM) office. An extensive GOICOLE
: review of the emails did not reveal anything pertinent to this investigation. (Attachment 9, Email '
BXEEBNTNC ent Review) (B)EBNTNC
une 13, 2011, FSNIs|— _fand{~ |conducted an interview of | | d
T of a prope; at F 7/3 Parbat Road, House 32B Islamabad, Pakistan. The pre Vas
: leased to the US Embassy: stated that around July or August 2010,[ —Jmet} and/
another person from the US Embassy, who might have been| —fo negotiate the lease on|_, b 6): T
erty. The property required some renovations before the US Embassy would accept it :
EBINT ended up agreeing to hire a company to do the required renovations at : SOICOLE
' approximately 1.2 million PKR. The amount included a commissi for e
S OTBIONs ering the property. (dttachment 18, MOI for, e
COUG e 13, 2011, FS conducted an interview of | | owner —
Seome| — Embassy located at House 3, Street 9, Sector F-7/3, Isl : ted thay =z
ST istani realtor known Jas*— [ informed t if | —[wanted to '
ST d be reduced to $4,000 USD per mo nt 6 BIAC
. nth. @}_ﬁﬂ\ |told| t to “please”
|boss in order to get a lease renewal on pro .
)k C _
((E;EG;:((Z;E?;EC m\ |that one or two months’ rent should be paid to | and oss | oHOC
| Jas a bribe. (Attachment 11, MOI forl_El ECORG
On June 16, and conducted an interview of | Bgiggigig
Estateman Properties International stated that bribes and kickbacks—im the real estate e 6): SO
leasing market in Islamabad, Pakistan, are very common. jdid no e it was out of the o 6)2 T
ordinary for a real estate agent to pay part of | —|commission to—er ASSy_petsonnel-—for D
Semoc  guaranteed business with the respective embassy. | as_been soli (-Tl other
' diplomatic missions operating in Islamabad. ated that| —fhas been asked by the Kuwai
SEOBITNC assador for kickbacks on leased properties for the Kuwaiti Embassy in Islamabad. T
(b)(é):(b)(?)(c denied ever having been solicited or paid bribes to any personnel at the US Embassy, Islamabad. :
(B)6):(EITNT ment 12, MOI for . (b)E)HTHC
(BXEXBNTNC (B)BXBNTNC

20, 2011, the CA and

other

that

than|— [—— |had lodged a written complaint against

conducted a telephonic interview pf] I 2

e 3 2 i i 1 ﬂ
%no complaints against any US Embassy personnel fro,m_th//en%mjng'
stat

had never demanded a commission or any other favor.|  —[further stated that




(B)E)(0)THC

(BXTNE)
Page §
(BIE:L)THC Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011
(BXEXDITHC
(Y6 THC (BMEXLI T
(BXEXBNTNC
BXEEBNTNC
(BXE:BXTNC BXEEBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC
e a meeting was arranged at the US Emb ot at the v
B | stated that | —] and| | 5
((HEXOC aking commissions on the US Embassy property lease transactions through 1 T
— = After receiving this information, a follow- i arranged b
) (BXE)BXTHC
z — |commission on the US Embass EGIIC
erous occasions. The arrangement was that | would S
to steer new business to for a percentage of| —[commissienon the deals. | '
semoe | Aso admitted during the meeting to paying| — [in the past on tw oce e
' a similar arrangement on US Embassy leased properties. | | (b)(é):(b)@)(c
ement in the schemes, Ol for :
BXEEBNTNC (Attachment 14, MO f (BXEXBNTNC
(B)BXBNTNC . .
e moe] —On June 21, 2011, the CA and conducted an interview of | /,lﬁ
: - egting with the DOS, GSO management, in regards to allegations mpting to
(BXEXBNTNC =
—-1for a lease renewal with the US Embassy. enied the allegatlons and BT
A who suggested duplexing the property as a way to increase :
. . (BXBXBNTNC
ed that the residence was a group house and could not be spli
BXEEBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC BXEEBNTNC
BXEEBNTNC BXEEBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC (BYEXBNTHC
(BXEXBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC

_ [mEmme

(B)E)(R)THC

n June 21, ; i i
pro with realtors in the past, i
and | on leasing deals. According to |j

(B)E)(R)THC

ieved had engaged in “bad practices” with other RPAs in the past.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

ever taking mo anyone or being offered money by anyone for business with the US
sy. (Attachment 16, MOI fori— r

(B)E)(R)THC

conducted an interview oﬂ////'/’] 7

ember, 20 had a meeting with| — _|and| —__— Jc laun‘e:i?t,l/_’/l
ad paid bribes

“ requested =Tfile a written statement with the US Embassy stating that




Page 6

(B)E)(R)THC

Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011

(B)E)(R)THC

and since

0 estate business with the US Embassy.
that time |~ |an |have been attempting to sabotage Siness relationship the US

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Embassy. | |dem'ed paying anyone from the US Embassy for business and claim

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

olicited money from anyone from the US Embassy. (Attachment 17, MOI for
On July ~the CA and S conducted an interview | stated that

id bribes to |and[— _|on multiple occasions for leasing deals with the US Embassy.

(B)E)(R)THC

ribe amounts were approximately 50% of his commission on each property.

(B)E)(R)THC

ment 18, MOI for
On July 07, 2011, the CA and conducted an interview of | | Assistant
eral Services Officer (A/GSO), US Embassy, Islamabad.] — [stated that 1nd
out that the i amount the US Embassy is allowed to pay for rent is $4,16
had used that information advantage in lease negotiations.| — ]|

(B)E)(R)THC

someone from the housing section at the US Embassy leaked this information to

RIS sing section searched for possible residences for the Ambassador, and e
(BXEXBNTNC j
ow the amount the US Embassy would be able to pal_lﬁ
%%%-ésuwmoﬂ — 4  —sai a lot of
a allegations, had no real proof that| —[Was receiving bribes. said
RS that | |aske |to try and fix all of the problems in the housing section. said si
' got to the US Embassy, that it has been a constant struggle with complain realtors
T other realtors taking their properties. (Attachment 19, MOI for
e July 07, 2011, the CA and conducted an interview of| |stated the
US Em ually pays the highest rent on their leases, because they require a lot of upgrades
BT ecurity reasons. said the Housing Office is only allowed to rent in a few sectors in
Islamaba urity reasons which limit the number of houses available, which causes the
st of the leases to rise. said the demand for housing by the US Embassy leveled off
BT M eak in 2008, and that the US Embassy has between 16 and 19 houses in its
ST housing pool.| ™ |stated that it would be very difficult to compare the leasing prices between

rs working with certain RPAs. There are many different factors that go into the

(B)E)(R)THC

1s unique depending on different facto ocation and the cost
said that | —[was reassigned in August of 2010.

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(EXEXRBIINC]

condW
said € propertles to the US

but
seemed to be doing a

'_'%"'-'-.‘.-‘M = .
eases.| ———Jsaid ”revmusl attempted to show properties that
“ never called—_|back. — | said another realtor named

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEX(BITHC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

" [BEmNC

¥ BEEme

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(BYEX(BITHC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

OR
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Period: 4/22; - BXEREIT
(BHEY(b)THC (b)Y (I THC
BXEXBITNC BXEEBNTNC
(B)BXENTNC
(BXEXBNTNC .
SEET or another realtor named |stated that| —[didn’t think it was fair because e
: was the tor to call the US Embassy and tell them about the property being available. (b)(é;(b)(?)(c
)k C '
(PXEXBIX ment 21, MOI for BXELBITIC
POONC ™ on Tuly 09, 2011, the CA and conducted an nterview N
= of Khalid Company, Islamabad, Pakistan. stated that (Taftempted to do busingss gi;ggie
W&t few years but has only recently been successful.| —" |saj :
nume ion sent the US Embassy a list of properties W
BXEEBNTNC s ? ; . BXEEBNTNC
S EBINC lease, but- |did not hear back. T— |stated that for the past six years| —ir
: i (BXEEBNTNC
mostly dealt with one or two realtors. (Attachment 22, MOI for| —| S TT
BXEEBNTNC BXEEBNTNC
[ stated| v . | EXOEXC
duty (TDY) assignments in order to assist the Housing Office. | ST
EGIT TDY was er 2010 through November 2010, and the second (b)(é)f(b)(?)(c
: February 2011 through April 20TT; said prior to [ 1z ' f
()6 (BITHC \ \ . (B)ERBITHC
- using Office only dealt with a limited number of realtors.] —Jwa i realtor wi
: ies_leased to the US Embassy. = :
(BXEXBNTNC "*“" BXEEBNTNC
was upset beca
(b)(é);(b)(?)(c | said that made numerous comments to B BINT
bragge ontrolled the real estate market in Islamabad, and not do anythmg T BIIC
t dealing throug (Attachment 23, MOI for
BXEEBNTNC . .
On July 18, 2011, the CA and conducted interv General
BT ices Officer (GSO), US Embassy, Islamabad.| —[said there were a lot of problems with s
' the Housing Office staff including equal employment opportunity (EEO) allegations and other (CHOHOXT
d issues. | ™ [said many of the local staff made allegations against each o
W] ises the local staff in the Housing Office, w. ve violated BEO—
SO icie ting to| Since then, went to work |
' stated that due to the incident, was required to attend training.
e | said[~_|office was aware of the bribery allegations involving the Housing Office staff EET
: and had afte to find out what evidence existed of bribes paid to US Embassy employees. ol é)f o
hment 24, MOI for :

On July 18, 2011, the CA and conducted an interview of | == &
General Services Officer (D/GSO), US Embassy, Islamabad. | —said] —Jstarted o

investigation after receiving a letter written by | —|| —tated that and




(B)E)(R)THC

Page 8
(BXE):BXTHC Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011 [(BX6x®XTC
(BXERBNTNC
(BXBBXTNC (BXEXBNTNC
(b)Y (I THC . —] p o 6Y B TIC
(BXEEBNTNC : old] /If__,,, —nd tintervi Ced (BXEXBNTNC
(BXEXBNTNC )
- BINC admitted paying bribes t
—[5ai interviewed
denied accepting bribe payments and told that oo
cak-—w anymore because of an ongoing investigation by another American N BINT
Officer. (Attachmem 25 MOI1 70.?1: |
. . BXEEBNTNC
On July 29, 2011, the US Embassy, Islamabad. Pakistan te mployment pf ST
(Attachment 26, termination document for| — '
On July 29, 2011, the US Embassy, Islamabad, Pakistan t ployment of o
T (Attachment 27, termination document for O BINC
August 2011, USAID/OIG received a letter allegedly written by addressed to
EBINT Mf‘it" Mission (DCM), US Embassy, Islamabad, Pakistan. In the letter OIS
confessed to part in the kickback scheme and alleged two RPAs paid for their (b)(é):(b)(?)(c
EXErBIIC G"WW]M;” :

)k C Y6 THC |
o oF—Qn Ottober 25. 2011, the CA, SA |USAID/O OO
(BXERBXTNC nterview of g Investigators showed /uqe”l/e%/

: - sia did not write the letters, and the allegations contained in e
BEBC s-false: ed | — |had a confrontational relationship with| — |and O HEEmT
seaoel Pos I T eal estate competitor, could be behind the letters. (Atachment 29,
(BXEXBNTNC or BXEEBNTNC
OOIOG \)n\October 27, 2011, FSNIT— |conducted a telephonic interview of | /,%{’ T
S ETT |owned a property in Islamabad that was leased to the i TR N—
— !adv1sed that during the entire period of the lease on operty, as contacte ((Z;E eifgﬁ?iﬁ =
y staff employees from the US Embassy, Islamabad regarding re ioni work and :
EET lease-renewals. [ |did not rec.all the names of the md1v1duals|:/|§ﬁ6m)m;§;“tj—'by SRS
BT sect10n.| |statecl all of the discussions were very professional, and no T asked ST
ickback or any kind of favors. (dftachment 30, MOI for '
| "On October 26, 2011, the CA, and FSNI [ Jconducted an interview el
stated during the first week of September 2011, met with at '
iscuss their ferminations from the US Embassy. The meeting laste one ho
| JI\__Tscnbed the meeting wi as casual, but| —[felt that was still very angry
about [~ _|termination and was now planning some type of revenge against| — || ldid not




(B)E)(0)THC

(DYTHE)
Page 9
(BXE):BXTHC Period: 4/22/2011-12/20/2011 [BExEMC
XeroXne intended t: t back at t idt “you will see” PXOxAE
- mrende 0 ge ACK a 11} Q you . -
(BXEXBXTNC S | | (BXEXBXTNC
BEXENTT nt 31, MOI for (XEXEXNTNC
iiiigﬁjﬁg&m November 3, 2011, the CA, S and SA conducted an (PO
: - sing Office, US Embassy, Islamabad ista
bassy, did not know| :}
EXERBTHC in exchange for- |jo said| _——[Tiever asked] 1 EXEHBYTHC
S EINT edge of anyone who paid for employrnent at the US Embassy. TGN
GXOBIINC ent 32, MOI for -
EXOENC Won, the CA, S and SA Mterview o
RPA, Islamabad, Pakistan. ted id not pay money to
supervisor [——=__ | (same name) in exchange for his job at the US Embassy.
(Attachment 33, MOI fo
EXEXBXTNC
\Dd‘:iiantsfSuspects:
2.
3.
4,
3.
6.
7.
Undeveloped Leads:
EXEXBXTNC

A copy of this report of investigation will be provided to the Pakistan National Accountability

Bureau (NAB). Given its authority to review Pakistani banking records, and conduct
investigative activities, it may be in a better position to determine whether e kickbacks
were occurring between the Embassy housing staff and is currently realtor

for the majority of U.S. Embassy leased houses in Islamabad.




(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

Period: 4/22

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:

None

Judicial and Administrative Actions:

Terminations:

1.
2.

(B)E)(R)THC

1. MOTfor[__

2. MOI for

(B)E)(R)THC

e Document Review

(B)E)(R)THC

4, MOI for—_
5. for

o1

(B)E)(R)THC

7. MOTfor]__

8. MOI for
9. Email Document Review
10. MOI for
MOI for
12. MOI for
13. MOl for
14. MOI
15. MOI for
16. MOI for
17. MOI for
18. MOI for
19. MOI for
20. MOI for
21. MOI for
22. MOI for
23. MOI for

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)
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P 1
OO Period: 4/22/2011-122072011
(BXEXBNTHC \
; for|
6 T 25'
R 26. termination document for|
BB 27. termination document for
(BXEXBITHC ~DCM letter
| 29. MOT for|__
: for
~MOI |
32. MOTfor] _
33. MOI for
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
INVESTIGATIONS

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

(B)E)(R)THC

Case Title: Steelworks
Case Number: | |
Status: Closed

Period of Investigation: 07/14/09 - 11/28/12

OIG/I Office: Pretoria

(B)E)(R)THC

nopsis:
%’11\6%22!09, allegations were forwarded to the OIG that USAID procurement agent

(B)E)(R)THC

[FSN) offered to make a side deal on a pr

/

fabrication of metal escape hatches for USAID residences in Malawi. The all

of Steelworks Ltd, and forwarded by |

(B)E)(R)THC

/Lilongwe through the Embassy Regional Security Officer (RSO).
was to chargeahi rice than quoted, and that the difference between the final quote and the
price charged would go to| The amount of the kickback was estimated at 750,435

wi Kwacha, or $5,458.58 based on the corresponding exchange rate
8/26/09, orting Agent (RA) assisted Malawi police officials organi

operation in which paid the kickback to |

convicted for false accounting and theft by public servant in Malawi Criminal Court on

7/16/2012.

Details of Investigation:

ocurement for the local
i ions were fro

claimed

on that date. On
ecute a sting

was arrested and

On 08/05/09, the RA reviewed a photocopy of the Negotiation Memorandum and Purchase

(B)E)(R)THC

Order (PO) for USAID PO 612-0-00-09-00083-00. PO 612-0-00-09-00083-00 was awarded to

eelworks after the receipt of three competitive bids documented in the Negotiation

Meniorandum. The Negotiation Memorandum, dated 06/26/09, was completed by Procurement
Agent The lowest bid was submitted by Steelworks at a price of $19,117.00. PO

612-0-00-09-00083-00 was issued by USAID/Malawi on 06/26/09, for a total price of

2,714,607.20 Malawi Kwacha ($19,117.00). The scope of work includes the fabrication, suppl
and installation of 47 emergency escape hatches in USAID/Malawi residences acco

(B)E)(R)THC

negotiated specifications. The PO was signed and authorized by |

W. (Attachment 1, Records Revie

R 08126109, the RA observed)|

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

w dated 08/05/09).
/K

(B)E)(R)THC

| ( | Fiscal and Fraud Section, Malawi Police Service, arrest
accepting a kickback payment from a Malawi police informant. The informant recorded | |

[for

REPORT MADE BY: Name:
Signature:

APPROVING OFFICIAL: Name:
Signature:

(B)E)(R)THC

/

}esggnmlzzmu

in Charge Date Signed:

alzls
S




(B)E)(R)THC

Pa

(B)E)(R)THC

Period: 07/14/2009 - 11/28/2012

(B)E)(R)THC

L)EXENTHC
. . . . . (B)EXENTT
making the kickback payment to with a video camera. The RA obtained a DVD

E}’ of the video, which will be maintained in the investigative case file. O € da
observed the arresting officers attempt to interrogate ;

declined to make a staternent without assistance from orney and no interrogation took
place. The interrogation attempt was also recorded by video camera and a DVD copy of the

(B)E)(R)THC

recording will be maintained in the case file for posterity.

On e RA made a witness statemnent to the Malawi Police Service at the request of

| [~ | (Attachment 2, Arrest Memo dated 08/27/09). (BHORENDIC

On 08/27/09, the RA obtained a photocopy of a USAID Memorandum indieatt AlID/
Malawi terminated the employment contract effective immediately. This was
completed in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Locally Employed Staff

(B)E)(R)THC

Handbook: Section XVI - Separation for Cause and Section XVIII Disciplinary Actions,
Employment Act and the terms and conditions of your contract of employment, section II,

(B)E)(R)THC

rovision 12 - Termination for Cause. USAID was entitled per Section 59 of the
Employment Ac ton XVI of the Locally Employed Staff Handbook to terminate T
contract summarily becau security clearance was revoked by the RSO as a :

(B)E)(R)THC

Wgaﬁon. (Attachment 3, Termination Memo dated 08/27/09).

|adjudicated] — " [guilty of the criminal
unting and theft by public servant. (Attachment 4, Malawi Judgment dated

(B)E)(R)THC

7/16/2012). On 7/17/12, was sentenced to 18 months incarceration (suspended) with

t . {(Attachment 5, Malawi Sentencing document dated 07/17/12).

(B)E)(R)THC

On 11/26/12, RSO| | US Embassy, Malawi, notified the RA that all funds in the [PAEHEXIE

ody of RSO (708,400 Malawi Kwacha) were used to purchase bicycles, which were dona:
to'the Co ity Policing Services Branch of the Lilongwe Police Departme

| fficially donated the bicycles to |

(B)E)(R)THC

. | at a ceremony held at Lilonge Chiseka Police Headquarters. (Attachment 6, Bike

(B)E)(R)THC

(B)E)(R)THC

andover Program schedule dated 11/26/12).
(B)E) (b} THC
RSO oted a discrepancy between the 750,435 Malawi Kw,acha_s/ei‘zW\ﬁithe/
surmised 5

708,400 Malawi Kwacha ultimately used to purchase the bicycles.

(B)E)(R)THC

en while in the custody of the Malawi court. An email from RSOLjﬁ:E‘gng/
the discrepancy i d. The RSO has no remaining funds related to this investigation.
(Attachment 7, Email from dated 11/27/12).

mdmktsfSuspects:

| |USAID/Malawi Procurement Agent

Undeveloped Leads:
None



(B)E)(R)THC

Disposition of Evidence, Contraband or Personal Property:
708,400 Malawi Kwacha was used to purchase bicycles donated to the Lilongwe Community

Policing Services Branch at a ceremony on 11/26/12.

Judicial and Administrative Actions:
18 months suspended. Employment terminated.

Attachments:
(1) Records Review dated 08/05/09
(2) Arrest Memo dated 08/27/09
(3) Termination Memo dated 08/27/09
(4) Malawi Judgment dated 07/16/12
alawi Sentencing document dated 07/17/12
(6) Bike r Program schedule dated 11/26/12
(7) Email from RSO dated 11/27/12

P

(B)E)(0)THC
(B)THE)

Period: 07/14/2009 - 11/28/2012
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