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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of Inspector General 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

March 30, 2026 

VIA E-MAIL 

RE: FOIA Request No. DOC-OIG-2026-000855 

This letter is regarding your Freedom oflnformation Act (FOIA) request, tracking number DOC­
OIG-2026-000855, dated March 1, 2026, and received by the Department of Commerce, Office 

of Inspector General (OIG) on March 2, 2026, in which you seek copies of the following: 

"A copy of the final report, report of investigation or other conclusory document or 

record from each of these closed IG investigations: 1) The public Corruption matter 
closed on 18 August 2025; 2) Case 23-0329-I, 3) Case 23-0635-1; 4) Case 24-0056-I; 5) 

Case 24-0470-I, 6) Case 24-0595-I; 7) Case 24-0979-I; and 8) Case 25-0064-I." 

A search of records maintained by the OIG has located forty-two ( 42) pages that are responsive 

to your request In processing your request, we considered the foreseeable harm standard when 
reviewing the records and applying FOIA exemptions. It was determined that the pages may be 

released to you as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Two (2) pages may be released to you in full; 

Twenty -six (26) pages must be withheld in part under FOIA exemption (b)(6), 5 
U.S.C. § 552(b)(6) which protects information in personnel, medical, or similar files, 

the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal 

privacy, and FOIA exemption (bX7)(C), 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C), which protects law 
enforcement information, the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to 

constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy; 
Three (3) pages must be withheld in part under FOIA exemption (b)(4), 5 

U.S.C. § 552(b)(4), which protects trade secrets and commercial or financial 

information obtained from a person that is privileged or confidential, as well as (b)(6) 
and (b )(7)(C); 

Eleven (11) pages must be withheld in part under FOIA exemption (b)(5), 5 U.S.C. § 
552(b)(5), which protects inter-agency and intra-agency records that would not be 

available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with the agency, 

including documents that are subject to the deliberative process privilege, as well as 
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C). 



The final reports associated with cases 24-0470-I and 24-0595-I are publicly available through 
the OIG's electronic FOIA reading room. 

For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and 
national security records from the requirements ofFOIA. See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c) (2012 & Supp. 
V 2017). This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements ofFOIA. 
This is a standard notification to all OIG requesters and should not be taken as an indication that 
excluded records do, or do not, exist. 

You have the right to appeal this determination. Any appeal must be received within ninety (90) 
calendar days of the date of this response letter. An appeal may be sent by e-mail to 
FOIA@oig.doc.gov. Processing of paper copies ofFOIA requests or appeals sent via mail or 
other carrier will be subject to delays. 

An appeal may also be sent by mail to the following office: 

Counsel to the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Office of Inspector General, Office of Counsel 
14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Room 20047 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

The appeal should include a copy of the original request and this letter. In addition, the appeal 
should include a statement of the reasons why you believe that the determination was in error. 
The appeal letter, the envelope, and the e-mail subject line should be clearly marked "Freedom of 
Information Act Appeal." The e-mail and Office of Counsel mailbox are monitored only on 
working days during normal business hours (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Eastern Time, Monday 
through Friday). FOIA appeals posted to the e-mail box or the Office of Counsel mailbox after 
normal business hours will be deemed received on the next normal business day. If the 90th 
calendar day falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or legal public holiday, an appeal received by 5:00 
p.m., Eastern Time, the next business day will be deemed timely. An appeal received after the
90-day limit will not be considered.

If you have any questions or concerns or would like to discuss any aspect of your request, you 
may contact the analyst who processed your request, Laura Main, by telephone at (202) 794-
8066 or by email at foia@oig.doc.gov. You may also contact me, the OIG FOIA Public Liaison, 
at: 

Jennifer Piel 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Office of Inspector General, Office of Counsel 
14th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Room 20047 
Washington, D.C. 20230 
Telephone at (202) 794-8066; email at foia@oig.doc.gov 

https://www.oig.doc.gov/wp-content/OIGPublications/24-0470-Redactions-Applied.pdf
https://www.oig.doc.gov/wp-content/OIGPublications/24-0595-Redacted.pdf


In addition, you may contact the Office of Government Information Services (OGIS) at the 
National Archives and Records Administration to inquire about the FOIA mediation services 
they offer. The contact information for OGIS is as follows: 

Office of Government Information Services 
National Archives and Records Administration 
8601 Adelphi Road-OGIS 
College Park, Maryland 20740-6001 
E-mail at ogis@nara.gov 
Telephone at (202) 741-5770; toll-free at I (877) 684-6448; facsimile at (202) 741-5769 

Sincerely, 
JENNIFER 

PIEL 

Jennifer Piel 
FOIA Officer 

Enclosures 

Oigltally signed by 
JENNIFER PIEL 
Date: 2026.03.30 
16:12:22 -05'00' 
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Case Number: 25-0064 
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(USPTO/HQ) 
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What OIG Investigated 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 

OIG investigated an allegation that a U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) Patent 
Examiner(s) was seeking help performing their work by placing job postings on the freelance 
website www.upwork.com and paying others to perform their work. 

What OIG Found 

OIG found the USPTO examiner misused their official government position by placing multiple 
job postings on www.upwork.com seeking to pay people to perform their official work duties. 

CUI 
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Basis for Investigation 
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On October 16, 2024, Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Department of Commerce, 
received a complaint from the Employee Relations Division at USPTO. The complaint, filed on 
behalf of a confidential complainant, alleged one or possibly two USPTO employees were 
posting advertisements on the website www.upwork.com (Upwork) in order to 
outsource/subcontract their patent application work. Upwork is a platform for posting and 
finding freelance work. 

The complaint included a screen capture of an Upwork posting looking for someone to 
perform patent application work for Technical Center 2100. USPTO identified a potential 
subject by comparing the listed location of the posting ) to Technical Center 
2100 patent examiners who were domiciled in that jurisdiction. 

Applicable Statutes and Regulations 

• 35 U.S.C. § 122, Confidential Status of Applications; Publication of Patent Applications 
• 5 CFR § 2635.703, Use of Nonpublic Information 

Background Information 

OIG confirmed that- - was a G 
. �ed with USPTO in 

, for poor performance 

Patent Examiner based in 
and was terminated on -

time period. 

INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 

� misused■ position by sharing nonpublic patent information with a 
non-government employee and paid the person to perform■ official duties. 

5 CFR § 2635.703 states that an employee may not engage in financial transactions using 
nonpublic information, nor allow the improper use of nonpublic information to further their 
own private interests or those of another, whether through advice or recommendation, or by 
knowing unauthorized disclosure. 35 U.S.C. § 122 states in part" ... applications for patents 
shall be kept in confidence by the Patent and Trademark Office and no information concerning 
the same given without authority of the applicant or owner unless necessary to carry out the 
provisions of an Act of Congress or in such special circumstances as may be determined by the 
Director." 

CUI 
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OIG issued an Inspector General Subpoena and received a production from Upwork Inc. The 
production revealed that - was the Upwork account owner that made the patent related 
posting discovered by the USPTO. made a total of four postings seekin� 
official government duties: and -
1111- In one postin-stated " ... This is not a single patent application gig ... This is a long term 
relationship for weekly jobs/patent applications as I do not have the time to meet deadlines and 
need to outsource them." - fulfilled one of ■ four postings, the other three were 
cancelled. A likely foreign national based in-• responded to -
1111, posting. - paid the responder $40 for thirty minutes of work for "patent examining, 
invalidation, prior art search." 

OIG attempted to contact- by electronic mail, phone, and certified mail. - was 
nonresponsive. 

Finding 

- attempted to disclose confidential patent application information on four occasions and 
was successful one time. - disclosed nonpublic patent information in violation of 5 CFR § 
2635.703 and 35 U.S.C. § 122. 

Disposition 

The findings of this investigation were presented to the U.S. Attorney's Office, Eastern District 
of Virginia, who declined to bring criminal charges in this case. 

- was terminated from employment with USPTO on for poor 
performance time period. This case is being referred to the USPTO for 
actions deemed appropriate with no response required at this time. 

CUI 
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Case Title: 

Case Number: 22-0135 
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

(EDA) 

, Office of Assistant Secretary for Economic Development, Economic 
Development Administration (EDA) 

Applicable Statutes or Policies: 

5 C.F.R. §2635.702 (Use of public office for private gain) 

Department Administrative Orders (DAOs) 207-10 §§6.03(c) 

Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 3.10 I and 3.104-3(a) 

Commerce Acquisition Manual ( 1307.1) ( 1.8, "Protection of Procurement Sensitive Information") 

U.S. Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration, Summary of Ethics Rules (2022) 

This report provides factual findings and makes no legal conclusions, determinations, or 
recommendations. 

Office of Inspector General, Department of Commerce; Economic Development Administration 

This document remains the property of the Office of Inspector General and is provided to you for official use in accordance with 
your duties. This document may contain law enforcement sensitive information as well as be protected by the Privacy Act, 
5 U.S.C. § 552a. Per DAO 207-10, do not disclose or disseminate this document or the information contained herein, or 
otherwise incorporate i t  into any other records system, without prior written permission from the Office of Inspector General. 
Public release will be determined by the Office of Inspector General under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552, and the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552a. Requests for copies of this report must be referred to the Office of Inspector General 
in accordance with DAO 207-10. 
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OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

On January 18, 2022, the U.S. Department of Commerce Office of Inspector General's (OIG's) 
Office of Investigations (01) received a confidential complaint detailing what appeared to be 
contracting improprieties by (Subject), 

, EDA. The complaint alleged that Subject misused position by helping 
classmates' company obtain contracts with the Department (Exhibit I). 

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION 

As summarized in the sections below, 01 reviewed contract files, educational records, ethics 
documents, and official government emails. 01 also issued and reviewed the results of an IG 
subpoena issued to Rios Partners, LLC, for relevant records and communications and interviewed 
numerous current and former Department employees and Rios executives. 

BACKGROUND 

Contracts Awarded to Rios 

According to Rios executives, Rios was originally a federal subcontractor focused on supply chain 
work for the Boston Consulting Group, where Rios's founders had worked previously. Rios 
obtained Small Business Administration 8(a) status in late 2018 or early 2019. 

Between 2020 and 2023, the Department awarded 11 contracts to Rios. The first contract was 
for EDA's Build to Scale (B2S) Program and was competitively bid by EDA's Office of Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship (OIE). The purpose of the contract was to assist with grant proposal 
reviews for B2S, which awards and manages grants aimed at supporting innovators, 
entrepreneurs, and startups. 

For certain open contract competitions at EDA, a technical evaluation team (TET) evaluates 
proposals and selects a contractor based on the contractor's understanding of the contract's 
performance requirements and the qualifications of personnel that would be assigned to support 
the requirement. To evaluate contractors' proposals during the B2S bidding process 

The TET selected Rios, which received the award June 2, 2020. 
The IO subsequent Department contracts awarded to Rios were direct 8(a) sole-source awards 
based on Rios's prior and ongoing experience. 

The total value of Rios's 11 contracts with the Department is more than $6 million. The total 
value of Rios's contracts with federal agencies from 2019 to 2023 exceeds $82 million. 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION 

Confidential Complainant, Confidential Position, EDA, Washington, DC 

01 interviewed Complainant on February I 0, 2022 (Exhibit 8). 01 explained the interview was 
voluntary. 

During the interview, Complainant said Subject attended - with 1111 and -
. Complainant voiced concern to 01 that Subject may have 

position by helping Rios obtain Commerce contracts. 

Complainant explained that concerns arose when Rios, a company with experience in supply 
chain management, was brought on to EDA under a sole-source contract to review merit grant 
applications. Complainant said, 

Complainant said the relationship between Subject and 
Rios appeared to be mutually beneficial: Rios may have received more contracts, and Subject may 
have received salary increases and bonus payments. Complainant said Subject may have assisted 
Rios by explaining the grant review process and shared pre-award data. 

Document Reviews 

Table I ,  below, lists the contracts the Department awarded to Rios between 2020 and 2022. 

Table I. Contracts Between Rios and the Department of Commerce 

Date Awarded Contract Number Contract Amount 

Jun. 2, 2020 

Nov. 19, 2020 

Jun. I, 2021 

Sept. 15, 2021 

Nov. 8, 2021 

Nov. 15, 2021 

Dec. 15, 2021 

Jul. 16, 2022 

Oct. 26, 2022 

1331L520Fl3250410 $68,776 

1331L521Fl3250032 $135,505 

1331L521Fl3250306 $169,858 

133IL521Pl30S0138 $292,857 

1331L522Fl3250016 $113,318 

1331L522Pl3350004 $50,000 

1331L522Pl3350014 $3,969,301 

133IL521Pl30S0102 $49,904 

I 333ND23FNB45006 $433,091 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
140 I Constitution Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20230 
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Date Awarded 

Jun. 8, 2022 

Feb. 7, 2022 

Total 

II Redactions B(6) and B(7)(C) Unless Otherwise Marked 
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Contract Number Contract Amount 

1 33 1 L522Cl 32500 19  $21 9,795 

1 33 1  L522C 1 3250007 $51 8,037 

$6,020,442 

Source: 0IG analysis of Department of Commerce contract files and USA Spending. 

Memorandum for Source Selection Authority 

• on proposals fo 

Bureau 

OS 

EDA 

on the TET and evaluated the proposals. Rios's 
understanding of the B2S program as "overall excellent." 

- Records 

01 reviewed - records, including academic information and activities, such as sports 
and club memberships, for Subject and Rios (Exhibit 4). The records showed 
they . They took many 
of the same academic and 

Term 

-
1 st Term 

2nd Term 

Table 2. Classes Subject and - Attended at the Same Time 

Course Name Subject 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
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Term Course Name Subject 

✓ 

✓ 

- ✓ 

1st Term ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

2nd Term ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

- ✓ 

1st Term ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

2nd Term ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Term - ✓ 

1st Term ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
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✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
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Term 

2nd Term 

Source: 

Ethics Documents 
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Course Name 

academic records. 

Subject 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

-
✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

0 1  reviewed records of Subject's annual ethics training from 2019 to 2022. The records showed 
that Subject attended annual training and the training covered use of government position, 
impartiality, conflicts of interest, and outside activities and seeking employment (Exhibit 5). 

0 1  also reviewed documentation of ethics advice Subject received from the Department Ethics 
Law and Program Office (ELPO) between 2017 and 2022. ■ requests covered such subjects as 
■ hypothetical involvement in an outside business selling T-shirts and work-related gifts from a 
nonprofit (Exhibit 5). 0 1  found no documentation that Subject requested advice from E LPO on 
■ involvement in the Rios contracts or■ relationship with the Rios executives. 

Email Reviews 

0 1  reviewed Subject's EDA email records from May 1 3  through September 24, 2020, reflecting 
the period surrounding the initial B2S award to Rios. Emails with pertinent information are 
summarized below. 

May 13, 2020, email chain in which - offers an alternative company for contract award 
consideration, which is declined by Subject 

On May 1 3, 2020, - emailed EDA - and 
Subject a list of three companies: Rios, Optimal Solutions Group, and Econometrica. In response, 

wrote of Econometrica 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
140 I Constitution Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20230 

6 

(b) (5) 



II Redactions B(6) and B(7)(C) Unless Otherwise Marked 

CUI 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 

May 20, 2020, email in which Subject provides proposal evaluation information to■ 

May 2 7  to 29, 2020, emails in which . provides TET-related instructions to Subject and■ 

On May 27, 2020, - emailed the proposals for Fourth Economy, Optimal, and Rios to Subject 
and - explaining they needed three people to serve on the TET. 

On May 28, 2020, - emailed Subject and - the results of the TET. 

On May 29, 2020, - emailed Subject and asking for additional detail to clarify the TET's 
ratings and comments: 

The same day, - emailed Subject and - the TET's updated ratings and comments. 

September 24, 2020, email between 1111 and Subject and another EDA official regarding a sole source 

award to Rios 

emailed Subject and 
, about a subsequent Rios contract proposal that 

Inspector General Subpoena of Rios Communications 

On April 2 1 ,  2023, 01 served a subpoena on Rios covering all communications between current 
and former Rios employees and Subject for Rios's B2S solicitation (Exhibit 7). On May 23, 2023, 
counsel representing Rios emailed a letter to 01 and provided the responsive documents, which 
included 140 PDFs, 1 6  Excel files, and a PowerPoint presentation. 

The PDF files included several screenshots of text messages that were exchanged between 
Subject and the two Rios executives in April 2021 (Exhibit 7). No files indicated communication 
between Subject and Rios prior to or during the initial B2S proposal submission. Although Rios's 
counsel wrote in ■ letter that Subject did not provide source selection information in these 
texts that would have given Rios a competitive advantage, ■ also noted that Rios recognized 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
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Figure I shows three screenshots of the April 2021 texts. 

Figure I .  Screen shots of Texts Between Subject and Rios Executives 

Source: Rios records responding to IG subpoena. 

Witness and Subject Interviews 

Enterprise Services-Acquisition, Washington, DC 

On April 20, 2022, 01 interviewed - who acknowledged the Department awarded multiple 
sole-source contracts to Rios (Exhibit 9). As a smaller bureau, EDA uses Enterprise Services­
Acquisition, a bureau in the Office of the Secretary, to assist with procurement awards. -
explained it is not uncommon for agencies to use sole-source contracts with strategic sourcing 
initiatives that require faster assistance. - said■ had heard someone at EDA was college 
roommates with a Rios executive, but�not know specifics. 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
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, EDA, Washington, DC 

01  interviewed - on August I 0, 2022 (Exh ibit I 0) . - said ■ i s  responsible for overseeing 
EDA contracts from start to fin ish ,  creating purchase documents, admin istering contracts and 
invoice payments, and ensuring compl iance with the FAR. - confirmed EDA awarded 6 of the 
1 1  Rios contracts with the Department, with 5 of the 6 EDA contracts being d irect sole-source 
awards. 

- explained that EDA selected Rios during a fu l l  and open competition for its first contract, 
B2S. - reviewed the contract fi les and said Rios was one of three bidders and received an 
"overal l  excel lent" score from the TET review (Exh ibit 3) .  

learned after reviewing Rios's proposal that Subject and 
said ■ felt Subject and 

, showed favoritism by 

completed an affidavit stating the fol lowing: 

-- , EDA, Washington, DC 

01 interviewed - on March 23, 2023,  and again on March 24, 2023.  ■ also completed an 
affidavit on May 4, 2023 (Exh ibit I I ) . 

recal led that during the appl ication 

- confi� due to■ active role in  B2S but said ■ did 
not act as ■■- m the bid evaluation and contractor selection process. - recal led read ing the 
• proposals from Optimal Solutions, Fourth Economy, and Rios; however, ■ did not 
remember if the proposals were reviewed ind ividual ly or not. 01  showed - the signed TET 
(Exh ibit 3) .  --wrote in ■ affidavit that � contribute to the TET evaluation, but said 
Subject uti l izeciJIII experience over - all<fllllll to drive al l  processes in  the office. Further, 
Subject ed ited al l  written work to ensure it "sounded correctly" in terms of "government-speak," 

Controlled by: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Inspector General 
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and captured ■ viewpoint. F inal ly, - wrote that Subject was heavi ly involved in  the process 
of selecting Rios. 

In �avit, - wrote that Subject disclosed ■ preexisting relationsh ip with to ■ 
an� referencing 1111 as a contact from the Rios proposal .  ■ recal led being 
uncomfortable with the u ltimate selection of Rios for the in itial B2S award, given Subject's prior 
relationsh ip with -

, EDA, Washington, DC 

on March 27, 2023,  and again on May 4, 2023, with an audio record ing 
said 

■■ did not remember having a formal conversation in  which Rios was selected or evaluating 
any techn ical proposals, explain ing did not fu l ly understand the process. 

�aid, however, that �bject and were - - classmates. ■ 
sa1d - -■ had also attended- - - ---■ and that classmates are typical ly "tight kn it" 
and get to know each other wel l .  For that reason, described "feel ing uncomfortable" when 
Subject h ired ■ classmate's consu lting fi rm for B2S (Exh ibit 1 2) .  Although ■■ never 
confronted Subject d irectly, ■ did share■ concerns with - at the time. 

said ■ would not be surprised if Subject un intentional ly shared pre-award data with 
■ described Subject as "vocal" and said ■ "gets animated about the work." It was 

common for . to get on the phone and share information with the hope of "getting the job 
done quickly." 

-- , EDA, Washington, DC 

explained that 
office reviewed grants and contracts of more than $250,000 and the Office of General Counsel 
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(OGC) reviewed sole-source contracts. - supposed OGC would have reviewed the award 
and contract file for Rios. 

- recalled EDA contracted with Rios to conduct ranked-order grant scoring for OIE's B2S 
initiative. - did not know whether Subject participated in the selection process.■ assumed 
Subject would have worked with 1111 the ■■ if ■ had been involved. - said ■ was 
unaware of Subject's personal relationship with the Rios executives and did not notice any 
indications of Subject engaging in unethical behavior. 

clarified, however, that 
scoring the grant itself is not necessarily and exclusively a governmental decision (Exhibit 1 3) .  

, EDA, 
Washington, DC 

01 interviewed■■ on April 1 2, 2023, and advised■ of■ rights under the Garrity warning. 
Despite■ role in EDA leadership,■■ said■ had never heard of Rios and did not know that 
Rios currently serves as a contractor to EDA (Exhibit 1 4). 

EDA, 
Washington, DC 

01 interviewed - on April 1 3 , 2023 ,  and advised■ of■ rights under the Garrity warning. 
- said that EDA does not regularly award contracts and that serves as the subject 
matter expert. confirmed that 

- confirmed that Subject, who 
, may have been involved with contracts while there. 

- said■ was unaware of any relationships, friendships, or affiliations between Subject and 
the Rios executives. ■ said ■ was unaware of any contracting concerns involving Subject and 
"would be surprised" if there were, as "everything is run through contracting officials." 

- , EDA, Washington, DC 

01 rights under the Garrity 
, frequently collaborating 

to discuss sole-source and competitive awards. confirmed that EDA used 
sole-source contractors if there were a few capable vendors, and EDA was supposed to follow 
normal contracting procedures. 

- recalled having a "heated discussion" with Subject, who 
and another EDA employee, , when Subject and 
for a contract. said the 

could not remember the name of this vendor; however, 
recall the contract pertained to EDA's Regional Innovation Strategies Program. 
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- said - would tell EDA staff about the need to identify prior relationships with any 
vendors. ■ was unaware of any EDA leadership influencing the procurement process or 
showing preferential treatment for a vendor. - vaguely recalled the name Rios, saying it 
may have come up in conversation with SubjectanciJIIIII in 20 1 7  or 20 1 8. 

Enterprise Services, Washington, DC 

with - also present, on April 25, 2023. - serves as the -
the contracting agency for EDA 

- reviewed the files on record for Rios and confirmed there were no conflict-of-interest 
forms for B2S. ■ also reviewed the remaining Rios contracts with EDA and confirmed they 
were all direct 8(a) awards, which do not require source selections nor conflict-of-interest forms. 
- said that as sole-source contracts of less than $250,000, they do not merit legal review 
from OGC (Exhibit 1 7). 

- - Rios Partners, LLC, Arlington, VA 

that the interview was voluntary. 
and a 

said attended and graduated from 
the same year as Subject and knew as "an acquaintance" whom■ had also encountered 

infrequently while (Exhibit 1 8). - confirmed Subject and ■■ were 
also - classmates and graduated the same year;)I said they also "were not close." 

s
a

id started working at Rios in ■■ and was hired by 
said■ was not substantially involved in obtaining the initial B2S contract from 

EDA said believed the contract was identified on SAM.gov and Rios responded to a request 
for information. ■ said that■ did not help prepare the contract bid proposal, but that ■■ 
would likely know more. 

0 1  show� the text messages included in Rios's IG subpoena production. ■ confirmed 
that ■ � Subject met for dinner in DC around April 202 1 to discuss "life in general 
and Rios's capabilities." - said Subject paid for ■ own meal. - said ■ could not 
recall specifics about Subject's references in the texts to "feedback of feasibility and fit," to "big 
procurements," or to "winning the budget war" (Exhibit 7). 

- said that ■ was not aware of any financial benefit or gifts offered or given to Subject 
from Rios, and that Subject was not promised future employment at Rios.■ said Subject has no 
ownership of or other financial interest in Rios. 

Rios Partners, LLC, Arlington, VA 

01 interviewed ■■ on June 1 3 , 2023, advising the interview was voluntary. ■■ 
confirmed■ attended and graduated in ■■, the same year as Subject and 
- ■■ acknowledged ■ prior relationship with Subject as classmates and explained 
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that both majored in economics and saw one another every other day. 1111 said the two 
were not "best friends" since graduating college■ years ago and may have had a few 
encounters in the 1111 or at -related events over the years (Exhibit 1 9). 

1111 said■ initially identified a contracting opportunity at OIE through an online request for 
proposal to support the B2S program. 1111 said ■ was very involved in preparing the B2S 
proposal, along with -

1111 said ■ discovered Subject worked at EDA through Linkedln. At the time of Rios's first 
request for proposal (for B2S) , Subject served as the . 1111 said ■ had some 
engagements with Subject leading up to various subsequent EDA sole-source contract awards to 
Rios. ■ characterized the engagements as efforts to explain Rios's capabilities to EDA before 
EDA released public requests for proposals. 1111 said the Small Business Administration 
encouraged S(a) firms to advertise their businesses and capabilities in hopes of obtaining direct, 
sole-source contracts. 1111 said this was the extent of■ interactions with Subject and denied 
receiving any sensitive procurement information. 

01  showed the text messages included in Rios's IG subpoena production. �onfirmed 
that■ and Subject met for dinner in DC around April 202 1 ,  but■ saidJI could not 
recall what they discussed.■ supposed the three conversed about their personal lives; past 

; and, likely, EDA's business needs and Rios's capabilities.■ explained■ 
participated in these "pre-award text conversations" with Subject to present Rios's capabilities 
to promote a sole-source direct S(a) award to Rios.■ recalled that■ had identified new 
congressional funding that had been awarded to EDA and sought to proactively engage with 
Subject to promote Rios's capabilities (Exhibit 1 9). 

1111 said ■ was not aware of Subject receiving any financial benefit or gifts from Rios and that 
Subject was not promised future employment at Rios.■ said that Subject has no ownership or 
other financial interest in Rios and that■ did not know whether Subject had disclosed to 
anyone at EDA■ prior relationship or outside-of-work engagements with Rios executives. 

(Subject), EDA, Washington, DC 

, Subject said, 
in Washington, DC. 

such B2S and a STEM talent program while 

Subject said OIE contracted Rios to help review hundreds of grant applications for B2S, EDA's 
flagship innovation program. Subject said initially ■ did not think' knew any of the Rios 
executives but later, upon contracting Rios and working together, learned the executives, 
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specifically - were also - graduates. Subject said that to the best of■ memory, 
■ and � not know each other while attending _ 

QI showed Subject the TET memorandum for B2S, in which the TET recommended Rios 
(Exhibit 3). Subject initially said ■ did not recall participating in the TET but later said ■ 
"probably did _ .. Upon reviewing the memorandum, Subject said ■ supposed ■■ the 
program lead at the time, drafted it, but■ later said the writing "was not done in isolation" and 
the team would have received guidance from on all contract-related matters. Subject said■ 
- would have 

had assisted Rios with its B2S proposal, Subject replied, 

01  also showed Subject the texts included in Rios's IG subpoena production. ■ confirmed the 
texts were between - , and �d occurred on■ personal cell phone. Subject 
also confirmed ■ met with a� for dinner in DC, stating that it was not 
uncommon to share meals with clients when conducting business.■ also said �ies to practice 
"appropriate protocol" and pay ■ own way. Subject said ■ assumed thatJI and the Rios 
executives discussed the upcoming project during the meal but said ■ did not recall sharing 
protected information.■ said, "I certainly hope I did not go outside the lines on what I should 
be saying or not." 

Subject said■ learned ■ and the Rios executives had a lot in common after their work on B2S 
but acknowledged that "it doesn't look good." ■ said, however, "I tried my best to stay within 
protocol." Subject confirmed sharing ■ personal email address with - and ■■ to 
discuss upcoming EDA projects, adding that■ hoped■ "didn't share anything specific or details 
on the bidding process" (Exhibit 20a, lines 857--86 1 ). Subject said ■ felt everything was "done 
by the book" and the relationship evolved and became more collaborative. Subject said did 
not think and the Rios executives were 

Subject said ■ "could not refute" if the investigation had information that indicated contact 
between - and the Rios executives before the B2S award (Exhibit 20a, lines 1 624- 1 629). 
However, Subject asserted that■ could not recall inappropriate communications. 

Subject also said■ has never received anything of value from Rios and had no ownership of the 
company. Subject said■ did not think to recuse - from the procurement process involving 
Rios and did not think to notify the Ethics Office or the contracting officer about ■ shared 
background with the Rios executives at -
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SUMMARY OF I NVESTIGATIVE F INDINGS 

A summary of evidence associated with each allegation investigated by 01  is provided below. 

Allegation One: Subject Failed to Recuse - from Participating in  the 
Awarding of Contracts to Rios Partners Despite Having a Preexisting Personal 
Relationsh ip with Rios Executives 

Evidence shows Subject attended with - and - Subject, 
- and graduated in and graduated in . Subject and both 
majored i , took■ of the same academic and courses at and 

together. Both 1111 and confirmed during their interviews 
with 01  that they attended school with Subject and had since had some interactions with ■ 
while and at - alumni events. This investigation did not obtain 

who was several years removed from Subject while attending 
who it was determined had majored in 

(as had Subject and -

During ■ interview with 01 ,  Subject indicated■ did not realize■ had a pre-existing 
relationship with 1111 or anyone else at Rios until after the initial B2S contract was awarded 
and performance on the contract had begun. Howev� sworn statement to 01  indicated 
that Subject disclo� relationship with 1111 to■ during the period of Rios's initial B2S 
proposal. Further, -informed 01 ■ knew that Subject and 1111 had been -
classmates. described feeling uncomfortable when Rios was hired for B2S due to the 
direct connection, sharing these concerns with - at the time. 

01  confirmed that Subject did not disclose■ prior relationships with Rios executives to■ 
- nor seek guidance from the Department's Ethics Law and Programs Office (ELPO) 
during Rios's initial bid proposal or at any point thereafter. Subject completed Department 
annual ethics training and had requested ethics advice from ELPO on other matters, 
demonstrating familiarity with that process. In addition, this investigation found text message 
communications in which Subject engaged with 1111 numerous times using■ personal cell 
phone, shared■ personal email, and attended a private dinner with Rios executives; this 
investigation found no evidence that Subject had a similar degree of relations with other current 
and potential contractors. Finally,■■- stated to 01  that if■ had known about 
Subject's prior relationships with Rios executives,■ would have informed Subject not to 
participate on the TET and to recuse - from influencing the contract award in any way. 
- also said■ believed Subject compromised the integrity of the contracting 
process. Subject, during■ interview with 01 ,  stated■ did not believe■ relationship with 
Rios executives was close enough to create a conflict of interest. 
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Allegation Two: Subject Engaged in  Improper Communications with Rios at 
Various Stages in  the Contracting Process 

This investigation revealed numerous text message communications between Subject's personal 
cell phone and Rios executives, including Subject saying such things as 

The investigation did not reveal text messages or other personal communications between 
Subject and Rios executives during the period surrounding the initial B2S award to 
Rios. However, text messages and interview statements obtained during this investigation found 
that Subject, 1111 and - met for dinner in Washington, DC, in April 202 1 ,  when Rios 
was seeking a noncompetitive sole source award from EDA The details of what was discussed 
during that dinner are not known, and Subject, - and 1111 all denied that any prohibited 
topics were discussed. 

01  did not uncover communications or other evidence in which Subject released source 
selection or contractor bid or proposal information to Rios executives. Further, Subject, -
and - all stated in their interviews with 01  that they did not share nor receive any 
sensitive pre-award information, nor were any special benefits or unfair competitive advantages 
provided at any point during the contracting process. Rather, they stated that the above 
referenced communications and meetings were held for all parties to evaluate whether and 
how Rios could best serve EDA's interests. 

Allegation Three: Subject Improperly Used Personal Communication Methods to 
Conduct Official Government Business, Fai l ing to Adhere to Records Management 
Policy 

This investigation uncovered various instances in which Subject used■ personal cell phone to 
text with Rios executives about various official matters, such as upcoming contract 
awards, without copying those communications and treating them as federal records at the 
time of receipt. 

Allegation Four: Subject Exhibited Lack of Candor with 01 

During■ interview with 01 ,  Subject said■ did not realize■ had a previous relationship with 
any Rios executives until contracting work began, nor did Fecal l knowing any of the Rios 
executives at However, this investigation found that Subject and took 

academic and classes together and at Further, 
sworn statement to 0 1  indicated that Subject disclosed pre-existing relationship with 
to■ during the proposal period. Finally,■■ informed 01  ■ was also aware of 
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Subject's and - pre-existing relationship with each other, and described feeling 
uncomfortable when Subject hired■ classmate's firm for the initial B2S contract award. 

Subject informed 01 during■ interview that■ only had an 
initial contract proposal. However, email reviews showed Subject having 

also said that although 
was also officially a member of the TET, did not fully understand the process and did 

not remember evaluating the technical proposals; rather, ■ assumed - completed this 
work and trusted Subject would do the right thing. 

Allegation Five: Subject Received Monetary or Other Benefits of Value in  Exchange 

for Awarding Contracts to Rios 

01 did not find evidence indicating Subject received anything of value from Rios. 01  also found 
no evidence that would indicate Subject was offered post-government employment at Rios. 

DISPOSITION 

On August 3 1 ,  2023, 01  presented facts of the case to the United States Attorney's Office for 
the District of Columbia. Due to the administrative nature of the violations, the U.S. Attorney's 
Office did not accept the case for prosecution (Exhibit 2 1  ). 

We are referring this matter to EDA for review and consideration of any administrative action 
deemed appropriate. 
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REPORT OF I NVESTIGATION 

Case Title: -- (USPTO) 

Case Number: 23-0329 

Subjects: _ _  

Applicable Statutes or Policies: 

18 U.S.C. § I 00 I ,  "False Statements" and 35 U.S.C. § 33, "Unauthorized Representation as 
Practitioner" 

37 C.F.R. § 1.4, "Nature of Correspondence and Signature Requirements 

37 C.F.R. § 1.33, Correspondence Respecting Patent Applications, Patent Reexamination 
Proceedings and Other Proceedings 

This report provides factual findings and makes no legal conclusions, determinations, or recommendations. 

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

Office of Investigations (01), Office of the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
initiated this investigation based upon information from the Office of General Law, Office of 
Enrollment and Discipline, U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO). USPTO alleged that 

, allowed 
, a nonregistered 

credentials to process and sign numerous patent applications. 

CUI 

This document remains the property of the Office of Inspector General and is provided to you for official use in accordance with 
your duties. This document may contain law enforcement sensitive information as well as be protected by the Privacy Act, 5 
U.S.C. § 552a. Per DAO 207-10, do not disclose or disseminate this document or the information contained herein, or otherwise 
incorporate it into any other records system, without prior written permission from the Office of Inspector General. Public 
release will be determined by the Office of Inspector General under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 
552, and the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552a. Requests for copies of this report must be referred to the Office of Inspector General 
in accordance with DAO 207-10. 
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION 

In response to a request for information from USPTO, - provided information, both directly 
and through■ attorney, in which■ claimedllll and other Chinese entities (NFI) unlawfully 
practiced law before USPTO by using■ name and credentials to process patent applications. 
- alleged 1111 duped ■ into usi_ngll credentials, telling■ ■ had passed the bar and 
was registered with USPTO, which■ later found out was untrue.II■ claimed that■ had a 
"side business" preparing and processing patent applications, with an SO-percent success rate. 
1111 recruited- to work for this business and even paid for■ patent bar exam and offered 
to train■ in the patent process. patent application (PA) N

il! 
was also working 

at�rm as well as PA No.- offered- $ 1 0,000 
per year, plus additional money for the work did, so.could say firm had multiple agents. 
-claimed ■ declined reimbursement and offered assistance to gain experience.1111 
� ■ was unable to use ■ name on patent matters because of■ employment with 
another company,-• so■ asked■ �ould file patent application� name. !I 
researched USPTO records and found that 1111 was not a registered PA ■■- promised 
would become registered with the Office of Enrollment and Discipline (OED), USPTO, upon 
quitting-. 

In January 201 9, - was trying to complete a system migration for ■ Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) account but was having difficulty completing the migration. 
offered to help and at that point, - gave. ■ username and password. Soon after, 
had a rift w

l
"th business partners and asked--■11 if■ could use ■ name to file patent 

documents. agreed, indicating that■ was not aware of the rules and/or implications and 
believed that was helping friends and clients. - also claimed ■ did not know what 

I was doing and wanted to gain experience in patent application matters. - indicated that 
had to ask 1111 several times for■ own password because the system forced • to change 
it, and■ wouTc:f do so without .---iznowledge. 1111 also had access to■ "company" email 
-· At suggestion, in January 2020, - changed --home address and 
phone number to that of P.O. box and phone number. 

In August 20 1 9, 1111 gave- I 0,000 yuan ($1 ,500), which■ claimed was merely a wedding 
gift. 1111 sent the money � - account becausellll did not have an account in 
China anymore and■ family's tradition was tha keep wedding gifts. At the end of 2020, 
1111 offered another "wedding gift" of $6,000 and again accepted ... also loaned -
208,600 yuan, sen� - account again, which - allegedly paid back in November 
2022, adding that ■■--- acknowledged receipt of the repayment. 

In April 2022, according to ■ was going to work for another company, 
LLP and they had ■ fill out a conflict of interest form. 

indicated panicked when gave■ a list of over I 00 applications attributed to as a 
PA. In 2020 or 2021,. asked to stop using■ name to process applications, but 
declined, telling■ it was normal and that■ could not stop because they owed it to their clients. 

CUI 
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1111 indicated ■ asked 1111 a few more times to cease, and 1111 said ■ would stop after 
.---rc;und another patent agent. 

In early 2022, 1111 offered ■■
- -
- - 1 ! 9 ,000 and persuaded ■ to accept the money. I n  

approximately March or Apri l 2� took the Model Professional Respons ib i l ity Exam and 
accord ing to 1111 it dawned on ■ that■ may have assisted 1111 in unauthorized practice 
of law. In August 2022, 1111 performed work again for - by conducting a patentabi l ity search 
and drafting a provis ional appl ication for - free of charge . • stated that ■ bel ieved 
1111 stopped us ing■ credentials in approximately May of 2022. claimed■ changed■ 
password in  PAI R  in  October 2022, a few days before OED sent a Request for Information 
regard ing patent matters associated to ■ name, which 1111 claimed 

I 
knew noth ing about. 

At that point, 1111 admitted to al lowing China entities, one of which identified as ■II, to 
s ign - name on patent documents and fi le under■ name. 1111 sent 1111 a spreadsheet 
with over 1 ,000 appl ications (most of them design), which ind icated were processed via ■ 
PA account. 1111 proposed predating ownersh ip  of■■ to also claimed 1111 and 
some China entities offered■ approximately $7 1 5,000 to take the blame and l ie to OED about 
the appl ications. 1111 also ind icated ■ that received some vague threats from China entities 
and 1111 to go along with the l ie. 

USPTO completed a review of its records and found that over 3,000 appl ications were fi led under 
- credentials and were in  various stages of the appl ication process. As a resu lt of its find ings 
and concerns over the misuse of - credentials, USPTO sent show cause orders (SCOs) for 
al l  the appl ications involved, requesting j ustification for continu ing the appl ication.  

In  the SCO for patent appl ication -• the appl icant provided an apparent declaration 
from 1111 to support their response. In  the declaration, 1111 claimed to employ I and 1111 
as independent contractors. 1111 and 1111 had no formal agreement. ■■ "prepared patent 
appl ications and related fi l i ngs and fi led them with the USPTO under■ authority." 1111 alleged 
that■ kept �rised of the work that■■ completed regularly through phone cal ls and 
messaging ap� paid - patent agent registration costs as wel l  as an annual fee for■ 
work as an independent contractor. 1111 accepted - payment. In  2020, 1111 became busy, 
so 1111 deferred to■■ to ensure that appl ications were made in a timely manner. 

1111 also ind icated in the declaration that in 2022, ■ provided 1111 a l ist of all the large-amount 
patent appl ications fi led "under s ignature" so that the law fi� was applying to could do 
a confl ict of interest check and al leged ly raised no issues or concerns about the fi l i ngs at 
that time. 1111 reiterated that never asked • to stop us ing ■ name unti l after the 
inqu iry intoI activities and that never took any steps to d isassocia

!li
e name or ■ 

USPTO account from the customer numbers for - patent matters. admitted that 
■■ had an oral agreement with 1111 in which .--i;ermitted and expected to usil name and enter■ s ignature for process ing patent appl ications. - relationsh ip with 
ceased in late May 2022, and - fil ings were then sh ifted t<>Iwho submitted them and 
s igned them with - signature. 

CUI 
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0 1  attempted to identify instances when internet protocol (IP) addresses associated with 1111 
orllll were used to submit or process applications under- credentials, but Ol's attempts 
were unsuccessful due to data retention limitations. The only IP logs available were from when 
- changed ■ password and assumed control of ■ account following the request for 
information from USPTO. 

USPTO confirmed that there were no overt warnings regarding 18 U.S.C. § I 00 I ,  37 C.F.R. § 1 .4, 
or 37 C.F.R. § 1 .33 (b). However, page 6 of the application data sheet (ADS) and Information 
Discloser Statement referenced 37 C.F.R. § 1.4 (d), which required that the person signing must 
insert their own signature. The ADS stated, "This ADS must be signed by a patent practitioner if 
one or more of the applicants is a juristic entity, " which was a requirement established by 
37 C.F.R. § 1.33 (b). 

DISPOSITION 

Referral to the U.S. Department of lustice: 

Assistant United States Attorneys for the Eastern District of Virginia, District of New Jersey, and 
the U.S. Department of Justice declined to prosecute due to venue issues relating to the inability 
to determine the location from which the patent applications were submitted. 

Administrative Action: 

In October 2024, USPTO issued Final Sanctions Orders terminating 3, I 1 4  applications processed 
via - credentials, and the applicants for all of them failed to request reconsideration by the 
deadline. USPTO received requests for reconsideration from only two applicants, which were 
still pending at the time of this report. USPTO also had an additional 268 applicants pending a 
response to S COs. 

Case Status: 

0 1  considers this matter closed. 

CUI 
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I ntroduction 

► Basis for Investigation 

In J u ne 2023, the Federa l  Bu reau  of I nvest igat ions (FB I )  contacted the U.S. Department 
of Commerce (DOC) Office of I nspector Genera l  (OIG) i n  rega rd to a compla i nt 
perta i n i ng to a $ 1 ,982,062 .38 Nationa l  Telecommun icat ions and  I nformation 
Adm i n istrat ion (NTIA) gra nt awa rded to the Pawnee Nat ion College (PNC) fo r the Tri ba l 
B road band Con nectivity Program (TBCP) . 

The FB l 's compla i nant, _ - - PNC, advised that the gra nt 
fu nded a feas ib i lity assessment fo r i nformation techno logy ( IT) at the Golconda Job  
Corps Center (Golconda)  i n  Golconda ,  I ll ino is  (along with fu nd i ng for the PNC ca m pus) .  
- alleged that the - PNC- - brought on  a 
non-profit compa ny, Arise Vetera n Foundat ion (AVF), wh ich is  headed by 

used some of the gra nt fu nds to h i re a n  i nformation techno logy ( IT) fi rm, 
Beeh ive Technology Solut ions (Beeh ive) ,  to p rovide  services and i nfrastructu re. -
believed those costs to be una llowa ble. - fu rther  a lleged that Beeh ive i nvo iced for 
work that was not completed and  bel ieved that Beeh ive provided - a 1 O percent 
com miss ion (kickback) for uti l izi ng them.  

► Applicable Law and Regulation 

The fo llowi ng law and regu lation  a re a ppl ica ble to this i nvestigat ion :  

• 1 8  U .S. Code § 1 343 (Wi re Fraud )  

• 2 CFR Pa rt 200 (Un ifo rm Gu ida nce) 

I nvestigative Findings 

- d rafted ,  executed, and  transm itted a backdated Memorandum of U ndersta nd i ng 
(MOU)  i n  coord i nat ion with -/AVF which was used to su pport payments, us ing federa l  
gra nt fu nds,  to - potentia lly i n  vio lat ion o f  1 8  U.S.  Code § 1 343 . NTIA late r deemed 
these payments a llowable, wh ich wou ld p reclude a crim i na l  charge. 

- tra nsmitted an e-ma i l  wh ich  suggested a 1 O percent fee to AVF for coord i nati ng with 
Beeh ive, wh ich the Comp la i nant viewed as a potentia l  "k ickback," but no evidence was 
u ncove red which wou ld su bsta ntiate th is .  Fu rthermore, NTIA op ined that th is  verbiage 
cou ld be viewed from m u lt ip le angles and  cou ld be construed as com pletely lawfu l and  i n  
com pl ia nce with grant terms and  cond it ions .  
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NTIA ana lyzed payments to AVF and  Beeh ive and  i n it ia lly bel ieved that the Beeh ive cost 
was a llowa ble wh i le the AVF cost was una llowable i n  vio lation  of 2 CFR Pa rt 200 . After 
fu rther  review of backu p  docu ments, a revised budget, and a contract out work revis ion ,  
NTIA deemed a ll questionable costs to be a llowa ble and  i n  accorda nce with federa l  grant 
regu lations .  

Lastly, accord i ng to the PNC Boa rd of  Trustees {BoT) , _  did have the a uthority to 
app ly fo r the gra nt and  d id  not req u i re any perm iss ion from the Boa rd of  Trustees. -
also had the a utho rity to ente r i nto MOU's and  Professiona l  Services Agreements l i ke those 
seen with AVF and Beeh ive. 

Deta i ls of I nvestigation:  

Grant Review 

I n  September  202 1 , _  a ppl ied fo r $ 1 ,982,062 .38 i n  TBCP fu nds on  behalf of PNC. The 
app licat ion d id refer to a partnersh i p  with AVF, wh ich i ncluded IT su pport and a student 
base. PNC was awa rded the fu nds i n  o r  a round J u ne 2022. 

Interview 

- - PNC 

- stated that PNC co lla borated with the Nebraska I nd i an  Com m u n ity College {N ICC) 
to obta i n  a grant to imp rove telecom m u n ications capab i l it ies at Golconda .  PNC tea med 
with N ICC beca use N ICC was a n  accred ited educationa l  i nstitut ion .  N ICC was removed 
from the gra nt p rocess and  PNC's en rollment n u m bers were too low for accred itation .  

PNC pressed forwa rd and  tea med u p  with -'AVF and  contracted a th i rd-pa rty IT 
contractor, Beeh ive, to ass ist .  - esti mated that - was pa id (b )  ( 4) 

. - stated that a ll of the money from the gra nt was for 
legit i mate pu rposes. There was noth ing u n usua l  or  i nappropriate with the fu nds .  

Interview 

- PNC 

- believed that the gra nt fo r $ 1 ,982,062.38 was awa rded to PNC on or a bout J u ne 1 ,  
2022. The gra nt fu nded two budgets : one fo r PNC's use and  adopt ion ,  and  a nother  fo r a 
feas ib i lity assessment of b roadband  at the Golconda ,  I L  cam pus,  wh ich  N ICC sought to 
acqu i re from the U .S.  Department of Educat ion .  N ICC, an on l ine  tri ba l college, d id  not ta ke 
ownersh ip  due  to lack of need for a n  I ll ino is  campus,  and  the assessment ended a round  
December  2023 and  as a resu lt, PNC severed t ies with N ICC. 
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- alleged misconduct by - and - and doubted the legit imacy of  AVF. 
- hired - as for the non-existent Golconda campus, payi ng 
• salary without a contract .  - role was m in ima l  
(u n locking a doo r  once) ,  yet■ demanded the  rema in i ng sala ry and  th reatened to  sue, 
p rompt ing- to report - - also pa id Beeh ive Techno logy Solutions LLC 
--for cybersecu rity on a non-existent network, desp ite no work be ing done .  An ema i l  
from - suggested a 1 O percent fee to  AVF for coord i nati ng with Beeh ive, which _ 
viewed as a potenti a l  kickback. 

- stated that - had an  unexpla ined a bsence (date not reca lled) . ­
contacted - because grant reports were due. Du ri ng that conversation , _ 
relayed some of■ concerns rega rd i ng the gra nt, wh ich - comm u n icated to the PNC 
BoT. The  BoT was unawa re of  the Golconda activity and  the payment to  Beeh ive. -
tried to convi nce the BoT that th is  wou ld be a worthy project, but the BoT stated that 
- needed to go, or■ . As a resu lt, 

- believed that the day before and  the day of- -,■ was 
esta bli sh ing  Memorandums of Understa nd ing (MOU's) between PNC and  Arise. -
stated that the BoT has overs ight of the PNC- The PNC- does not have 
the a uthority to c reate a new campus  without the BoT i nvo lvement. Fu rthermore, contracts 
and  MOU's wou ld have to be s igned off on by the BoT. 

Golconda expend itu res tota led app roximately (b) ( 4) 

Invoice Review 

DOC OIG rece ived and  reviewed 2 i nvo ices related to the q uestionab le costs. The AVF 
i nvo ice cha rged (b) ( 4) 

(b) ( 4) 

The Beeh ive i nvoice cha rged lllllll for three months of services descr ibed as-
( b )  (4) 

Beeh ive cha rged lllllll per month . 

JG Subpoena 

(b) (4) 
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DOC OIG su bpoenaed AVF and  Beeh ive and  rece ived documents i nd icat ing completion  of 
contract de liverab les that su pported the Golconda grant. 

Document Review 

DOC OIG rece ived docu ments from - One of those docu ments showed -
send ing a backdated MOU to - - sent the e-ma i l  requesti ng- signatu re 
on  Februa ry 6, 2023, and  the date next to - signatu re was August 1 ,  2022. Once 
executed by- - forwa rded that docu ment a long with - executed copy. 
The docu ment appo inted - as the Golconda Manager respons ib le fo r com pi li ng  the 
campus  broadband feas ib i lity study and managing the p roject amongst othe r  taski ngs. 

Interview 

, Reagan Smith 

Reaga n Smith was contracted by PNC to write the gra nt app lication ,  wh ich was pr imar i ly 
hand led by- who worked with and  - proposed us ing the 
Golconda ca mpus  fo r an  educationa l  fac i l ity, cit i ng i ts connection  to Pawnee a ncestra l  
la nd . Months after t he  awa rd , - requested - assista nce with certa i n  grant 
adm in i strat ion tasks l ike t imeli nes and  gra nt reporti ng. - then took on  a p roject 
ass ista nt role on a pa rt-ti me  bas is (a pproxi mately 1 O hours per week) . • noted 
dysfu nct ion and  confus ion in the p roject's d i rection ,  lead i ng Reagan  Smith to step back 
and  retu rn control to PNC's new- -

- felt that there was a legiti mate use fo r the Golconda campus . - reca lled 
that AVF was essentia lly offe ri ng PNC a group  of students that PNC cou ld offe r cou rses to, 
which were cou rses a lready be ing taught at the PNC Oklahoma cam pus .  Th is a lso 
benefited AVF by provid i ng them with a place to operate and  educationa l  opportu n it ies fo r 
veterans .  

I n  or  a round October 2022, - sought- help with gra nt adm in i strat ion due  to 
■ u nfa m i lia rity with reporti ng. - d rafted reports but stated they were not fi led as 
the p roject went i nto non-com pl ia nce . • ra ised■ concerns to - with i n  1 -2 months 
of ta ki ng on . admin istrative ro le, as - missed meeti ngs and  fe ll i ll . - and 
- discussed issues with NTIA. - believed that - - by the BoT, 
though - did n't know why. 

Te ltech  conducted the Golconda feas ib i lity assessment, d riven by - to eva luate 
i nfrastructu re needs. - confi rmed that there was an MOU between PNC and  AVF 
that outli ned - role as an  associate p roject manager, a fu nded posit ion . - had 
no knowledge of  any services p rovided by Beeh ive. - wanted to h i re a n  IT services 
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group  because PNC d id  not have a n  IT D i rector. - did recall that 
- was h i red as a n - after the gra nt awa rd and  bel ieved it was written i nto 
the grant . - believed that PNC struggled to reta i n - and they were seeking 
a lternate solutions through Beeh ive. Rega rd ing the Golconda IT manager, even though 
there was no IT network, _ stated that the manage r wou ld eventua lly help bu i ld a 
network a n d - believed that it was a requ i rement fo r the gra nt. - had no other  
concerns a bout the gra nt. 

Interview 

·, Tri ba l  B roadband Con nectivity and  Nat ion-to-Nat ion Coord i nat ion 
D ivis ion ,  Off ice of I nternet Connectivity and Growth {OICG),  NTIA 

- stated it was somewhat u nclear  exactly what PNC wa nted to do with the fu nds,  but 
as . u nderstood it ,  PNC planned on  pu rchas ing the Golconda ca m pus and constructi ng 
i nfrastructu re. Add it iona lly, PNC p lanned on bu i ld i ng fi le management softwa re and  
u pdat ing d igita l i nfrastructu re {updat ing cou rse s ign-u ps, on li ne  cou rses, records  
ma nagement, etc. )  a t  the PNC ca m pus .  - confi rmed that some of  the key personne l  
i ncluded - - and - was i n it ia lly a but late r 

- did not bel ieve that - was entitled to the - sala ry payment. ­
believed that not havi ng that MOU i n  place at the t ime of payment wou ld be p rob lematic 
from a gra nts management perspective. Ne ither- nor- were awa re of th is  
backdated MOU/payment.  - believed that- sala ry payment wou ld be an 
una llowa ble cost i f  there was no MOU i n  place. 

Rega rd i ng the lllllll payment to Beeh ive, p re-payments a re a llowa ble u nder  most tri be's 
p rocu rement/fi nanc ia l  pol ic ies, wh ich  a re backed by contracts. - stated that p re­
payment fo r la bor wou ld be u n usua l  but conceded that some vendors wi ll not work with 
tr ibes without pre-payment {due to h isto rica l  payment issues) . 

- briefly reviewed the Profess iona l  Services Agreement between Beeh ive, AVF, & 
PNC, more specif ica lly Section  5 "Com pensation ." Based on  that review, - stated 
that the contract is  not in agreement with the payment rendered . - stated that had 
services been rendered ,  it wou ld be a toss-u p as to whether  th is  was a llowa ble. The 
agreement is not subject to enforcement by DOC, the tr i be wou ld have to enforce i t .  If the 
fu nds were spent on a llowa ble costs, i t  wou ld be ok. - stated that there a re s ituations 
where the tr ibe can incur  una llowa ble costs that the tr ibe wou ld foreseea bly have to pay 
with the i r  own fu nds .  
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- and - reviewed the e-ma i l  where - stated , " [  . . .  ] Bumb le Bee can be pa id 
through Arise, wh ich I wou ld adjust the i r  fees by 1 O percent, wh ich is  our Fede ra l  Contract 
rate." - felt that th is  cou ld be viewed m u lt ip le ways . AVF cou ld cha rge a fee for 
ma inta i n ing  the contract, wh ich  wou ld be a llowa ble. If AVF just took 1 O percent j ust fo r 
part ic i pati ng i n  the contract, it wou ld not be a llowa ble. There wou ld have to be a service of 
some ki nd ,  li ke complia nce, gra nt management, record i ng fees, etc. 

Document Review 

DOC OIG reviewed backu p  docu ments rece ived by - which showed checks payab le 
to AVF ($1 5, 1 58 .75) and  Beeh ive ($46,500) . Docu ments d id  show Beeh ive i n  the re-budget 
but fa i led to show AVF, a lthough - was l isted .  

NT/A Discussions 

- advised that NTIA recommended to have the PNC submit a contract out work 
revis ion req uest to docu ment the add it ion of AVF. Once that was completed -
advised, " Pawnee Nat ion College has i nd icated that they have no add itiona l  contractors 
named on the gra nt u nti l they have a vendor  fo r the fi na l  network connection  to the co llege. 
Th is c loses the case from the p rogrammatic perspective. All payments were made to 
vendors/contractors that were na med in the a ppl ication .  Du ring  the desk review, we will do 
a n  exhaustive review of the fi na l  payments to determ ine  if any costs a re not a llowa ble." 

Interview 

- - BoT, PNC 

- did not become awa re of the gra nt a ppl icat ion u nt i l  afte r- had appl ied fo r the 
fu nds . - stated there came a ti me  when the BoT were rea lly confused a bout the 
Golconda ca mpus .  The BoT d id  not fee l  as  though th is  p roject was with in  the i r  m ission ,  
they were u nsu re why they were esta bli sh ing a presence i n  another  state and  were 
concerned that it wou ld servi ng a comm u n ity other  than the i r  own . The BoT a lso 
q uestioned why - was i nfluenc ing  the p roject so much .  At some poi nt, the Trustees 
put an end to the p roject and  told - that it was over. The trustees were worr ied that 
th is  p roject cou ld cause more p ro blems than solut ions .  

- stated that - did have the a uthority to a pply for the grant and  d id  not requ i re 
a ny permiss ion from the BoT. Fu rthermore, _ also had the authority to ente r i nto 
MOU and  Profess iona l  Services Agreements li ke those seen with AVF and  Beeh ive. 
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► Case Disposition 

On August 8, 2024, we presented the facts of the case to Ass istant Un ited States Attorney 
(AUSA) with the U n ited States Attorney's Office fo r the 
Northern D istr ict of Oklahoma ,  who requested to be u pdated with case developments. 
AUSA- was per iod ica lly looped in and  u pon rece ipt of a ll the facts issued a 
fo rma l  d ecl i nation to prosecute on August 1 8, 2025. 

This is  a fi na l  report .  This matte r will be c losed u pon app rova l of this report and will not be 
refe rred to any agency. 
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 

REPORT OF I NVESTIGATION 

(NO A A/N ESDIS) 

Applicable Statutes or Policies: 

5 C.F.R. § 2635.40 I - Conflicting Financial Interests 
5 C.F.R. § 2635.502 - Personal and business relationships 
5 C.F.R. § 2635.702 - Use of public office for private gain 
18 USC 208 - Acts affecting a perso n al financial interest 

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) determined the above-listed statutes as the most 
applicable to this investigation. 

This report provides factual findings and makes no legal conclusions, determinations, or 
recommendations. 

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

On November 13, 2023, the U.S. Department of Commerce OIG Office of Investigations (01) 
received a complaint from National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), National Environmental Satellite, Data, and In formation Service 
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(NESDIS), Center for Satellite Applications and Research (STAR), alleging that 
NOAA/NESDIS/Geostationary Earth Orbit Observation Flight Division (GEO), 

position at , requested an office at·• 
and worked to establish a lab for the work did with NOAA without approval from NOAA or 
■ -· Additionally, said that ■ did not approve -- grant proposal 
NAI 9NES4320002, submitted by colleague in July 2023, because)I viewed it as a 
conflict of interest because■ felt a portion of the proposal was only sought after because of 
- position with■■ Ultimately, the grant package was approved by other NOAA 
personnel. The grant proposal request totaled $ 1 ,295,424 and included six scientific research 
projects on space-based lightning detectors and imagers (sophisticated cameras) on geostationary 
satellites, from an array of universities. The portion proposal requested by 
totaled $83,919. 

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION 

01 conducted a review of records and documentation submitted by 
and eOPF documents. 01 also interviewed NOAA personnel and 

grant files, emails 

Witness Interviews: 

On February 26, 2024, 01 conducted an interview of 
, NOAA/NESDIS. 

with grant award 
submitted by 
approval queue. 

NA I 9NES4320002, that it seemed reasonable to including the portion 
and■ approved it in July 2023 when it routed through ■ 

On March 2 1 ,  2024, 01 conducted an interview of 
Financial Management Branch, NOAA/NESDIS/STAR. stated award NA I 9NES4320002 
was routed to - because the primary approver was on leave and - approved 
it. 

On April I 5, 2024, 01 conducted an interview of Resource 
Management Division, NOAA/NESDIS/STAR. When asked about grant NAl9NES4320002, 
- remembered - saying■ would not sign the grant nor approve it, but■ did not 
tell anyone why. �ed that the people administering the grant were supportive of it. 
The Chief Financial Officer's office wanted to make sure it was awarded because if it was not, the 
project would have stalled. Codner signed the late action request and sent the grant up for further 
routing and approval. 
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On October 3, 2024, 01 interviewed 
- was- who worked on 
located in �id that when ■ transferred from NESDIS 
changed to a remote position in� 

On July 28, 2025, 01 served with an IG Subpoena, requesting they provide 
all documents reflecting payments, reimbursements, credits, refund, or other financial transfers 
to - as well as any documents reflecting that has or had a paid position or 
financial interest of any type at between the dates of January I ,  2020 
through July 28, 2025. On August 25, 2025, 

responded to the subpoena, stating that while there is a 
in their system, there have been no payments, via their Accounts Payable department or their 
Payroll department, made to • and ■ has not had a paid position with the university during 
that timeframe. 

Subject Interview: 

On March 6, 2025, 01 conducted an interview of stated ■ did not receive 
any personal financial or other benefits from the agreement had with - or from any grants 
■ put forward associated with - and that■ only used as an alternative worksite as an 
unpaid . ■ also maintained that all grant proposals put forward by or 
any other NOAA employee required various layers of supervisory approval at NOAA. 
explained that in early 2020 ■ started on a trial period wherein worked remotely in 
which was approved by ■ supervisory chain of command. stated that ■ currently 
reports to the National Weather Service in , to work. 

Document Reviews: 

Following the interview, - provided 01 with supporting documentation showing the 
development of the■■ remote-work pilot program, including■- written approval. 
A review of the documentation revealed a remote work timeline beginning in December 2019, 
when ■ sent an office space request to ■■ In February 2020, ■ telework agreement was 
modified to list- as■ telework location. Then, in March 2020, a formal remote work request 
was submitted to the NOAA . In April 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
- moved full-time to and worked full-time from home. In April 2022 when others 
returned to the office, began a one-year remote work trial, and submitted weekly status 
messages describing travel and remote work plans to ■ -· In 2023, -
remote work trial ended, and■ began bi-weekly commutes to Washington, DC. In April 2024, 
- transferred to GEO, with a new duty station location of-. 
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Email documentation associated with another- subcontract proposal showed that in February 
2024 sought extra guidance and approvals from - at NOAA, including_ 

Atmospheric Physics and Dynamics Branch, NOAA/ST AR, and - before 
submitting the proposal for approval. The documentation indicated that■ did so because of the 
previous hurdles ■ had experienced with the NAI 9NES4320002 grant and being a remote 
worker at■■ The proposal was approved without issue. 

D ISPOSITION 

Referral to the U.S. Department of lustice: 

On October 9, 2024, 01 provided a briefing of the allegations regarding this case to the U.S. 
Attorney's Office, District of Maryland, which declined to criminally prosecute the investigation 
due to lack of evidence of a crime. 

Case Status: 

This report is not being provided to NOAA due to the allegations being unsubstantiated and no 
administrative action is required. 01 considers this matter closed. 
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What OIG I nvestigated 
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OIG i nvestigated an a llegation  that an emp loyee at the Un ited States Patent and  
Trademark Office (USPTO) m isused the i r  posit ion to  ass ist the i r  fa m i ly mem bers and  the i r  
bus i nesses with obta i n i ng patents. 

What OIG Fou nd 

OIG found  that the emp loyee and their  fa m i ly owned seve ra l bus i nesses, and that the 
emp loyee's fa m i ly mem bers had obta i ned patents.  However, there was no evidence that 
the emp loyee misused their posit ion or  p layed a ny role i n  the patent acqu is it ion p rocess 
fo r the persona l  benefit of themselves or  their fa m i ly. 
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OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

On September 1 6, 2024, the U.S. Department of Commerce's Office of Inspector General 
(OIG), received an anonymous hotline complaint alleging that during 
service with the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), 
operated businesses that obtained patents. The complainant alleged that 
position to enrich■ family by helping them obtain patents. 

Background 
- owns several companies. The company that■ and■ - are 
most actively involved in is . This business was historically involved in 
home construction, retail sales of silk dresses from China, and real estate consulting. This 
company also functions as a parent company for many of ■ and business 
ventures. According to - this business is primarily managed by who has 
experience in commercial real estate.■ described the entity as flexible. stated 
other businesses are mostly inactive and some have lapsed aside from the LP 
and the■ Management Family LP. The LP is responsible for managing and 
tracking family resources to ensure accurate tax preparation and the ■ Management 
Family LP is responsible for income related to ■ family's assets. ■ stated this LP is 
currently valued at around $40k. 

that have applied for patents, 
applied for five patents from 2007-201 O. 

three patents from 2012-2014. 

Applicable Statutes and Regulations 

• 5 C.F.R. § 2635.702 - Use of public office for private gain 

• USPTO Summary of Ethics Rules (2022) 

INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 

- and 
applied for 

Finding 1 :  The evidence did not support that. misused■ government position to 
benefit- or■ family. 

According to 5 C.F.R. § 2635.702, an employee may not use their public office for their own 
private gain. 

USPTO Ethics rules state that employees shall avoid any actions creating the appearance 
that they are violating the law or ethical standards. This shall be determined from the 
perspective of a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts. 
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interview with OIG, 
In 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
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disclosed that owns several 
business entities and financial holdings, some of which are family-owned. stated_ 
owned several of the companies since long before ■ began working at USPTO. ■ stated 
that none of the companies■ owns, either in full or part, have ever applied for a patent. 

patent application pertained to energy systems in large buildings, while 
licknowledged that■ applied for patents. ■ explained that 

applications focused on chemical compositions.■ stated that■ had no involvement with 
■■■ patent applications. 

OIG conducted a review of ■■ government email communications and patent docket 
history; neither source yielded evidence indicating that ■ assisted either - or■ 
- in securing patents. 

Conclusion 

During' tenure at the USPTO,■ did not apply for patents on behalf of any companies in 
which held ownership. Additionally, although

l
llll submitted patent applications, 

their filings were not assigned to■ art unit, and did not assist them in the application 
process. Accordingly, there is no indication that misused■ government position to 
benefit- or■ family. 

DISPOSITION 

Referral to the u.s. Department of Justice: 

This case was not presented to the Department of Justice due to the allegations being 
unsubstantiated. 
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