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SYNOPSIS 

The Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (OIG) initiated this investigation upon the receipt of 
information from the Federal Bureau of Prisons BOP (bl(7J(CJ alleging that BOP Executive 
Assistant (bl(7J(CJ engaged in an inappropriate 
relationship with BOP contractor and former federal inmate (bl(7J(CJ 

During the course of the investigation, the OIG found indications that had extensive contacts with
following releasefrom prison and misrepresented to the BOP when had first contact with I 
violated federal procurement policy by providing with the quote information for competing contractors 
and I source selection analysis prior to con tract award; engaged in conflicts of interest in connection 
with 3 contracts that the BOP entered into withbyby supervising I work for the BOP and approving 

I invoices for payment on initial and subsequent contracts with the BOP at the same time that 
was in a romantic relationship with failed to cooperate in an official OIG investigation; destroyed 
evidence pertinent to the OIG's investigation; , used office for rivate gain by providing a personal 
endorsement on I company website in whichl(bl(6llinclude name and the name of employer.
received gifts from I a prohibited source; and gave a substantial amount of money. 

The OIG investigation substantiated the allegations that I had extensive contacts with following
release trom pnson and misrepresented first contact with in violation of the BOP's Standards o 
Employee Conduct, Section 5, Persona Conduct. In addition, the O IG substantiated that provided
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with quote information for competing contractors and source selection analysis prior to first contract 
award in violation of 41 U.S. C. § 423, the Standards of t 11cal Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, 
5 C.F.R. § 2635.703, and the BO P's Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 4, General Policy, and that
violated 18 U.S.C. § 1001 by falsely certifying that would not engage in any conduct prohibited by 41 
U.S.C. § 423 and would report immediately to the contracting officer any information concerning a violation or 
possible violation of Section 423, in addition to falsely certifying that was not aware of any conflicts of 
interest and that wouldnot disclose procurement sensitive information to any unauthorized individuals. The 
OIG investigation also substantiated that misused (bJ(6 position by serving as the selecting official for 

I 
3 contracts with the BOP and by supervising work and approving (bJ(6J nvoices for payment on 

initial and subsequent contracts with the BOP while in a personal relationship with (b)(6) ; in violation of the 
Standards of EthicalConduct.for Employees of the Executive Branch, 5 C.F.R. § 2635 .702,, and the BOP's 
Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 16, Conflicts ofinterest. 

The OIG also determined that failed to cooperate in an official OIG investigation in violation of the BO 
Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 9, Official Investigation and Department of JusticeEmployee 
Responsibilities, 28 C .F.R. § 45 . 13. The OIG also found that destroyed evidence pertinent to the OIG' s 
investigation in violation of 18 U.S. C. § 1519. 

The OIG further substantiated that provided a personal endorsement on I company website, in which 
included lname and the name of employer in violation of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for 

Employees ofthe Executive Branch, 5 C.F.R. § 2635 .702(c) . 

Finally, the OIG substantiated that received approx imately S36,408.24 in gifts from I a prohibited 
source, in violation of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, 5 C.F .R. § 
2635 .202(b )( 1) and the BOP' s Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 5, Personal Conduct. also gave 

$20,000 in violation of the BOP' s Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 5, Personal Conduct. 

The U.S. Attorney's Office declined criminal prosecution ofl(bl(6ll 

The OIG has completed its investigation and is providing this report to the BOP for appropriate action . 

Unless otherwise noted, the OIG applies the preponderance of the evidence standard in determining \Vhether 
DOJ personnel have committed misconduct. The Merit Systems Protection Board applies this same standard 
when reviewing a federal agency ' s decision to take adverse action against an employee based on such 
misconduct. See 5 U.S . C. § 7701 ( c )( 1 )(B ); 5 C.F .R. § 120 l.56(b )( 1 )( ii). 

Page 2

Case Number: 20 19-000905 

Date: August 3, 2020 



Posted to DOJ DIG 
FOIA Reading Room After 
Earlier FOIA Release 

DETAILS OF THE INVESTIGATION 

Predication 

The Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (OIG) initiated this investigation upon the receipt of 
information from the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) Office of Internal Affairs (OIA) alleging that BOP 
Executive Assistant (b)(?)(C) engaged in an 
inappropriate relationship with BOP contractor and former federal inmat (bl(7l(C(b)(6); 

Durin the course of the investigation, the OIG found indications that misrepresented to the BOP the date 
0 first contact with failed to cooperate in an official OIG investigation; destroyed evidence pertinent 
to the OIG's investigation; engaged in conflicts of interest by serving as the selecting official for I initial 
contract with the BOP and supervising I work and approving invoices for payment on initial and 
subsequent contracts with the BOP while in a romantic relationship with I violated federal procurement 
policy by providing with the quote information for competing contractors and I source selection 
analysis prior to contract award; used her office for private gain by providing a personal endorsement on 

I company website, in which included nameand the name of employer; received gifts from 
I a prohibited source; and gave aa substantial amount of money. 

Investigative Process 

The OIG 's investigative efforts consisted of: 

Interviews of the following BOP personnel : 

• b)(6); (b)(7)(C) 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Interviews of the following personnel : 

b)(6); (b)(7)(C) 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Reviews of the following : 
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• b)(7J(CJ government emails; 
• Microsoft and Google emails; 

oogle emails; 
(b)(7)(C) 

• ntracts with the BOP; 
• PayPal records for 
• Bank account reco and 
• Mortgage records 
• Forensic imaging conducted o government cell phone; and 
• Forensic imaging conducted o ........... personal cell phone. 

Background 
(b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 

The OIG reviewed BOP contract records that showed that in (bl( J(CJ BOP awarde a $24 000 
contract fo to speak about criminal histo and reentry into society, (bl(7J(CJ 

four BOP institutions. In addition, in (bl(7J(CJ BOP awarded sole source
contract for rovide 121 hours of instruction to inmates at the BOP (b)(7)(C) 

(bl(7l(Cl for the purpose of 

(b)(7)(C) program. In (b)(7)(C) I BOP awarded S91,800 sole source contract to 
continue implementing (b)(7)(C) program at (b)(7)(C) I 

7 I 

(b)(7)(C) where hen served as Executive 

Assistant, was the re uesting office on these contracts and monitored performance and approved 
payment for ·nvoices. In (b)(7)(C) I as a result of the OIG's investigation, BOP removed from

!position and from duties related to monitoring performance and approving invoices for 
· (bl(7l(Cl 

payment. 

BO P's Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 5, states that employees may not allow themselves to show 
partiality toward, or become emotionally, physically, sexually, or financially involved with inmates or former 
inmates. 
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Additionally, BOP's Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 5, Personal Conduct, states that an employee 
who becomes involved in circumstances as described above, or any situation that might give the appearance of 
improper involvement with inmates or former inmates or their families, including employees whose relatives 
are inmates or former inmates, must report the contact in writing to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) as soon 
as practicable. This includes, but is not limited to, telephone calls or written communications with such persons 
outside the normal scope of employment. The employee will then be instructed as to the appropriate course of 
action. BOP's Standards of Conduct define a CEO as, among other positions, an Assistant Director of each 
division at the BOP's Central Office.

The BOP's Standards define a former inmate as an inmate for whom less than one year has elapsed since his or 
her release from BOP custody or supervision of a Federal court. (bl(7l(Cl 

(b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 

During his OIG interview I stated that (bl(7l(Cl first met in (bl(7l(Cl after release from 
BOP custod . I further advised the OIG that (bl(7l(Cl were in a relationship beginning in or around 

also said that (b)(7)(C) did not disclose the nature of their relationship to anyone at the 
BOP. 

In the course of the investigation, the OIG obtained a search warrant authorizing the OIG to review certain 
emails i OP, Microsoft, and Google email accounts , The OIG also obtained a search warrant 
authorizing the OIG to review certain emails in Google email account During the course of its review, 
the OIG found an email from to n (bl(7l(Cl in which forwarded to the details of 

u corning meeting wit (bl(7l(Cl to discuss !program. Later that same day, sent 
an email providing the contact information for a warden at a private correctional facility • 

On sent n email stating, "I pass[ ed] the drivers test. N NowI can take you out!" 
Earlier in this email thread, gave feedback and praise t or a speech had given. 

I 

0 (b)(?)(C) sen an email stating, doesn't get a second chance" in response to an email 
forwarded to (bl(6l noting that an individual who wanted to interview had cancelled the interview 

and wanted to resche 

On (b)(?)(C) sent an email stating, "This is how your official pie should be .. with an 
attac ment o government picture. 

(b)(7)(C) 

On (bl(7l(Cl sent an email with the subject line of "babe." email stated, "I transferred 
those un s ng t. Let me know ... been in meetings all day! Luv Ya." e IG could not find evidence of 
the referenced transfer of funds during its review of (b)(7)(C) bank account records, 
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On (bl(7J(CJ I sent an email fromBOP account to icrosoft email account with an attachment 
titled (b)(7J(CJ The attachment to this email was a letter to (b)(7J(CJ 

(bJ(7J(CJ advocating on behalf of an individual whom
wanted to oi program (bJ(7J(CJ 

(bJ(7J(CJ sent an email with an attachment that describe nd its organizational 
structure. 

On (bl(7J(CJ I sent an email from BOPaccount to Microsoftemail account with multiple 
attachments related to (bl(7l(CJ program.

On (bl(7J(CJ forwarded to an email had received from an individual that discusse 
(b)(7)(C) nd thanked for support. !forwarding email t stated, "I am 

sending you this so you know I go through it to . I am just as committed to us as you!" 

O/G 's Conclusion 

The OIG concluded that actions violated the BOP'sP's Standards of Conduct regarding employees not 
allowing themselves to show partiality toward, or become emotionally, physically, sexually, or financially 
involved with inmates or fonner inmates. As admitted to the OIG by and as confirmed by emails 
between (bl(7J(CJ I became emotionally and physically involved with shortly after
release from prison and while remained an inmate under supervised release. 

The OIG investigation also concluded that violated the BOP's Standards of Conduct that requires 
employees to report in writing to a CEO as soon as practicable when they show partiality toward, or become 
emotionally, physically, sexually, or financially involved with inmates or former inmates, or become involved 
in any situation that might give the appearance of improper involvement with inmates or fonner inmates. The 
evidence demonstrated that did not provide such written notice to !supervisor and (b)(7)(C) until 

t least two months after(b)(6 began having personal interactions with I Moreover, en did 
/h 

no 
(I \ \ 

1 (b)(6) ; in an email on (b)(7)(C) misrepresentedboth the time and the nature of 1rst contact with 
(bl(6l represented to (b)(6 su ervisor tha b)(6l encountered on en in fact (b)(6) ad 

lh · · h 

been in communication wit for at least two months prior tot at, was active assisting on 
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program material, and based on the plain language of some of the email communications and 
statement to the OIG 

,
had begun a romantic relationship wit 

(b)(6); 
ailed to Cooperate in an Official OIG Investigation 

BO BOP'sStandards of Employee Conduct, Section 9, Official Investigation, states that during the course of an 
official investigation, employees are to cooperate fully by providing all pertinent infonnation they may have . 
Full cooperation requires truthfully responding to questions and providing a signed affidavit ifrequested. Any 
employee who fails to cooperate fully or who hinders an investigation is subject to disciplinary action, up to and 
including removal. 

The Federal Regulation governing Department of.Justice Employee Responsibilities states that DOJ employees 
have a duty to cooperate in an official investigation. This regulation also states Department employees have a 
duty to, and shall, cooperate fully with the Office of the Inspector General , and shall respond to questions posed 
during the course of an investigation upon being informed that their statement will not be used to incriminate 
them in a criminal proceeding. The regulation further states that a refusal to cooperate could lead to 
disciplinary action . See 28 C .F.R. 45.13. 

(bl(7J(CJ l the OIG met with in a BOP (bl(7l(CJ I conference room in order 

to secure government-issued cell phone and attempt to conduct a voluntary interview told the OIG 
had let ovemment-issued cell phone at house, and after read the OIG Form III-226/2, 

Warnin sand Assurances to Employee Requested to Provide Information on a Voluntary Basis form provided 
bJ(6l d d me . d to ec to b e interviewed1ewe . 

Later that same day, the O IG contacted (bl(7J(CJ I and asked that instruct o 
return home, where the OIG would be waiting in order to take possession o overnment-issued cell 
phone. met the OIG outsidel(bJ (B lresidence and told the OIG that, on the advice o attorney, wasnot 
going to give government-issued cell phone to the OIG. said ttorney advised that the OIG 
needed to produce a subpoena in order to secure government-issue cell phone. The OIG told that
government-issued cell phone was government property and the OIG did not need a subpoena in order to take 
possession of that cell phone. responded had personal items on government-issued cell phone and 
did not want to turn it over before meeting with attorney The OIG again told government-issued 
cell phone was the property of the government and was subject to retrieval by the agency or the OIG at any 
time. gain refused to turn over government-issuedcell phone to the OIG and stated would not do 
so based upon the advice of attorney.

On (b)(7)(C) the OIG contacted and again asked for government-issued cell phone.
prov1 e t e contact information of attorney and told the OIG to speak to counsel. Later that same day, 

counsel contacted the OIG and stated (bl( as not sure 1ovemment-issued cell phone had any sort of 
warning banner on it that gave notice t regarding its usage . (b)(6) !so told the OIG that had a 
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reasonable ex ectation of privacy for the personal information and communications onl(bl(6lgovernment-issued 
cell phone. counsel added the government would have to roduce some record showing that lhad 
agreed to waive all of FourthAmendment rights when using government-issued cell phone, and that 
short of being presented with a search \Varrant for that cell phone, (bl( could not advise o return that phone 
to the OIG or BOP. 

contacted the OIG on I and related that had also directed 
o turn over government-issued cell phone to the OIG. 

On the OIG issued an administrative subpoena to for which ounsel agreed to 
accept service, commanding forthwith to turn over to the OIG government-issued cell hone and 
government-issued Microsoft tablet, which the OIG had learned was also i ossession. counsel 
responded that they were in possession of overnment-issued cell phone an government-issued tablet but 
would not provide 

, 
them to the OIG. Ont e government's motion, the Umted States D1stnct Court for the 

(bl(7J(CJ ordered tocomply with the subpoena and produce the devices to the OIG. Pursuant to 
that court order, ounsel turned over the devices to the OIG on (bl(7J(CJ I As described in the next 
section below, the OIG subsequently conducted a forensic examination of the devices, which determined that 

government-issued cell phone had been erased of all user data on

After the U.S. Attorney's Office advised the OIG that it had decided not to 
Prosecute he OIG sought to conduct a compelled administrative interview of On (bl(7l(Cl I the 
OIG, throughl(b)(6) ; current supervisor, notified that the OIG's investigation into actions was no 
longer a criminal matter and the OIG sought to conduct a compelled, administrative interview of

(bl(7J(Cl instructed to contact the OIG and coordinate an intervie\v date. Upon not hearing fron or 
six ays, t e OIG emailed irectly on and again informed that the OIG's investigation 
was no Ion longera criminal matter and the OIG sought to conduct an administrative interview of The OIG 
informed that attendance was mandatory and a failure to cooperate could result in disc1p mary action 
against y the BOP. 

responded to the OIG's email by stating needed to coordinate potential interview dates with
criminal defense attorney and asked for a copy of the warnings form that would be presented tol(b)(6ll The OIG 
emailed a copy of OIG Form 226/3, Warnings and Assurances to Employee Required to Provide 
Information, which notified the OIG's investigation pertained to allegations of procurement improprieties, 
conflicts of interest, failure to cooperate in an official investigation, and the receipt of gifts from a prohibited 
source. OIG Form 226/3 also advises, in part: 

"You have a duty to reply to the questions posed to you during this intervie\v and agency disciplinary 
action, including dismissal, may be undertaken if you refuse to answer or fail to reply fully and 
truthfully. 

Neither your answers nor any information or evidence gained by reason of your answers can be used 
against you in any criminal proceeding. However, if you knowingly and willfully provide false 
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statements or information in your ans\vers, you may be criminally prosecuted for that action. The 
answers you furnish and any infonnation or evidence resulting from them may be used in the course of 
agency disciplinary proceedings." 

I counsel contacted the OIG via email on (bl(7J(CJ I, and stated that because no one from the U.S. 
Attorney's Office had informed that was no longer a target and the OIG contacted directly without 
going through would not speak to anyone until these matters were addressed. The OIG responded to 

I counsel that same afternoon, noti fyin f I duties as required in 28 C .F .R. § 45.13. The 01 G 
also informed I counsel that OIG practice was to allow counsel to be present for an administrative 
interview if the employee so requests, unless there was an identifiable, adverse consequence to the OIG, such as 
undue delay of the interview or interference with the investigation. The OIG also infonned I counsel that 
administrative intervie\vs were typically scheduled directly with the employee. 

The OIG and I counsel exchanged emails while attempting to coordinate a date and place for I 
interview. After being infonned b counsel that preferred to be interviewed via teleconference, the 
OIG emailed I counsel on (bl(7J(CJ and advised that because investigative documents were going to 
be shared via teleconference, the OIG required that I counsel sign a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) 
stating wouldnot discuss or disclose any information from the interview documents shared with him until 
the OIG's final report, or summary of the final report, was made public. I counsel responded via email on 

(bJ(7J(CJ , that he would not sign the NDA. 

responded to the OIG on (bl(7J(CJ I and stated was not refusing to participate in the interview, but 
given priorinteractions with the OIG which felt were "unfair and misleading," did not want to be 
interviewed without attorney present. 

The OIG sent an email to and counsel on (bl(7l(CJ advising I counsel that if wished to 
participate in the OIG's interview of (bl(6 needed to sign and return the NDA, otherwise the OIG was going 
to move forward with finalizing its report I counsel responded that same day that and would be 
available on (bl(7J(CJ although did not mention the NDA or provide a signed copy of it in response.

I 

I counsel emailed the OIG on I stating that did not intend to "sacrifice" I First 
Amendment rights by signing the NDA. The OIG responded later that same day by advising I counsel that 

was not required to sign an NDA as already under an obligation to protect sensitive, non-public DOJ 
information. The OIG again reiterated to I counsel that if wantedto participate in the interview, must
sign and return the NDA. Alternatively, could proceed without (b)(6) ; r the OIG would proceed 

' ' 1 wntmg its ma report. 

I counsel emailed the OIG on (bl(7J(CJ ·tating that neither nor agreed with signing the NDA, 
because, as attorney must be a e to communicate with the rest of I legal team and potentially a 
federal judge, and believed was giving up First Amendment rights by not being able to freely discuss 

ltestimony with others. I counsel also requested a copy of the transcript of testimony. The OIG 
informed 1(bl(6 1 and counsel it would not agree to their demands and would move forward with its final report. 
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O/G 's Conclusion 

The OIG investigation concluded that failed to cooperate in an official OIG investigation both when
repeatedly refused to provid (bl(6l ovemment-issued devices to the OIG and only did so after being ordered by 
the United States District COurt and when effectively refused to be 
interviewed, after being advised in writing that, unless false, statement would not be used to incriminate
in a criminal proceeding and that refusing to cooperate could lead to disciplinary action. I actions 
constitute misconduct in violation of BOP'sP's Standards of Conduct regarding employees' full cooperation in 
investigations by providing all pertinent information they may have, and in violation of the federal regulations 
governing Department of.Justice Employee Responsibilities . 

Destroyed Evidence Pertinent to the OIG's Investigation 

During the course of the investigation, the OIG found indications that destroyed evidence pertinent to the 
OIG's investigation. 

18 U.S.C. § 1519 (Destruction ofrecords in Federal investigations or bankruptcy), provides in pertinent part 
that, whoever knowingly alters, destroys, mutilates, conceals, covers up, falsifies, or makes a false entry in any 
record, document, or tangible object with the intent to impede, obstruct, or influence the investigation or proper 
administration of any matter within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States, or in 
relation to or contemplation of any such matter, shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both. 

As described above, pursuant to court order, I counsel turned I government-issued cell phone and 
tablet to the OIG on (b)(7J(CJ The OIG had first instructed to provide the OIG with the 
government-issued cell phone on (bl(7J(CJ but refused to do so. also refused to comply with 

(bJ(7J(CJ instruction on (bl(7J(CJ cell phone to the OIG. According 
to chain of custody documents prov1 e y counsel to the OIG, turned over government-issued
phone and tablet to counselon (bl(7J(CJ 

the OIG obtained a search warrant that authorized the OIG to conduct a forensic examination 
of government-issued cell phone. The OIG's forensic analysis detennined that government-issued
cell hone had been erased of all user data (more commonly referred to as having been "wiped") on (bl(7J(CJ 

due to the user entering an incorrect password too many times. This erasure of all user data from 
government-issued cell phone occurred 15 days after the OIG first requested tha turn it over, and at a time 
when knew tha was under investigation by the OIG for misconduct. 
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(b)(6); (b)(7)(C) 

stated that when received a cell phone from BOP to replace the one in the OIG's custody, told
entered her password incorrectly too many times on prior government-issued cell phone, which

caused it to be wiped. didnot explain to l nor did inquire, as to why kept entering an 
incorrect password despite the warnings that are shown after each consecutive incorrect attempt. 

O/G's Conclusion 

The OIG found that caused all data to be wiped from government-issued cell phone, knowing tha 
was under investigation by the OIG for alleged misconduct and that the OIG sought to review the data 
contained on the phone, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1519. 

(b)(6); (b)(6) 
(bl(7J(Cl mproperly Provided an Endorsement o 

During the course of the investigation, the OIG found indications thatl(bl(6llprovided a testimonial endorsement 
on ·ompany website, that included name and the fact that E)worked for BOP. 

The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch state that an employee shall not use 
his public office for his own private gain, for the endorsement of any product, service or enterprise, or for the 
private gain of friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is affiliated in a nongovernmental 
capacity. See 5 C.F.R. ~ 2635 .702(c). 

The OIG was made aware by that had provided an 
endorsement on the website o company, The OIG found the following statement on 
website, (b)(7)(C) under the heading of Testimonials: 

(b)(6); (b)(7)(C) 

Th I d e test1moma was attn ute t ederal Bureau of Prisons. 

O/G's Conclusion 

The OIG investigation concluded that provided a testimonial on the website o ·ompany m 
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violation of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch. By citing the agency for 
which works, estimonial on the website o company was an impermissible endorsement of 
the company. 

Received Gifts from a Prohibited Source and Violated BOP Rules by Giving a Gift to 
(b)(6); 
(b)(7)(C) 

During the course of the investigation, the OIG found indications that eceived gifts from a 
proh1b1ted source. 

BOP's Standards of Employee Conduct, Section 5, Personal Conduct, states that an employee may not offer or 
give to a former inmate any article, favor, or service that is not authorized in the performance of the employee's 
duties . It further states an employee shall not accept any gift, personal service, or favor from a former inmate. 

The Federal Regulations governing the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch 
state that employees may not, directly or indirectly, accept a gift from a prohibited source. The Standards 
define a prohibited source as any person who is seeking official action by the employee's agency, does business 
or seeks to do business with the employee's agency, or has interests that may be substantially affected by the 
performance or nonperformance of the employee's official duties. See 5 C . F. R. § 2635 .202(b )( 1 ). The 
Standards make allowances for gifts based upon a personal relationship rather than the employee's position, but 
also state that employees should consider declining otherwise permissible gifts if they believe that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts would question the employee's integrity or impartiality as a result 
of accepting the gift. See 5 C.F.R. 2635 .201 (b)(l ). The Standards further state that an employee who is 
considering whether acceptance of a gift would lead a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts to 
question his or her integrity or impartiality may consider, among other relevant factors, whether the gift has a 
high market value or the gift was provided by a person who has interests that may be substantially affected by 
the performance or nonperformance of the employee's official duties . See 5 C.F.R. § 2635 .201 (b)(2). 

In interview with the OIG admitted to payin mort startin in (b)(?J(CJ also 
admitted that started payin 1ortgage in cash starting in nd did so because that was 
when the OIG' s investigation into egan. 

During the course of its review of bank account records, the OIG confirmed that
started paying the mortgage on esidence in (bJ(7J(CJ Accordin .-......., t bank account records · 
made payments from the business checking account of (bl(7l(Cl to mortgage company in the 
following amounts: 

• (b)(6); (b)(7)(C) for S 1,692.49 I 
• $1 ,692.17 

lfor 1,692.49 s • (b)(7)(C) 
• (b)(6); (b)(7)(C) for S 1,692.49 
• for S1,792.49 
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• (b)(7)(C) 
• (b)(7)(C) 

for $1,700.00 
for $1,700.00. 

This (bl(7l(CJ bank account was the account into which the payments fron _ hree BOP contracts 
were deposited. Beginning i (bl(7J(CJ made cash withdrawals from ccount at the I 

ranch closest to esidence in (b)(7J(CJ in the following amounts: 

• (b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 
• (b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 
(b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 

• (b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 
• (b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 
• (b)(7)(C) 

• (b)(6) ; (b)(7)(C) 

lwith of $1,800.00 
ithdrawal of S 1,752.68 

withdrawalrawal of S 1,792.49 
withd rawal of S1,800.00 
withd rawal of S 1,700.00 

 withdr awal of S 1,800.00
lwit hdrawal of $1,800.00 

Th OIG h d h lb k d h d e mate e t e a ments from an recor s tot e payment 1story recor s 10 mortgage 
provided b The payments made b up through (bl(7J(CJ !matched the amounts and 
dates that payments were made on (bl(7J(CJ ortgage. Fro1 (bl(7J(CJ with the 
exception of th (bl(7J(CJ payment 

,
w 1c mate e t e amount paid t nortgage on that day 

. 

(bJ(7J(CJ These a men ts continued 
throug which was the end of the period reviewed by the OIG. (bl(7l(Cl 

(b)(7)(C) 

The OIG reviewe bank records. The OIG found tha 
paid the mortgage on b)(6 residence (bl(7J(Cl 

(b)(7)(C) With the exception of a payment to 
another payment on mortgage through the end of the OIG's period of review. 

Durin its review of bank records, the OIG also found that made a $2,000.94 payment to 
credit card account on (b)(7)(C) a 1 000 a ment to (b)(7)(C) creditit card on 

and two separate S4,750 payments t The total of the above-detailed 
mortgage payments and these payments made by on behalf of was $36,408.24. 

The OIG also found that on from account in the form of a 
cashier's check payable t which !deposited into (b)(7)(C) I

(b)(7J(Cl endorsed the check by noting "Not used for 
intended purpose." In interview with the 01 stated that gave him the S20,000 to helpl(b)(6) ;_ 

(b)(7)(C) hence the 
endorsement notatio ade on the check when (bl( deposited it into account.

 

told the OIG that repaid the $20,000 borrowedfrom by payin (bl(5l mortgage and making the 
two $4 ,750 payments to (b)(7)(C) When asked by the OIG to explain why b)(6 paying mortgage(b)(7)(C) 
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five months receiving the cashier's check, lsaid[ifiljcould not remember making so many 
payments o mortgage but stated (bl(7J(CJ 

O/G's Conclusion 

ctions violate the Standards o/Ethical Conductfor Employees of the Executive Branch which state that 
employees may not, directly or indirectly, accept a gift from a prohibited source. lactions also violate the 
BO P's Standards of Employee Conduct which prohibit employees from giving or receiving any gift or favor 
from a former inmate. The OIG concluded that receivedapproximately S36,408.24 in gifts from a 
Prohibited source. began payin mort in (b)(7)(C) while was still supervisin< (bl(7

. 
)(C) 

work and approving ·nvoices for payment on (bl(7)(C) contract with the BOP. These payments by 
continued after received an additional contract with the BOP in (b)(7)(C) one in which wrote

the SOW and sole source justification o ehalf 
• 

!so gave a fom1er BOP inmate currently 
on supervised release, S20,000 (b)(7)(C) 

The U.S. Attorney's Office _____ declined prosecution in this matter. 

The OIG has completed its investigation and is providing this report to the BOP for appropriate action 
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