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Case Number: 2014S100016711

Potential Administrative Violations —

D) (He)

Page 24 — DWI/DUI in POV while off duty

* Page 25 — Arrest/indictment/conviction, misdemeanor or felony, Federal or State, also failure
to report arrest/indictment/conviction, misdemeanor and felony, Federal or State
Page 25 — Failure to meet personal financial obligations
Page 27 — Failure to pay/file income tax — Federal or State (without obtaining an extension)
Page 27 — Falsification, misstatement, or concealment of material fact in connection with any
official record, including investigative and audit activity or reporting

e Page 28 — Lying under oath

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION:

The investigation revealed that (OXWI(ON has had a lengthy history of failing to meet her personal
financial obligations, to include failing to timely file and pay R ederal and state personal income
taxes. This investigation also revealed that (OXQI(@Phas had a history of failing to fully and
truthfully disclose the nature and extent of her poor financial history, and - riminal history record.
Further, when interviewed by SID regarding B inancial and criminal history, (b) (7)(C)
deliberately provided responses which were intended to evade and/or conceal the truth.

Additionally, the investigation revealed that .%WESI has been verbally counseled and/or has
received written disciplinary action relative to ailure to timely complete and submit Miibackground
re-investigation paperwork, as well as for failing to meet the requirements and responsibilities of a
Government Purchase Card (GPC) holder.

I ) X 4] (S) N () X )

declined prosecution of
conduct through agency administrative

as HUD-OIG could address

remedies.

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION:

On
as HUD-OIG’s servicing personnel office,
during the period of Jjgmployment with HUD,
OIG" (Exhibit 2). A review of the information provided revealed that during W mployment with

! Review of fﬁcia.l Personnel File disclosed that W_lﬂﬂl@_
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Case Number: 2014SI00016711

OGN ST
HUD-OIG, i )X 02 BGILG 1o vided the following

B (0. ©) (0

On
background re-investigation (2014

D (L) most recent
) (Exhibit 3). Review of the documentation reflected a Certification
of Investigation documenting that i most recent background investigation was conducted
and closed on June 27, 2014. Additionally, the background investigation was adjudicated favorable for
suitability/fitness under 5 Code of Federal Regulations 731 or equivalent on August 27, 2014, by

A (X ¢A]( B D, O!C, G
_an adjudication recommendation made

The adjudication recommendation b) (/) background re-

investigation developed suitability and security issues/concerns relative (OIOI@N financial

responsibility. Specifically, @xm_ credit report reflected §
with an unknown disposition; 4
hich was satisfied in August 2010: nine collection accounts, of

which five were satisfied and four remained open; two accounts that were up to 90 days delinquent four
times with zero balances: D with a zero balance; one account that
was 180 days past due and charged off; and fifteen accounts paid as agreed.

b) (/NC)

Included with the documentation provided was a copy of the Standard Form 85P, Questionnaire

for Public Trust Positions (SF 85P), completed and submitted by “
(OXQI(@) certified on the SF 85P that in the last seven years S0r a company over which &
exercised some control, had not filed il mxu

mxux@_ Further, certified that il as not

over 180 days delinquent on any loan or financial obligation.

Further, JJOY@IO) certified on the SF 85P that in the last seven years she had not been arrested for,
charged with, or convicted of any offense, excluding traffic fines of less than $150.00.

On (D) (/)(C) 2008
background re-investigation (Exhibit 4). The documentation concerning DI 008 re-
investigation contained information relative background re-investigation in 2002.
Review of the documentation reflected a Certification of Invest; gation documenting that JEOXGQI®)

2008 re-investigation was conducted and closed on May 21, 2008.
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

prepared a Recommendation on Suitability Determination, dated September 11, 2008, regarding
issues developed during 008 re-investigation. The determination noted a number of
issues developed during the 2008 background re-investigation related financial
responsibility and B zilure to truthfully provide all of the details regarding lice record. The
Recommendation on Suitability Determination also specifically noted that during m2002
re-investigation, issues were developed regarding mhonesty and jihistory of employment.

Relative to the financial responsibility issues developed in the 2008 re-investigation,Wnoted that

credit report reflected mxnxg— thirteen

accounts in collection, one account 30 days late, one account 60 days late, and one account 90 days late.
Further, jgifiihoted that failed to disclose on the SF 85P, which i ompleted and
submitted on May 15, 2007, that as delinquent over 180 days on any loan or financial obligation.

B oted that they contacted regarding Rl failure to disclose all of i financial
indebtedness, and gdvised in part thathad paid-off some of the debt, and made

joted when they contacted
nformation on her SF 85P regarding her

arrangements Further,
) advised that she did not include all of the i
indebtedness by “mistake.”

B noted that relative g
(which completed and signed on May 15, 2007), that

%@lﬂl@ '
elaborated further on the SF 85P regarding (C)
advised that during
the personal interview with the background investigator, stated that
| | |

Bl concluded their suitability determination advising HUD-OIG that due position
and level of responsibility within the agency, the issues would not appear to be of a disqualifying nature
or sufficient to serve as a basis for a negative suitability determination. S recommended that
OIGI@Nbe formally counseled on Wb bligation as a federal employee to satisfy in good faith 7]
obligation as a citizen, including all just financial obligations. In addition, B recommended that
LXOI@N e counseled on Wb bligation to provide complete and accurate information when
completing the SF 85P.

disclosed on the 2008 re-investigation SF 85P

A Report of Agency Adjudicative Action on Office of Personnel Management (OPM) Personnel
Investigations, Form 79A, reflected that using suitability/fitness procedures established under 5 Code of
Federal Regulations 731, OPM noted that 008 background investigation developed
issues which, depending on the mission of HUD-OIG, and/or the duties of Wibosition, HUD-0IG
might wish to consider when making a suitability/security determination. The Form 79A further

reflected that on September 29, 2008, —ml"xu
-{UD, OIG, b m_completed the adjudicative action,

4
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

(b) (7)(C) } (b) ()(C)

noting that was counseled and/or a letter of warning/advisement or reprimand was issued
tojiif based on 008 background investigation results.

Bl 2150 provided a copy of the SF 85P (WIQION completed and signed on May 15, 2007 relative to
008 background re-investigation. Included with the SF 85P was an attached OPM personal subject

interview report. The OPM personal subject interview report reflected that (b) (7(C) GES
interviewed by the background investigator at HUD, Washington, D.C., on March 27, 2008.

The personal subject interview report reflected that when interviewed regarding §islfinancial
background, provided additional information regarding debts i included, and did not
include, when@' completed the SF 85P. During the personal interview, (&I@]aﬁn’bmed 7
financial problems to a lack of proper attention on P2t and also due to financial emergencies in i

stated Jiiecognized that il had failed to properly handle Plinancial
responsibilities and did not intend to let the problems reoccur.

The personal subject interview report also reflected that when interviewed regarding X
(OIWION provided additional details regarding -

b) (7)(C

ey 1

On September 25 and 26, 2014, SID conducted an L (b)) (/)

The query identified the following records

in part:
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Case Number: 2014SI100016711

(b) (7)(C) F (b) (7)(C)
w) -

On September 26, 2014, SID obtained L) (HC)
Of particular interest was documentation
e
™) (1(C C

On November 4, 2014, O —
_;vas interviewed by SID regarding %Eg!%gi and provided the following

information (Exhibit 7). meHUD-OIG
_(M“_}msknown as a HUD-OIG co-worker for a

much longer period.
(WIWI@®)during the period b (WIWION has demonstrated an
in carrying out and completing assignments. Additionally,

overall lack of responsiveness and timeliness
‘oted there have been issues raised related @ use of the GPC issued w as well

as an issue related HOIOION (=ilure to timely complete and submit Rbackground re-
investigation paperwork. D have counseled verbally and in

writing on a number of occasions concerning these matters.

Relative to use of the GPC, {noted that in 2013, HUD’s _
‘ashington, D.C., (the program office

6
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Case Number: 2014SI00016711

(b) (1)(C) ) (b) (7)(C)

responsible for overseeing and administering HUD’s Government Purchase Card Program (GPCP))

raised a number of issues and concerns regardingoverall lack of accountability and
responsibility as a GPC holder.

TOIVI@N hat since 2013, the GPC issued to (OIWIOY has been suspended by the GPCP office

on at least two occasions. {Y@I@]that both § (OIQI(ON have verbally counseled FOIDIE

regarding the use of J§5PC as the issues arose.

{OXQI(®)in approximately mid-2013 HOD learned that the GPCP office conducted a review of
transactions posted IO XDIOME GPC and identified questionable and/or fraudulent transactions.
@ otcd a report issued by the GPCP office concerning their review raised a number of concerns and
issues regarding (OXGI(OWarticipation as a GPC holder, and particularly troubling were the two
transactions which were identified as fraudulent. ¢ (OXQI@None fraudulent transaction was a
Macy’s.com transaction on May 2, 201 3, for an Estee Lauder purchase totaling $183.12, and the second
was a fraudulent transaction for the re-load of a large number of Starbucks Coffee cards in late J anuary
2014 totaling almost $3,000.00.

m;ﬁer learning of the GPCP office review and the two fraudulent transactions, (DY@I®)
s

poke with and specifically asked Il bout the two fraudulent transactions.
that stated iqad no involvement with, or information concerning, either

transaction. that HOD attempted to determine whether OWIVI@ONhad any

involvement with the Macy’s.com transaction however, the efforts did not yield any evidence

connecting JOXGDION to the transaction.

G provided a copy of the report prepared by the GPCP office documenting their review and all of
their concerns and issues regarding M ;cipation as a GPC holder.

Review of the report reflected that (WIQIO) was established as a GPC holder on September 28,
2010, in Baltimore, Maryland, and on June 6, 2012, HOYGDION was established as a HUD
Headquarters GPC holder. The report noted concern over the fact that since June 2012, (b) (7)(C)
had been issued four replacement cards. The report further reflected that the review identified
transactions which were either questioned or unauthorized, and overall GPCP personnel were concerned
because:

1. NOY@I@Yhad failed to communicate with GPCP personnel regarding
lost/stolen/compromised cards on four occasions.

2. NOXOI®Rhad demonstrated a lack of accountability and responsibility as to her role as a
GPC holder. '

3. NOXQI®Nhad demonstrated a failure to follow established GPCP policies and procedures.

4, -ransaction history reflected a number of declined transactions and fraudulent
transactions.

7
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

WIVION TOINI(E®)

The report also noted that (OIQI(OY neglected to timely file an affidavit, despite being sent the
affidavit paperwork twice by Citi Bank, relative to fraudulent charge transactions for the Starbucks card
reloads in January 2014.

The report further reflected that in January 2014, the GPCP office postponed the issuance of a
replacement GPC to JOYDI®) pending a meeting with @l o discuss the GPCP office’s continued
concerns. Further, the report reflects that the GPCP office stipulated that if the identified concerns were
not addressed and corrected, 5P C account would be closed. In addition, the GPCP
office noted they recommended that HOD select another employee to replace JJDY@I®Nas the GPC
holder.

(WIVIONin approximately February 2014, $iilinet with GPCP personnel to discuss their concerns
and JEOYGIOWrole and responsibility as a cardholder. {OXVI(@]that the GPCP office refused to

issue JOYBION 2 replacement GPC until QiRnet with them.
) C(C) . ,
to relinquish the GPC issued

AOIGIONin late July 2014, after §
Relative was made aware of it after Q& who received
and processed had not been able to contact JPYGDI®) regarding the matter,

(b) (7)(C with and learned from HUD, OIG, @IOI®

at Jg¥l had attempted on numerous occasions to
contact FOYQD(®) [D) that after REE was
unable to contact ’ to assist in contacting
OIVI@Nthat in turn attempted to contact JJEYY@I(@) telephonically and left messages on a
number of occasions, but

failed to return any of & calls. i that after
v i core TSN GAO (O (o R —.
attempt to get in touch with JHYDI®)
that subsequently, and after further consideration, a decision was made | ]
“ssued GPC. OX@DION that on October 2, 2014, {OYOIO) 2 memorandum to
advising that the GPC was suspended because HUD-OIG, had

(D) (/)(L)
SEOIVI@Nthat on October 2, 2014,

counseling memorandum

and issued ijikhe
that during the meeting,
and the matter was a mistake. EOYGIO)

ad made a mistake. (Y@I®]that (b) (7)(C) k=l
. Further, that

for

those years. C) i ®) (7)(C) B e since
2006.
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

HOIGION IOIO®)

jn addition to the issues and concerns regarding joPC transaction history,

also failed to timely file the paperwork required to initiate ackground re-
investigation. Y@I®]that on June 24, 2014, gl issued a counseling memorandum to (b) (7)(C)
for failure to timely follow instructions and complete and submit [Jffpackground re-investigation
paperwork. (DGO XOIDION vas originally required to complete and submit a -
investigation paperwork in May 2013, but despite repeated requests to do so, did not
complete and submit the paperwork until May 2014,

that i Y (Y €] (S N 1 t0 timely complete
and file ackground re-investigation p failure to respond to

aperwork, as well as
fepeated attempts to contact B cgarding had caused a
lot of unnecessary work and inconvenience for B personnel which could have been avoided.

On November 6, 2014, pvas interviewed by SID (Exhibit 8). that jihas been
within HOD
that (b) (7)(C) during the period.
that based on statements made to elieves .mm-
that jiiicently reviewed a travel voucher submitted and noticed the

voucher reflected| asked T OYDION
why the voucher reflected the J(XEI(®) mé(_b) [@I(ON advised that Jnever updated i
_ (7)(

address within the travel system after

(WIWI@) that during the period

attention to detail, attendance, and lack of responsiveness when $

teleworks. “%@]ﬁ.that )
WIYI® have also verbally counseled OXQIONand issued written counseling - oncerning

issues related to the GPC issued toj failure to complete and file background re-investigation
paperiork,an. A O UAT(S)

(OIQI(ON that J§s aware that the HUD program office responsible for overseeing and
administering the GPCP has raised concerns relative to the GPC issued to
in approximately August 2013, the GPCP office advised HOD of a review they (GPCP) conducted of
purchase transactions charged ] SPC. QIR noted in particular, the GPCP office
questioned a Macy’s transaction.

there have been issues with k&

(OXQI@) that after learning of the GPCP office review, and in particular their concern over the
Macy’s transaction, JOY@N@)met with and verbally counseled JIX@I®N and specifically asked

l:bout the Macy’s transaction, WINI@)hat FIOYDIO N stated il had no knowledge or

involvement with the transaction.

In addition to the Macy’s transaction, poted in January 2014, the GPCP office raised a concern

regarding transactions posted GPC relative to the re-load of Starbucks coffee cards,

-(ﬂﬂm-spok%about the Starbucks card reloads and (b) (7)(C)

OIYVI@®) did not have any knowledge or involvement with the transactions . WIVI@)in addition
9
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

WIGION IOIV@®)
(OIGION in approximately May or June 2014, an issue

to the issues concerning the GPC issued

concerning ailure to timely complete and file the paperwork required to initiate i
background re-investigation surfaced. (OXQ(®] that based on JAOXDIOM fzilure to timely

complete and file the background re-investigation paperwork i was issued a counseling

memorandum.

in addition, in August 2014
against

a counseling memorandum was issued to

GPC account for the card issued to il was suspended.

in October 2014, and the

to issue the October 2014 counseling
during the meeting

met with
memorandum they discussed
stated that the matter was a misunderstanding. recollection was that

stated il did not owe the amount reflected, or id not owe as much as the amount
reflected. told was addressing the matter, that it was
not what it appeared to be, and that (b) and was working

it out with them.

On December 11, 2014, staff members from COB were contacted and interviewed by SID regarding

(WIGI(ON-nd IDXBIG)2s 2 GPC holder (Exhibit 9). During December 2014 and February 2015,
COB staff also provided documentation regardinghistory as a GPC holder (Exhibit 10).

When interviewed, the COB staff members advised that had been a GPC holder since
approximately October 2010, and generally over the period had consistently demonstrated
a lack of accountability relative to il role and responsibilities as a card holder. The COB staff
members further advised that as a GPC holder, (OIQIONhas had a history of failing to communicate
with COB staff concerning lost or compromised cards, and jfii] has failed to follow established GPC
policies and procedures. The COB staff members advised that they had reached such a level of alarm

over attitude and disregard for GPC policies and procedures, that in January 2014, they
refused to re-issue anew GPC pending

The COB staff noted INOX@I®BWhad to be re-issued a new card, because in January 2014 Ml ccount
was compromised after the card was used to make fraudulent Starbuck coffee card re-load purchases via
the Internet totaling $2,940.00. The COB staff noted that (WIOI@ N never advised their office of the
fraudulent charges, and once they learned of the charges and contacted vas evasive in
answering their questions regarding the compromise and would only state that gl did not make any of
the purchases and the card was locked in Biiirawer. The COB staff noted what was even more
distressing was that JJEOX@ION fziled to timely file an affidavit with Citibank regarding the charges
within the 60-day dispute period, and only filed the affidavit in April 2014 after Citibank forwarded the
affidavit forms to Jjwice and Slilivas “prodded” by COB to do so. The COB staff noted that after

(OIQI(@) forwarded the affidavit, the $2,940.00 was eventually credited back to HUGHLETT s
GPC account.

10 ——
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

(b) (7)(C) } (b) (7)(C)

The COB staff members noted that based on their refusal to re-issue (WIVION: new GPC, in
approximately February 2014, OIQI@®) with them to discuss their issues and concerns. The COB staff
members advised that during the meeting, they attempted to impress upon D

to ensure that ook a more active role in monitoring JACYY@I@RF GPC activity. The COB staff
members noted that after the meeting they authorized the re-issue of a new GPC for TOYDION but

they made it clear during their meeting {QY@I@) that they questioned whether (b) (7)(C) B!
continue to be a GPC holder, and suggested QIQI@ that the responsibility be delegated to someone else.

The COB staff members advised that in addition to the fraudulent Starbucks coffee card re-loads, the
GPC issued to was also used for a fraudulent purchase of merchandise from Macy’s
Department Store, and also failed to notify COB of this fraudulent transaction. The COB
staff members advised when they identified the fraudulent transaction and contacted JIIOIGIONN
attitude was not cooperative or forthcoming,

On January 5, 2015, JEOX@UON was interviewed by SID (Exhibit 11). advised that ]
Wﬂlﬂl@&

that from sometime in 2006 through sometime in 201 1,

DXGIEE - pricr XS AR

(WIWI(®N stated after contacting

advised before D
en asked if
Wad been in error as igtated, WOXGION did not provide a
clear answer and stated §

was not sure how the matter was going to be resolved.

(OXQI(ON advised that g could not recall all of the specifics regarding everything that had taken
place in recent months relative § documentation and/or notes for
reference. When asked why i had not brought the documentation with i for the interview, initially

(WIQIO) stated that §f§did not know i needed to bring the documentation. (b) (7)(C) &8
reminded that when the interview was scheduled with QIQI® had specifically been asked to bring any
documentation and information gl had concerning D '

(OIOIO) 2dvised J§id not recall being asked to do 50, but stated jgi§vould provide any
documentation needed at a later date.

11 EE———
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

LIGION IOINE)

) (7)(C regarding

approximately February or March 2014, but W
correspondence. was also vague regarding when i

address the matter. stated that il had been speaking with auditors ¢
approximately the “last six months or so.”

OIGION statcd the confusion regarding IENGEGEGCGEGNGY (S B

(D) (/)(C)
I Was not fully aware of this fact .

after their February 2007 conversation S ust assumed”

(OXQI(@] stated at some point after the February 2007 conversation,
e by telephone to determine whether § but when
ad left the area. after learning {QJQIQ
fid not follow-up any further, and the matter did not come up again until

2014. NOYOI@)N stated the fact that $illi did not follow-up
art, and Whould have addressed the matter further, but did not.

further reflected “negligence” on jgislin

In explaining the circumstances that led to the confusion concerning _
provided information which addressed {EYEI(®) B did not
provide any information regarding when, or in what § HOIOION

(OXWION Was questioned further regarding the status of _‘9
wever, throughout the interview SMlifvas generally vague, or provided conflicting

information. When questioned, (OIWION ccnerally stated that SiliFould not recall specifics without
refercncingmdocumentation and/or notes. JJOX@I®@Nagain stated that § ould provide
whatever docurenttion i
SRS - 2 later date.

In an attempt to clarify and understand the status of

N OGO
(WIVION XOXOION vas provided with a piece of paper and asked to note the date
' as well as the date —@Iﬂlwﬂxg,

12
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

L (b) (1)(©) ) ) (7))

The information provided by JNIY@I@R s summarized below:

(b) (7)(C), (b) (6)

After providing the above information,

was questioned regarding
I A N O (IO 52 - I (X )|
._. I u< to “personal reasons.” JIRDY@IOMstated that some of the personal

reasons related to family deaths and depression gig subsequently suffered, the ¥

R
T S SRR, 25 <!l 25 financial
issues and hardships. JOXGIOM stated §

1l S
returns was due to “negligence” on iggpart. IAOYDION stated il ecognized g had a responsibility

T i T bt had failed to do so.
(OXQION wWas asked if [OYDI®@M rrovided inconsistent and/or

contradictory information. When asked if

HOIQI@N stated, “I don’t think so.” then stated that “maybe”
-W_.- but RIERossibly” paid the amount owed, but had not paid it timely.
HOIGIEN ~otcd tha: N ()X 5] N <. 5¢

S i b cou1d not recall the cxact details and g
believed S i SN - sorc poin.

Upon further questioning, JREY@I@IN commented that i
13
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

LIVION IOIV@)
or some ) (N(C)

s asked i
d stated “no.”
(WIWIO@) was provided with a copy of the SF 85P il ompleted and submitted electronically on

May 16, 2014. attention was directed to pages four and five of the document,

a. DIG(S

R —

(OIW(ON acknowledged that i responded “no” to each of the above questions when $iil-ompleted
and submitted the form, andstatedanswered the questions truthfully.

(OXQIO) vwas provided a chart reflecting D
as a HUG-OIG employee. JROX@QION was also
provided with a copy of garedit report which was obtained on June 16, 2014, by the U.S. Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) as part of [l ployment suitability re-investigation as conducted by
OPM based on the SF 85P SMliFompleted and submitted electronically on May 16, 2014.

attention was directed to the chart pertaining (b) (7)(C)

D) (/)(C)
B (b) (DO |

 E————— [
I-“
I-
_—

When asked why il did not b when §
completed and submitted the SF 85P on May 16, 2014, initially stated B was not aware

After further questioning, acknowledged {l§rad been aware of the
completed the SF 85P in May 2014. INDX@I@N stated although

id not intentionally fail to provide the information, and 4l ust forgot”
to disclose the information when $ii}-ompleted the form.
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

(b) (71)(C) } (b) (7)(C)

respectively.

When asked why |
‘ k QIO stated that at the time

completed and submitted the form. JEEXEU@N stated to the best of
' jl further pointed out that after addressing

the alleged D n

OIWION attention was directed to the information obtained regarding ‘;redit history as
disclosed in the credit report obtained by OPM on June 16, 2014. Specifically, the following judgments,
collection actions, or accounts over 180 days delinquent, were reviewed with (b) (7)(C) ERLE™™]
provided the following information regarding each:

L. )N AI(S)
(page 5 of the credit report).

stated to the best of § owledge the judgment related
D mnated Sl could not explain the
discrepancy between the judgment amount reflected in the credit report versus the amount

2. A collection action §
ﬂ (page 5 of the credit report).

stated Bl believed the collection action related to medical bills related to the
(OIGI(ON stated Jid not pay the amount, and §iilldisputed the bill
advised that

should have covered the costs ¢
they refused to cover the costs, because
insurance policy until a few weeks after

made conflicting statements regarding this collection action. At one point g

stated % gicefused to pay the bill and acknowledged jiill was aware of the collection action,
and on another occasion M paid the bill.

3. A collection action JOYQDI®)

$161.00, with a last reported delinquency of July 2011, and
for an b ith a last reported delinquency of April
2014, and being delinquent 180 days past due (page 8 of the credit report).
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d
did not add

for a loan which had been charged off in the amount of




. A collection action

Case Number: 2014SI100016711

(b) (7)(C) } (b) (71)(C)

stated gigf believed that both of the above collection
were related to two loans S (d) (7) ) stated §
obtained the first [DJQI® b) (7)(C) in order to help pay costs
associated with a family funeral. OIO(@Nstated Sl obtained the second loan in an
amount in excess of $11,800.00 in an attempt to consolidate Eiiicbts.

acknowledged giigiwas aware in order to collect on both loans.
HOXG(ON 2dvised that Jetained an attorney to represent q in the matter, and

attended a court hearing relative to the matter, possibly in 2007. advised that
at the hearing the judge ruled against @&ehnd § although Ji§-ould
not recall the amount the court ordered 0 pay relative to each judgment.

provided conflicting information regarding the above two loans and resulting
judgments. jlates were inconsistent, and at one point il stated _

ju order to collect the delinquent loan amounts.

() (7)(C) = rn—

of $219.00, with a last reported delinquency of September 2011 (page 9 of the credit report).

statedbelievedhad paid this outstanding debt, and Sl did not recall
the debt being referred to collection.

. A collection action by D -@mm-originally
for _ b (C) last reported delinquent on August 2013
(page 10 of the credit report).

stated g was not aware of this collection action and could not provide any
information regarding it.

. A collection action b ' originally
fora last reported delinquent on July 2012

D
(page 10 of the credit report).

Relative to this collection action

paid it. JOIDIONsaid, “I paid that one.”

statedwas aware of it and ‘ms since

. A collection action FIY@I®Y for an unspecified amount closed in August 2010 (page 13 of
the credit report).

that g disputed this collection action D

(OXDI(ON stated i disputed the account because
J:ould only associate il name with the account and not Ml correct social

security number.
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

8. A collection action by
reported as of December 2012 (page 14 of the credit report).

WIOI(OGW stated to the best of §

to
not recall if

OO0

[knowledge, the collection action was probably related

(b) (7)(C)
9. A collection action by D

S O X I(S N Y O €3S = rcported as of

July 2013 (page 15 of the credit report).

stated to the best of g knowledge, the collection action was probably related
@Iﬂlb

10. A collection action by FOYRDI®) -m'@-last reported as of March 2014

(page 15 of the credit report).
WIO(GWstated pvas aware of the collection action, and the collection was related to

(O NOIO(ON »dvised $lli:as been

believed il would have the amount paid in full

re-paying
in early 2015.

During review of the credit report,

(WIQI(ON stated that ggvas very familiar with jik-redit history,
because in 2012 (b) (7)(C) stated
that since subscribing, the reporting service had provided ifiga copy of Jlredit report electronically
via e-mail each month. JOY@U@N stated the reporting service also sent “alerts” and notifications to
I (<ctronically relative to negative credit reporting or changes in M redit history. NOIDI®)
stated that since subscribing to the service, jiif| had received and reviewed i redit report each month,
and therefore was familiar with her credit history. After further discussion, NOX@I@N contradicted
this statement, and stated that “sometimes” §il ooked at the credit reports and “sometimes”“not.

Additionally, NOX@I@Nstated that in approximately June 2014, a credit reporting bureau sent B
copy of Jj§redit report through the mail. (OX@QI(®@P noted the report was accompanied by a letter
that advised the report was being provided to Blibccause a copy had been requested by, and provided

to, based on the

(b) (7)(C) HETxl ﬁssumed it was sent to ‘)
r

background re-investigation that was initiated afte submitted J§PF 85P in May 2014.

(WIQI@) stated that to Mlkrowledge,

(b) (7)(C) When asked how i
a number N

replied by saying that ]
ledged §iil§vas aware that the

based on
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Case Number: 2014SI100016711

LIGION IOIV®)

acknowledged that initially il had been required to file the SF 85P in May 2013 in order
background re-investigation for employment suitability, but failed to file the form until
May 2014. experienced technical difficulties on a number of occasions when
il ttempted to log into the electronic system to file the form. QYO Wstated that the technical
difficulties, along with work priorities, resulted in Wi ailure to timely file the form. (b) (7)(C
denied that giburposely failed to timely file the form in an attempt to conceal Jgiiipoor financial
history.

to initiate

(OIQIO) as provided with a copy of the SF 85P S ompleted and submitted electronically on

May 16, 2014. attention was directed to page four of the document, m-
PR ) S,

In the last 7 years, have you been arrested for, charged with, or convicted
of any offense(s)? (Leave out traffic fines of less than $150.)

(OIOION 2cknowledged that she responded “no” to the above question when tompleted and

submitted the form, and answered the questions truthfully. WIVI@ON denied any
_(DI would have been required to disclose had il timely
completed and submitted the SF 85P. was questioned further regarding any contact §i§

had with D Jli continued to deny that

(D) (/)L

[(OYGION vas advised that documentation

to at least one of those charges.

(OXOI(@Nstated that gl recalled the matter. OIOD(@) stated that the
(C)

H _ad on December 12, 2005 (b) (7)(C)
I XOXQI(®Nstatcd in the early morning of N i

(b)) (7)(C) BEtEar™

Upon further discussion,

questioning, maintained that
pvas not a factor.
(OIQIO) was provided with court documentation which specifically reflected ﬁb.lf::::
fter reviewing the documentation, admitted that

maintained that O ()

(WIWIGN pointed out that $ililelieved g was not required _when
SilliFompleted the SF 85P, because it occurred outside of the seven year reporting period. s
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Case Number: 2014S100016711

(b) (7)(C) } (b) (7)(C)

also stated that §ili ‘interpreted” the question on the form to mean that & was only required to disclose
a matter that resulted (b) ( . B [t was pointed out to

that the question specifically asked if § b) (7)(

stated, “As you read it, I better understand it. When I read it ]

interpreted it as have you

(b) (7)(C) BE that jiiii}vas not an attorney, and §

did not understand the nuisances of the law.

continued that in fjfmind D) (/)(C)
stated that given iiunfamiliarity with the law and legal system, §jigidid not fully
understand what took place at b ' (OXQION was asked if i

(b) (7) what was taking place, and the

implications (g did not address the question, but rather responded by
commenting that a lot of money to represent B the matter, but despite that fact,
ShiGl did not work out in avor.

WIVIOGNagain noted that i did not believe Ml was required to disclose the matter because it was
outside of the seven year reporting period. SID acknowledged that il occurred just outside of the
seven year reporting period; however, SID was inquiring about the matter, because it resulted in

(WIWIONbeing placed which was within the seven year
reporting period.

(OXQI(ON was advised that during the course of the investigation concerns relative QIR use of the
GPC issued Qg were raised. JOY@ION was advised that a number of concerns were raised, and in
particular, there were concerns related to two fraudulent transactions. Specifically, one transaction
through Macy’s.com for an Estee Lauder product on May 2, 2013, in the amount of $183.12, and a
second series of 30 transactions for the reload of Starbucks coffee cards on January 17, 2014, in the
amount of $2,940.00. HOXDIONstated unequivocally that fgiinad no knowledge of, or involvement
with, any of the transactions whatsoever. (OIQIO) stated $i did not make the purchases or
authorize anyone to make the purchases on Pchalf. Further, [OQIQION stated that ﬁ never
provided the GPC, or GPC information, to anyone at any time. JOX@IONstated that§ always
maintained the GPC in Jjfjocked desk draw at the office.

(WIVION was asked numerous times throughout the interview if g&vould execute a consent waiver

to allow SID

D
provide whatever documentation was needed.

On February 9, 2015, SID contacted B regarding —‘Dx
IR 2l viscd that they had processed between pay
periods 18 through 24, X provided The chart reflects the

N (XS I

Further, gl advised that OIS ——
e advised once received, {immediately -mm-
19
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declined each request, and advised Sl would




Case Number: 2014S100016711

(b) (7)(C) § (b) (N(©)

-@m- R stated did not provide any information or details
regarding their decision §

On February 23, 2015, SID re-contacted & to determine if SRS 2 any further contact

with jifregarding DXCI(O W i - (12 since receiving
D

the December 19, 2014, has not contacted
further, nor had

PROSECUTORIAL COORDINATION:

\l
W

was declining prosecution of Y@DION as
HUD-OIG could address conduct through agency administrative remedies.
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