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NARRATIVE

SUBJECT IDENTIFICATION:

(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(D) (7)(C)

U.S. l)clmrlmcnl of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

Washington, DC

() (7)(C)(b) (N(C)(b) (N(C)

BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION:

On December 15. 2014, HUD. Office of Inspector General (OIG). Special Investigations Division (SID).

Washington, DC, initiated an investigation into an allegation
(b) (M(C)(®) (T)C)() (7)(C) Washington, DC, had a financial conflict of interested
SOIENIRSEN (D) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (T)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)
(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7T)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)

b) (©C) |8
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POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS:

Potential Criminal Violations —

o Title 18 U.S.C. § 208. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest.
e Title I8 US.C. § 1001, False Statements.

Potential Administrative Violations —
HUD Handbook 752.02 REV-3, Appendix 1 — Offenses and Penalties.

o [alsification of official documents.
e ['raud against the Government.

SYNOPSIS:

| | el (b) (7)(C) rovided false statements to SID, while undu oath, uudldlnﬂ
(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (M) During two separate interviews with SID.[DY@I@}tated that § md

“completely severed” ties ((XEI(®)] 1pon his departure from the company, and that M;» ‘made a very explicit
decision not to get involved in contracts.” A review of (ml [UD email account clearly
dcmonstraleﬁaﬂﬁictive involvement in the decision making process and/or discussions that pertained to

Additionally, during the course of this investigation it was u.im ted (b) (7)(C) vas involved in the

misappropriation of HUD funds. It was reported approved the expenditure of Salary and
Expenses (S&E) funds 10 pay for Task Orders (TOs) [(QYQIGIOINICIOINEG) During an interview
with SID. qdmmed tlnllppm\ ed the usage of S&E funds for TOs, (b) (7)(O) in the
summer of 2013. [R50 admitied that the accounting codes were later changed Trom S&LI. back Lo the
0183 account. which was designated to fund contractual obllg ations. However. SID was not able to determine
who made the decision to change the accounting code from S&E to 0183, or why it was changed.

Moreover. the investigation revealed tha{{9X€®: 150 provided false statements under oath, regarding
(b) (TH(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) @O uring an interview with SID DIGIGIOIVICIOIVE)
was not involved in anv facct{(SXENSIOIGISIOIN (O OIV(SLVIV(OIWIVIS;

However, this investigation revealed evidence that contradicted the statements

made by

(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5) b) (N(C(b) (5)(b) (5)(B) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)
(b) (5)(®) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(®) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)
(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5)(b) (5) the Assistant U.S. Attorney (AUSA) declined
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prosecution, due to lack of prosecutorial merit.

DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION:

On February 11, 20135, SID received and reviewed OGC records rclzm.’( (7)(C)
the OGC records revealed had written and oral recusals on file relating
there were numerous correspondences | nd OGC regarding

A review of

(b) (7)(C) addition.

On March 9, 2015, a review of HUD Human Resources (HR) records was completed by SID, which revealed

(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C) received a Non-career
SRR (b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)
OINO (O IXCA(GM (UD, Washington. DC. In addition, a copy (b) (@I(®)rcsume identified
that [(YXEUGIEOX@(®)>ctween 2000 and 2013

(b) (7)(C) Blwas interview by SID (Exhibit 4). During the interview. [QX@I®acknowledged
(b) (TC)(Db) (T)C)(b) (7)(C) RN employment with HUD. (XS]
claimed that S@8completely severed ties™ leparture from the company. According to

(WIGIOM e split was so evident that anyone who was “looking™ at the matter would clearly see that the

relationship betwee{(WXEG(G IO (®) vas “completely severed.”

WIVOLINOLINOLINI®) vorked on[(QXEA(SIWIN(®) ind HUD for
approximately two vears. ((DXE(®) in December 2012, QYOG IIG (O (7)(C)(b) (7)(C)
WINIOLIN® HUD [QY@I@YV ashington. DC. approached [@@hnd asked about @gfuture
professional plans. [(YXE(® )(b) (7)(C)(b) (7)(C) thatBfgvas interested in pursuing other professional
opportunities, at which poin({QR@I®sked him ifffE&would be interested in coming to HUD.
that after giving it thoughtful consideration. he decided to saumcc his earning potential. for a period of time.
in order to work at HUD.

LIOION: cknowledged llmlsl wted discussions with HUD s Office of General Counsel (OGC) in or around
March 2013, regarding the ethical rules and regulations lhle\ ould be subject to as a HUD employee.

(b) (7)(C)FRM®) (7)(O)®) (OB (NC)(B) (N(C)() (NC)(b) (N(C)(b) (N(C)(b) (N(C) | m
Vas

Washington, DC, and{(QX@QIGIOQIN(SIOIN(®: DGC points of contact. QNGRS a1

given guidance on the ethics rules and regulations. as well as the recusal process. by OGC directly.

stated that oncdgg@vas on board with HUD [(HXEAI®) from any and all matters relating [(DYGION
(b) (7)(C)YrIeen! l]mqubnnllum ecusal in writing, and occasionally when matters concernin JQX@I@vere
directed to him, he would orally remind () XE€A(®) Ihdl' as recused from participating in matters
related (XIS
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matters

matter he Bldnl\u l)lll(,hd\L Agreement (BPA)

rior o) |omlml HU l) (b) olui that {QE@K S adc all budgetary

e . . b (®) (XO)| . . (®) (7XC)
ORQI®)noted that in September and October of 2014 fillfupdated lillfecusals to include companies that il
entered into employment ncgotialions with. or was considering entering into employment negotiations with.

() (7)(O)

cmplnynknl oulmdg of HUD as well. F Lulhumou

-
(b) (7)(C)

HUD *could potentially impact the entire financial industry.”

(®) (7)(©) provided copies of two (2) Notification of Post-Employment Negotiation or Agreement and Recusal
Statements. which iled with OGC in September and October 2014. A review of the notifications
revealed tha signed and dated the notifications on September 30, 2014, and October 6, 2014,
however, there were no signatures or dates. on either document, in the section titled “Agency Ethics ()Hlual
Signature™ and “Date Received.” On the notification. dated September 30. ’()IJWnuhmlud tha
entered into negotiation or agreemerfONEI@In Scptember 30, 2014. In the section titled “Name(s) of

Non-Federal Entity or Entities,” the instructions stated “Disclose each non-federal entity with \\lmh you are
negotiating for or have an agreement of future employment or compcnsation.’w;ls the

~ S ) (7XC) . om . ~ ~ .
non-federal cnlll}-\\'as negotiating with or had an agreement for future employment or compensation.

On March 27, 2015, SID conducted a review of the HUD Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA ) SGXE@(®)
U.S_General Services Administration (GSA) contract EO)NEA(G) I .nd determined that the BPA was
(b) (7)(C) Under the BPA. 29 TOs were completed, at a cost of
(XM o consulting services which primarily supported

(b) (7)(C)

On (b) (MH(©C) vas interview by SID (Exhibit 6).

constant communication with OGC regarding potential ethical conflicts since joining HUD.
vas given clear l’l.lldlu. regarding the ethical restrictions tha ililwas subiject (0, as
‘as told. cannot work on particular matter:
was “good™ at communicating with OGC, and constantly sought out OGC’s legal opinions on ethical
related issues. MC()ntinlled that OGC’s communication witk started in February 2013

~—

vas in

and that
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months before{ORIS aried w orking at HUD. (b) (7)(C) thought it was a good practice for

incoming executives to have ethical discussions with OGC before accepting a position in HUD, and explained
that it allowed the in-coming executive an opportunity to sever any questionable ties before entering into the

federal system.

On (b) (7)(O) |
(b) (7)(C) Vashington, DC. was interviewed by SID (Exhibit 7).

did not person: icipating i C)§

employment with HUD

HUD, OGO . Vork Y.

reported [QEGKRIIn Scptember 2013, that artici )dlLLl in meetings. during which there were

open discussionsm

it was known by the Housing staff that (b) (7)(C)
\‘crc not sure if vas recused fr ing () (TH(C)

were not comfortable with the

W a,\hmglun. l)( :
¢ BPA. and at the time,
vas responsible for

)
OXGI® ontinucd that during that timefram
(b) (T)(C)p

monitoring the TOs on behalf
did not pusonall\ \\'ilnu\ Mllli&ipd(m" In any matters pertaining

itness (G mlllupdlln” In any meetings
s aware of the fact lhdlrccu\'cd

upon irrival to HUD, and that

and/or anv _conversations
from
delegated

WM ccision and signature authority over the contracts/TOs in Housing

(b) (7)(O) (b) (5) (b) (7)(C) (b) (5)
b) (5) () (5) v) (N(C)

(b) (3
(b) (5) v ®) (5) [® ()(C (b) (5)

(b) (5)

On (b) (7)(C) nun QAUAS LIVI®
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Washington. DC. was interviewed by SID (Exhibit 9).

had not personally witnessed
) ); g

[UD in

cowledge is solely

, Since
loes have knowledge of the alle
based on information that was provided to by subordinates.

| rcrorlcd a multitude of issues involvin&lo include, but not limited to a potential conflict between
OYDI@MR hat individuals
(b) (7)(C) ITRTaiN

ed conflict: however.

WIW®Yindicated that the direction of the (b) (7M(C) hat
(®) (7))

nade decisions that essentially

affected each of the TOs that EGXE®) (b) (7H(©O) lelegated the decisions through key

individuals within Housing.

(b) (7)(C)
(®) (N(C) Vashington, DC. was interviewe
(b) (7)(C) vas workin KNS

N s the primary point of contact
(b) (7H(O) According to [(QXQI®ersonally attended meetings with ®) (MO discussm
LIVE) ipon [CRQI® il 1o 1HUD. (b) (7H(C) continued to be involved

> transformation project. (b) (71)(C) varticipate in matters pertaining to
ince IO ON > HOGKS

was very involved in the budget request for Housing during
with HUD. which as from July 2013 to April 2015.
0 be the principal decision maker on the transformation project, until
As a result of

being the biggest project in Housing, according to
had 1o be involved to some degree because

OXGDIOM: cxample: and related that during the initial meeting. on April
26, 2014, _ (b) (7)(C) vould be walking them through rocesses and

analysis work. ould not advise who the other participants were in the meeting, but could confirm that

(b) (M) cre in attendance. that this was the normal business
protocol. from (b) (7)(C) continued tha vas intimately involved in Housing’s personnel

matters.

\'u.\' advised that it was reported to SID that S&E funds were uscJEG)XEAI@ R or around August
2013. Specifically, it was alleged that S&E funds were used to pay for a Task Order (TO) that was associated
with OIOOIccausc the funds in the administrative account (0183), which were designated to pay
for the contract, were depleted (b) (7)(C) hat the TOs for  IQIGICGIE << paid out of

Housing 0183 account. However, in or around August 2013, the funds in the 0183 account were completely
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depleted. Asa result, $500,000 of S&E funds was used (b) (MH(©O) DR otcd that the mentioned
$500.000 was originally obligated for S&E.

but was later transferred to the 0183 account and subsequently
® () o 00
W) (7)(()

ashington, DC, would be more knowledgeable of the procurement transactions
(b) (7)(C) vas interviewed by SID (Ex

{ “xhibit 11), vas aware that{{QXN®)
recused [OQI®)-om matiers MEG)XE(O IR cr i ]
(b) (7)(C) i

vith HUD QIVIE)
vas actively involved in business discussions in HUD. () (7)(C) ind that
(b) (N(C) N s inv ol\ul \\1lh (b) (7)(C)

which was arf(§9) b) (7 C
' T (0 () many b (O
(b) (7)(C)

instructions on contracts that involved

() (M) T (b) (7)(C) B paid out of Housing’s 01 E3 (administrative contract expense account

5
previously referred to as the 0183 account). However, the funds

allocated to that account were diminished at
the time. As a result. the staff started writing FHA (b) (7)(C) so funding that was designated
for FHA, could be utilized on the () (7)(C) hat S&l
funds were used, at least once, to pay for part of (b) (7)(C) (b) (M)
Housing misused Housing and/m F ll/\ lunds in mdu to pay for p arts of () (7)(C)
(b) (7)(C )

sappropria ul i order (b) (7)(C) b H(C
"0) (NC) | DIUS,

onature authority on : sing contracts; which included, ‘ ol (b)(7)(C)
(b) (7)(C) at the signature authority is normally placed wi (b)(/)(u
(b) (7)(C) rom

I i1sions were
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have any involvement with th () (7)(©) When asked il‘articipuled in any meetings
where WIVI®) (b) (7)(C) EEeny sayjilillvas never in a meeting.” itated I would
admit that there would be a fragment of a conversation, so I can’t say that we never but it
was brief.”

When asked if (b) (MH(©O) to do anything improper or unethical with (b) (7)(C)

replied tha(@E& never felt pressure to do something.™ (b) (7)(C) was not present tor everv

meeting on the (b) (7)(C) nd therefore could not speculate on whether or no (b) (7)(C)

pdmupdud in matters thajjjiiljwas pmhlhmd from pmuu hating in.
ae (b) (7)(©)

(b) (N(©)

emembered discussing the matter \\'it]and that after
at the statement of work (SOW) would be re-written so that funds
When asked if the contract allowed for the usage of the S&E accounting
never read (b) (7)(C)

did not know who the assigned

a conversation with[(QX€U®)iccided th
from the S&E account could be used.
code for TOs associated with

(®) (7)C) : .
even though [jiillhad signature authority. 1lso conceded that
Contracting Officer (CO) was for

(OIQIOM (hat it was decided to change the accounting code from S&E, back to the 0183 account, but
could not recall who decided to change the accounting code from S&E to 0183, or why it was changed.

OIGIOER hat Housing continued to use the 0183 account for all future TOs onSince
the transaction took place towards the end of the fiscal year, the RAs if they used the S&E
account because the funds in the 0183 account were depleted. lid not recall why they
decided to use the S&E account. When referring to the verbiage used in the SOW, for i) (7)(C) b) (7)(C)
stated “If there were things [within the SOW] that mentioned S&LE. we took the wording out.” in order to
utilize the 0183 account.

On vas interviewed by SID (Exhibit 13). (b) (7)(C) personally witnessed

participate in matters [[OY@I@Rsinc () (7)(O) vith HUD, EQIQLS)

participated in meetings, in MQEXGQUOR [Tice. where open and/or potential
acquisitions/procurements were discussed; and S0 as part of the discussion. m“ms
part of a hdnd s‘.lguad team. which was put together JOXGISGN for (b) (7)(C)
b) (7 )( BRhat the team included (b) (7)(C)
(b) (7)(C) (b) (7Y(C) Vashington. DC; (b) (7)(C)

). R\ shington. DC: WIN®




OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERA

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

CASE NUMBER

1UD. (QXQUO shington. DC:

office to discuss the initiative.

HUD., Washington, DC:
that the team met periodically in

b) (7)(©) ht (b) (MH(O) vas a new initiative to train members of the
Housing leadership. According (b) (7)(C) proposed a training program that

previously attended. (®) (7)(C) insisted on using a vendor Wne\\' for the training.
noted that ) KEAI(G) I cntioncd this vendor in several meetings: so much that
under the impression that the particular vender was alrecady s'clcctcd for the tasking. later
discovered that the solicitation was not announced: however, mnounud during one of their meetings.

llml\ as planning to () (MH(O) vith the \mdm.
LIV(®) had limited knowledge of acquisitions and procurement rules and regulations at

the time, but remembered feeling uncomfortable with the cavalier way the mentioned team members discussed
the vendor and B {uring some of their meetings. LIV® felt uncomfortable because [QIQKS
knew (b) (7)(©) RARROYDI®)-d B Iid not think it was appropriate for them to be discussing
OR(b) )luulls As a result, (b) (7)(C) concerns (b) (7)(O) ted llmlW\(nccd
concerns SRS e cause. in addition 10 (®) (MH(O) is “by the book.™

(b) (7)(C) was currently in acquisition/procurement training. As a result, (b) (T)(©)

h the “Leadership Development Program initiative™ team conducted busmux
vere looking for any angle to get (b) (7)(C)
preferred vendor into HUD, whether it was appropriate or not. 10ted that the initial contract the

team discussed was a large (one — two million dollar) contract,
but was later modiﬁcd because the preferred vendor did not qualify under the General Services Administration
(GSA) schedule. § ominucd that it was later discussed. during one of their meetings. that the vendor
could not be certified as a small business by the Small Business Administration (SBA). IKOXQAG M (cr that
failed (@I nitially copied the mission statement from the vendor’s company website. into the justification
statement for the acquisition. However. it was later discovered and
initiative™ was shut down.

On vas interviewed by SID (Exhibit 14). (b) (7)(©O) met with

every two weeks, for routine updates. (b) (7)(C) did not discuss
during their meetings, because (b) (7)(©) ] i : (b) (7)(O)
“I was aware of his recusal.” Additionally. (b) (7)(C) vas never involved in meetings,

was present, where there were any discussions about WAUIE

b) (TXO)
where

vffice manages and/or monitors the contracts within Housing. Consequently.
vas asked if the product that was presented((JX@I®for the transformation project for the
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Multifamily Housing Program was actually “working.” (b) (7)(O) could not confirm if the project
was “working.” When asked why jgigould not confirm if a product, for which HUD paid approximately $40
million dollars, was “working™ or not, hat it was too early to tell if the project would be
successful or not. When asked if $40 million dollars was a reasonable amount to pay for a product that HUD
cxcculi\'cs' are not ccrluin \\'ill work. (b) (7)(C) that $40 million dollars is a lot to pay for a

rect] i I ) spent too much money on the

lppl(hl(.hlnl’ 1boul dddlll()n 1l work
ipproached -m solicit additional work for
(b) .f\ccording (b) (7)(C) that ]ll D dms not have any upcoming work on which
OIS 11d assist. (b) (7)(C) BRI d not think it was a “good

perception.” () (7(C) about the
(7)(C

conversatior
designated signature
/ did not

After confirming that (b) (7(©O)
vas asked why
ny boss.”

based

(b) (7)(C)
“He’s my boss.
(O (N(C) / g
/ a8 QWi hat it was (b) (7)(C) was only recused
from (b) (7MH(O) (b) () my mind. if ((QXE@P s sitting as

(b) (MH(O) hen his former employer should not have been considered for other contracts.™ When
asked if ihought it was fair 0 be penalized based of career decisions that WOhhade.

(OIVIOFcsponded

and decision authority over all matters that involved (DXGQI®)

go directly concerns. OIOKY);
When asked why hmmht it would be appropriate for

| told

, (b) (N(C) PN (b) (7)(C)
(OIGOMR 2shincton, DC. was interviewed by SID (EWS). (b) (7)(C) hever
personally witnessed articipate in any matters with ince (b) (7)(C) with

HUD SQXOKS) knowledge of the alleged contlict was based merely on rumors that
have circulated around the department, and acknowledged that

) (7)(C) RERWE (b) (7)(C) onld not be participating in any
discussions that (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C) acting 01‘ccusul. by removing
'mm meetings in (K@Y as mentioned.

On WINI® was re-interviewed by SID (Exhibit 16).

BERVas completely removed from any and all decisions and/or discussions ind contracts within
Housing, during|jiilifirst interview with SID. [QF@I®)citcrated by saying “I made a very explicit decision not

reported that
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to get involved in contracts.”
email account that demonstrated

was then advised that information was discovered in his offici: ]
involvement in decisions and/or discussions
(b) (7)(C)

IOXVI@)Y s adviscd that there were email correspondences found in [UD email account were
acquisitions. contracts and procurements were discussed. Specifically. there were email correspondences
bel\vecnmd HUD contractors. {(QX@I®hoain denied having any involvement with HUD contracts.
and stated. “'I don’t get involved with contracts.” Based on the statements made h}'%ﬂ[). while

under oath vas informed it was unexpected to sce the amount of email discussion [lllhad regarding

WIGOIOIGI@Y csponded by stating that [jiilid not expect to be taken “literally.”

/as very adamant lhanas not involved with any contract, since coming to
2 : © (O TR 7 .

® (H(C)

@
e) I . On ;e

then delegated all signature and decision

‘completely severed™

gain denied being involved with any HUD
contract. SIS (5o denied influencing r anyone else. on contract/procurement matters. [J{EQYQI®)
stated that{QX@I®made all the decisions on the contract. to include the accounts that were used to make

payments.

vas kept abreast of the amount of funds spent on contracts within
(b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C) vas briefed on the top ten contracts in Housing, on a
routine basis, but would not opine on the matters (K@ hen noted thatfjifiihad an understanding of the
difference between the S&E accounting codes. continued by explaining the different coding within
the administrative accounting code; for example, the difference between the Non Personnel Services (NPS) and

0183 codes. However QRIS dcnicd participating in matters that involved (b) (7H)(C)
specifically (b) (7)(C) and stated “I don’t get involved with contracts.”

() (M(O) had on-going personal and professional relationships witl
(®) (D) . . . ~ 1

reported that jhas had only two jobs since graduating from college and HUD. As aresult,

claimed thatj@iieveloped friendships with individuals while and has maintained those friendships

throughout the years. After being reminded thatfireported that sompletely severed™

before joining HUD. QXA o 1in stated that id not think k& omments would be taken “literally.”

When asked about
points of
has kept in contact with

icknowledged that

or the Multifamily program and
1hroughoulM&t HUD.

is a good personal friend and is one of the

0) (/)C)
‘olunteered an example 1hul“lscd
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to articulate LWINI® to meet with a
Senior Executive Service (SES) (b) (7)(C) cgarding
the types of KX ONR ould IO (OB ccording 0 (b) (7)(C) WIVI®)d
or was attempting to get a contract with ®) (7)(C) similar services that M&C provided to HUD. In addition.
hat the SES [OQX@I@)hcld a similar position that K@U c1d at HUD. and that the

had a similar rcrsunulil_\ () (7)(C) to speak with the

xecutive about

When asked how
organization, if]
executive based on

rould speak on HUD's contract/procurement (b) (7)(C) anyonc outside of the

vas truly acting on (b) (7X(C) vas willing to speak to f{YOI®)
Bllprior experience LIV®)

not as a HUD official.

Agent’s Note: (b) (5)

(b) (5)

[OIQIOR .5 asked (o explain llllcommunications with () (7)(C) vho was the

(®) ()(C) N . &
acknowledged thatBllvas personnel friends with
vith HUD, and that their communications were
. (® (D(C) " . . . .
attention thaililllireported., during both interviews with SID,
. S[ul®] 1 . (®) (TXO) .
1gain stated that jjiiid not lhmk-;nmmcnls were going to be

ontact for the
hat they remained in contact during

strictly personal. It was again brought tc
that jggpevered all ties

taken “literally.”

(b) (7)(C) HUD, WIV(®)

(®) (7)(©C) Philadelphia, PA, was interviewed by SID (Exhibit

17). (b) (7)(C) when the BPA was awarded X (GBROIV(®)]
continued that (b) (7)(C) vhe 3 (b) (/)(C)
(b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)

(b) (7)(C)
[OXQIOM (hat before the BPA {IJKEI®) a5 awarded, it was determined that two BPAs would be sought;

one would cover the research conducted and recommendations made by one contractor for the multi-family
transformation. and the other would cover the execution of those recommendations by a different contractor.

(OIGIOME ot the BPA for the research aspect was announced on the General Services Administration
(GSA) website, and competed by HUD.

schedule. only the following four responded to
BIOE) WIVI®)

of the roughly 1,700 businesses registered on the GSA
> announcement: (b) (7)(C

(b) (7)(©) b) (7))
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(b) (7)(C) Jeloitte withdrew from the competition when they determined there to be a conflict, and that the

technical evaluation panel determined Accenture Consulting was not qualified. (b) (7)(C) it was
determined, based on the GSA rates ((JXE®) was the least expensive. yet highest technically rated
competing contractor. (b) (M(©) ey rcsull\us awarded the BPA. (b) (7)(C) hat
because the BPA was competed “on the front side.™ it would not have been possible to announce and compete
individual TOs, and that accordingly, () (7 (C) overed by that BPA. the BPA
OX@®):-xpired last summer; however, under the agreement, TOs could still be completed 1p to
12 months after the BPA expired. OX@O®] hat the BPA for the execution aspect was handled entirely by
GSA. and therefore, HUD had no authority over. or input in. selecting the contractor. (b) (7)(C) |(b) (7)(C)

(OX@IO] s sclecied for the second BPA, by GSA, and that the CO for that BPA was a GSA employee.
(b) (7)(C) hat HUD has since moved away from the practice of having a single contractor on a BPA.

continued that under the current BPA. there are two large businesses. and two small,

(b) (7)(C) vas not responsible for funding or accounting: however, nulcd (7)(C)
paid primarily from the FHA Administrative funds (0183). believed that at least one TO may have been
paid out of the S&E fund, at some point. was never involved in draftine statements of
work, and only saw them in their finalized state. when they were ready for requisition. QAR icd cver
discussing requisitioning (I I{CQICISNN or anything else wit { EOIGKSI ontinucd that when work
was needed. [lB@vould receive a Statement of Work and Requisition order from the respective program office,
which BE&vould send would then respond with a formalized Technical Approach and price.
According .iilﬁxdl\\‘ould then send the Technical Approach to the Program Officer for approval.[(SXEN®)

ARk hat once approved. the funds were allocated and the task order was issued.

X (@ M opics of three requisition forms related to the BPA, and noted that the three TOs were funded

> ~ . . . (
out of the 0183 accounting code. rontinued that each transaction was uploaded by ®) (M)W

subsequently approved/certified vas not involved in this process, and that
accounting codes were determined by the budgeting offices. since they have control of the funds.

(®) (MH(©) HUD. DINE)
®) (7))  (b) (7)(C) orview of the funde
) (5)

. ot . awarded under the BPA. in August 2(]f4.
(b) (7)(C)

(b
WIV(®) (b) (7)(©) vas looking for information about the different
types of Housing funding codes used on (b) @(GM- ! could not recall any additional information
regarding the matter.
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On (b) (7)(C) HUD. () (NH(C)

Washington, DC, was interviewed by SID (Exhibit 18). (b) (7)(C) never personally witnessed
articipate in any mattersgO)XE®Ysince (b) (7)(C) mployment with Ill ID. (b) (7)(C)

and therefore did not have direct knowledge of the alleged conflict. (b) (7)(©) /

alleged conflict was based merely on rumors that have circulated around the department. (b) (M)(C)

witnessed dvocate for outsourcing Housing functions to contractors during a senior staff meeting, but

conceded that

Between May 1. 2015. and July 31, 2015, (b) (7)(C) HUD email account activity (July [, 2013

lln()uih March 1, 2015) was conducted (Exhibit 19), which revealed numerous email correspondence within

account relating (b) (7(C)
(b) (7)(C) HUD QXS]

(b) @I@R 2shington, DC was interviewed by SID (Exhibit 20). (b) (7)(C) worked directly

r[QAQU®L ), (1 transformation project: however, denicdQX@IU®) 1 volvement with or influence over

WIN(OEOIQI@M ! 21! contract decisions were made by either (b) (7)(C) and that

received guidance not to include in “matters tha Additionally, [UD
requested Congressional approval for and received the approval in April
2014.

On WIV(S) provided a copy of the memorandum by Congress. dated April 4, 2014,

approving HUD’s plan for the Multifamily Housing transformation (Exhibit 21).
DISPOSITION:

On

declined for ln‘uscwlinn.

this case was
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EXHIBITS:

Advise of Investigation, dated December 15, 2015
Memorandum of Activity, Office of General Counsel Records Review. dated February 27. 2015
Memorandum of Activity, Human Resources Records Review. dated March 9, 2015

Memorandum of Interview. ) X@(®) (b) (7)(C)

Memorandum of Activity. Contract Review. dated March 27. 2015

Memorandum of Interview, (b) (MH(C) (b) (7)(C)
Memorandum of Interview JGOIO(®) (b) (7)(C)

Memorandum of Interview. JO)XE(®) (b) (7)(C)

9. Memorandum of Interview O XE®)} (b) (7)(C)

10.
1.
. Memorandum of Interview, U)X E@(®) WIVI(®)

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

I‘)

21

27

Memorandum of Interview, (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)
Memorandum of Interview. () XEA(®); (b) (7)(C)

Memorandum of Interview. OISR

Memorandum of Interview, (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)
Memorandum of Interview, (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)
Memorandum of Interview, (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)
Memorandum of Interview. K XE®) ! VIV
Memorandum of Interview, (b) (7)(C) (b) (7)(C)

Memorandum of Activity, Email Review. dated May 1, 2015-July 31. 2015

Memorandum of Interview Y@@ (b) (7)(C)

. Memorandum of Activity, Congressional Approval. dated September 18-October 3, 2015

Memorandum of Activity, Prosecution Declination, dated July 29, 2015





