2001 Conflict of Interest Prosecution Survey

1. United States v. Jon D. dassman -- Wiile enployed by the
Departnent of State, G assman served as the Deputy for
International Coordination of +the Task Force for Mlitary
Stabilization in the Bal kans (Train and Equip Program) until his
retirenment on January 2, 1998. At all pertinent times, d assman
was paid at the rate of | evel 5 of the Senior Executive Service pay
scale. The Train and Equi p Program was established to assist the
Bosni an Governnent in developing a stable mlitary environnent.
The Program was funded by various countries including the United
States and oversaw funds designated for the purchase of mlitary
equi prment and training. G assman’ s responsibilities wereto secure
international funding, to advise the Bosnian governnment on
avai | abl e funds and equi pnment, and to nonitor the integrity of the
fund’ s di sbursenment and negotiation activity.

On January 5, 1998, d assman began work for Northrup G uman
(Northrup) as the Vice-President for International Business
Devel opnent for the Electronic Sensors and Systens Division. On
January 6, 1998, d assnman contacted the United States Enbassy in
Bosni a- Her zegovina to informthem that he anticipated a trip to
Bosnia with representatives fromhis new enpl oyer to discuss their
agreenments with Bosnia to provide air traffic control and air
def ense radar systens. G assman then requested a neeting for
hi nrsel f and his coll eagues with the Anerican Anbassador to Bosnia
to brief the Anbassador on Northrup’s efforts. Prior to the trinp,
t he Department of State requested that G assman provide a concept
paper describing the air traffic control and air defense radar
systens. d assman provided the concept paper, in which he also
mentioned the hope of securing funding from Bosnia for the
contracts and Bosni an support with the United States Governnent.
A foreign conpany was the only other conpetition for the contracts.

On April 22, 1998, dassman and other Northrup G uman
representatives net with the Aneri can Anbassador and ot her Enbassy
personnel at the Sarajevo Enmbassy. The Governnent has evidence
that during the neeting G assman expressed that he wanted the
Enbassy’s support for the contract.

On July 18, 1998, the Bosnian governnent entered into an
$11.3 mllion contract with Northruptoinitiate the first stage of
the project. On August 13, 1998, d assman recei ved know edge t hat
a Departnment of State official told Bosnian governnent officials
that the Northrup contract was nore than Bosnia needed and the
foreign conpetitor offered a nore appropriate and |ess costly
package. d assnan contacted personnel at the Saraj evo Enbassy and
t he Departnment of State to gain support for United States contracts
i n Bosni a.

The CGovernnment maintained that 3 assman’s conduct viol at ed
18 U.S.C. §8 207(c), a one-year post-enploynent restriction that
prohibits a fornmer “senior enployee” from comrunicating to or
appearing before his former departnent or agency, on behal f of
anot her person or entity other than the United States, with the
intent to influence official action. G assman denied the



al l egations. Pursuant to a civil settlenent agreenent signed by
the parties, Gassman paid the Governnment $10,000, and the
Governnment rel eased d assman fromits clai ns under 18 U. S. C. § 207.

Prosecution handled by the Public Integrity Section of the
Department of Justice’s Crimnal Division.

2. United States v. WlliamL. Heyward -- Dr. Heyward was the H V
Vacci ne Coordi nator for the Centers for Di sease Control (CDC) until
Decenber 1999. While enployed by CDC, Dr. Heyward nade
recomrendat i ons about, and partici patedinthe negotiations of, the
terms of CDC s coll aboration with a private conpany, VaxGen, |nc.
At sonme point during the negotiations, Dr. Heyward began
negotiating for post-retirenment enployment with VaxGen. The
Gover nment nmai ntai ned that Dr. Heyward’ s conduct violated 18 U. S. C.
§ 208 for participating personally and substantially as a
Government enployee in a particular matter in which, to his
know edge, an organi zati on wi t h whomhe was negoti ati ng prospective
enpl oyment has a financial interest. Pursuant to a settl enent
agreenent dated February 5, 2001, Dr. Heyward paid the Gover nnent
$32, 500, and t he Gover nment agreed not to proceed crimnally on the
al l eged violations under 18 U. S.C. § 208.

Prosecution handl ed by the Northern District of Georgia.

3. United States v. Lorenzo Hunberto Lucero -- Lucero was a Cattle
| nspector for the Departnent of Agriculture. His duties included
i nspecting animals that would be brought into the United States.
When t he owner of two horses took the horses to Mexico for a show,
Lucero solicited and received $500 for assisting the owner in
crossing the horses back into the United States.

Lucero was charged with violating 18 U. S.C. 88 203, 205, 208
and/or 209. After the United States filed a notion for summary
judgnment, Lucero settled the case through the entry of an Agreed
Judgnent in the anmount of $5,000 and resigned his position.

Prosecution handl ed by the Western District of Texas.

4. United States v. Charles Rives Sledge -- Sledge worked at the
Nor f ol k Naval Shi pyard as a GS-12 Asbestos Control Project Manager.
Hs duties included ensuring conpliance with all applicable
regul ati ons concerni ng the abat enment and di sposal of asbestos and
other fibrous materials. This required himto becone aware of the
abat ement plans and practices of contractors. Wile enployed at
t he Shi pyard, Sledge also worked as the training director for the
Asbest os Anal ytical Associates, Inc. (AAA), a business owned by
Carol Hol den that nonitored and tested airborne concentrations of
asbestos fi bers. AAA provided abatenent training for C. E Hol den,
Inc. and K&K Contracting, Inc., asbestos and |ead abatenent
contracting conpani es owned by Charles and Carol Holden. These
conpani es perfornmed asbestos abatenent work at the Norfolk Nava
Shi pyar d.




The Governnent alleged that Sledge provided Governnent

contract pricing information to C E. Holden, K&K, and AAA I n
addition, it alleged that Sledge allowed abatenent work by
C. E. Hol den, K&K, and AAA to proceed when he knew the abatenent
pl ans contained false and fraudulent information, including

training certificates falsified by Sl edge as the training director
for AAA

The Governnment nmaintained that Sledge’s conduct violated
18 U.S.C. 8 208(a) for participating personally and substantially
as a Governnment enployee in a particular matter in which, to his
know edge, he had a financial interest. Sledge entered a guilty
pl ea and was sentenced to three years probation, fined $5, 000 and
gi ven 384 hours of community service.

Prosecution handl ed by the Eastern District of Virginia.

5. United States v. Denice Patrick -- Patrick was a Senior
Attorney at the Social Security Adm nistrati on when she opened her
own private practice in 1994. In her practice, she represented
Soci al Security claimnts agai nst the Soci al Security
Adm nistration while still working at the agency. Sone of the
out si de cases were the sanme ki nd of cases she defended for Soci al
Security.

The U.S. Attorney’'s Ofice for the Wstern District of
Washi ngt on began to pursue a case agai nst Patrick under 18 U. S. C
§ 205, for acting as an attorney before a Federal agency in
connection with a particular matter in which the United States is
a party. Utimately, Patrick admtted to several conflicts
viol ations at a Social Security adm nistrative debarnent hearing.
She entered into a pre-filing settlenment for $113,000 to be paidin
instal l ments over the next 15 years.

Prosecution handl ed by the Western District of Wshi ngton.
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