August 14, 2000

DO- 00- 029
MEMORANDUM
TO Desi gnated Agency Ethics Oficials and |Inspectors
Gener al
FROM St ephen D. Potts
Director

SUBJECT: 1999 Conflict of Interest Prosecution Survey

This O fice has recently conpleted its annual survey of

prosecutions involving the conflict of interest crimnal
statutes (18 U.S.C. 8§ 203, 205, 207, 208, 209) for the period
January 1, 1999 through Decenber 31, 1999. I nformation on 12

new prosecutions by U S. Attorneys’ offices and the Public
Integrity Section of the Departnment of Justice’'s Crimnal
Di vi sion was provided to us with the assistance of the Executive
Ofice for United States Attorneys in the Department of
Justice. Attached are summaries of the prosecutions reported to
this Ofice.

At t achnment



1999 Conflict of Interest Prosecution Survey

1. United States v. Janes R _Grant -- During Septenber 1996 t hr ough
March 1997, Grant was an enpl oyee of the United St ates Postal Service.

Grant’s job responsibilities included nmaki ng reconmendati ons and
renderi ng advi ce to the Postal Service about cash managenent policy in
support of the Information Based Indicia Program

Duri ng Septenmber 1996 t hrough March 1997, Saranac, |Inc. was
seeking to do business withthe Postal Service with respect to the
| nf ormat i on Based | ndi ci a Program Begi nni ng i n Sept enber 1996, G ant
engaged i n enpl oynent di scussions with arepresentative of Saranac,
| nc. These di scussi ons anount ed t o negoti ati ons for enpl oynent, and
t hey conti nued t hrough March 1997. These negoti ati ons took pl ace
between Grant, or a representative working on his behalf, and
representatives of Saranac, Inc., duringluncheon neetings as well as
vi a t el ephone conversati ons and facsi m | e communi cations. Duringthe
time that these enpl oynent negoti ati ons were ongoi ng, G ant know ngly
made r ecomendat i ons and render ed advi ce to the Postal Servicewth
regard t o cash managenent policy as part of the I nformati on Based
| ndicia Program Grant knew t hat Saranac, Inc. had a financial
interest inthe cash managenent policy because he knewthat it woul d
affect the conpany’ s ability toparticipateinthe Information Based
| ndi ci a Program

On March 2, 1999, G ant pled guilty to a m sdeneanor vi ol ati on of
18 U.S.C. § 208, for participating personally and substantially as a
Covernment of ficer or enpl oyee ina particular matter, inwhich, tohis
knowl edge, an organi zati on wi th whomhe i s negoti ati ng enpl oynent has
a financial interest. On Septenber 10, 1999, G ant was sentenced to
two years of supervised probation and a fine of $2000.

Prosecution handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the
Departnent of Justice’s Crimnal Division.

2. United States v. Matthew E.A. Lorin -- Lorin was a Senior
Advi sor (Consultant), a special Governnent enployee, at the
United States Departnment of State. He held the title of Speci al
Coordi nator for Public and Private Partnerships for the President’s
2010 InitiativeonDemninginthe State Department’s O fice of G obal
Humani t ari an Dem ning. His official duties specificallyincluded
coordi nation of United States Governnent effortstofacilitatethe
renoval of | and and sea m nes worl dwi de, i ncluding efforts to organi ze
the renmoval of mnes by private entities.




FromApril 1998 t hrough Novenber 1998, Lorin recei ved $20, 000
pursuant to aretainer agreenment with Anerica’ s Partners, a private
busi ness, which was then participatinginajoint venture known as The
Peace Corporation. Lorinwas an enpl oyee of Anerica’s Partners. 1Inor
about May 1998 t hr ough Novenber 1998, Anerica’ s Partners, through The
Peace Cor poration, sought to develop amulti-hundred-million-dollar
t heme park, known as the Grand Gasis, ina m ned area of |srael and
Jordan. Thi s devel opnent required extensive dem ning operations. In
or about Septenber 1998, but not | ater than Septenber 14, 1998, Lorin
anticipated that Arerica s Partners woul d grant hi man equity i nterest
inthe Grand OCasi s devel opnent project, and subsequently Arerica’s
Partners gave Lorin a one-percent equity interest in the project.
Duri ng a tel ephone conversati on on Sept enber 1, 1998, Lorin descri bed
t he Grand Qasi s devel opnent to, anong others, the State Departnent’s
Speci al M ddl e East Coordi nat or and reconmended t hat State support the
project. On Septenber 2, 1998, Lorin transmtted a menorandum
recomrendi ng the Grand Qasis project tothe office of the Speci al
M ddl e East Coordi nator and the office of Lorin’s direct supervisor in
the O fice of A obal Hurmanitari an Dem ning. Further, on Septenber 15,
1998, Lorintel ephoned the United States Enbassy inJordaninorder to
seek the attendance of an enbassy official at a neeting with | ocal
officials concerning the Gand QGasis devel opnent.

Lorinpledguilty toa m sdeneanor violationof 18 U S.C. § 208,
for participating personally and substantially as a Gover nnent enpl oyee
in a particular matter, in which, to his know edge, he, or an
organi zati on i n which heis serving as an enpl oyee, has a fi nanci al
interest. OnJuly 26, 1999, Lorin was sentenced t o one-year probati on,
twenty-five hours of community service, and a $20, 000 fine.

Prosecution handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the
Departnment of Justice’s Crimnal Division.

3. United States v. Allen L. Krum -- Krumwas an enpl oyee of the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Fromin or about 1994 to i n or about 1996, Krumhel d t he position
of Contracting Oficer/ Technical Representative for particular
contracts between t he Nati onal Reconnai ssance Offi ce and Lockheed
Martin Corporation, includingacontract valued at tens of m|lions of
dol | ars per year. The National Reconnai ssance O ficeis an agency of
t he United St ates Governnent staffed, inpart, by Cl Aenpl oyees. In
t he position as Contracting Oficer/ Technical Representative, Krunis
primary duties i ncl uded reconmendi ng approval for engi neeri ng change
proposal s, recomendi ng bonuses, and renegoti ati ng contracts with



Lockheed Martin. Fromin or about 1996 to in or about April 1997, Krum
served as Chi ef of a Nati onal Reconnai ssance Office restructuring
programfor a contract worth hundreds of m|lions of doll ars between
t he Nati onal Reconnai ssance Office and Lockheed Martin. In this
position, his primary duties included ensuring adequat e budgetingto
finance the contract and devel opi ng overal | contract requirenments and
pl ans. Fromin or about April 1997, Krum served as the Nati onal

Reconnai ssance O fice Director of | magery Devel opnent. Hi s primary
responsibilitiesinthis positionincluded acting as the approving
aut hority for contract paynents and bonuses to contractors for which he
had previ ously been t he recommendi ng aut hority, including those for

contracts worth a substanti al proportion of Lockheed Martin’s annual

revenue.

Fromin or about 1994 to on or about June 30, 1997, Kruni s spouse
was enpl oyed by Lockheed Marti n as a ProgramManagenent Engi neer for
contracts unrelated to the contracts supervi sed by Krum On four
occasi ons fromon or about April 20, 1994, to on or about January 23,
1997, Krum s spouse recei ved stock options for shares of Lockheed
Martin stock as conpensati on fromLockheed Martin. Fromon or about
April 24, 1997, to on or about May 7, 1997, Krum s spouse exerci sed
options for 1600 shares of Lockheed Martin stock for a profit of
$48, 700. On or about May 7, 1997, Lockheed Martin cancel ed the
remai ni ng opti ons for 1400 shares of Lockheed Martin stock hel d by
Krum s spouse upon her resignation fromthe conpany. Krumhad per sonal
know edge t hat hi s spouse received, hel d, exercised, and cancel ed each
of the options for 3000 shares of Lockheed Martin stock.

Krumwas chargedwithacivil violationof 18 U S.C. § 208, for
participating personal |y and substantially as a Gover nnent enpl oyee in
particul ar matters, in which, to his know edge, his spouse has a
financial interest. In a settlenent agreenent signed between t he
parti es on February 3, 1999, Krumacknow edged t hat he had vi ol at ed 18
U S.C. § 208. Krumagreed to pay $48,700 to the United States in
exchange for the di sm ssal of the United States’ claim Prosecution
handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the Departnent of Justice’s
Crimnal Division and the United States Attorney for the Eastern
District of Virginia. Matter resolved in coordination with the
Departnment of Justice’s Civil Division.

4. United States v. Richard C. Hol brooke -- 1n 1994, Hol brooke
becane Assi stant Secretary of State for European and Canadi an Affairs,
which is a seni or enpl oyee position. While Assistant Secretary,
Hol br ooke becanme the |l ead U. S. negotiator inthe 1995 Dayt on Peace
Accords which ended the war in the forner Yugosl avi a.




On February 21, 1996, Hol br ooke resi gned as Assi stant Secretary
to becone a Vi ce Chairman of the investnent banking firmCS First
Boston, I nc. Hol brooke' s responsibilities at CSFirst Boston included
usi ng his contacts to pronote CS Fi rst Boston and generat e i nvest nent
banki ng opportunities for the firm

After resigning as Assi stant Secretary of State, Hol br ooke was
appoi nted t o be a speci al Governnent enpl oyee. As a speci al Gover nnent
enpl oyee, Hol brooke provided advice to senior State Departnment
of ficials and on occasi on was request ed by State Departnent officials
tonmeet withcertainforeignofficials aroundthe world to discuss U.S.
foreign policy, particularly asit relatedto Bosnia, the expansi on of
NATO, and European security matters.

I n May 1996, Hol br ooke travel ed t o Korea where he delivered a
speech to the Asi a Soci ety, attended t he openi ng cerenony of CS Fir st
Boston’s new branch office in Seoul, Korea, and had a series of
meetings with Korean business | eaders and governnent officials.
Hol br ooke’ s tri p was pai d by CS Fi rst Boston, and he was acconpani ed i n
Korea by two CS First Boston officials.

On March 21, 1996, inthe course of preparing for the Koreatrinp,
Hol br ooke sent a letter on CS First Boston |l etterhead to the U. S.
Anbassador i n Korea (the Anbassador) requesting that the Anrbassador set
up a “courtesy call” for hi mwi th the Korean president. Hol brooke al so
suggested that the Anbassador mght join in the neeting “if
appropriate.” The Anbassador agreed to make t he arrangenents and j oi n
Hol br ooke. Subsequently, the Anmbassador and his staff at the U. S.
Enbassy contact ed t he Kor ean gover nnent and schedul ed a neeti ng f or
Hol br ooke, t he Anbassador, and t he Kor ean president for May 11, 1996.
The neeting ultimately had to be cancel ed because of a schedul i ng
conflict.

By |l etter dated March 22, 1996, t he Anbassador of fered to host a
| uncheon or di nner for Hol brooke “wi th appropriate guests.” On March
22, 1996, on CS First Boston | etterhead, Hol brooke accepted the
Anbassador’ s of fer “to host a neal with prom nent Koreans.” On April
26, 1996, the Anmbassador sent a proposed |ist of invitees and asked
Hol br ooke for any addi ti onal suggestions. On April 30, 1996, on CS
Fi rst Boston | etterhead, Hol brooke w ot e back sayi ng t hat t he proposed
i st | ooked “excel |l ent” and suggested t hat t he Korean Forei gn M ni ster
and Finance M nister also be invited.

On May 10, 1996, the Anmbassador hosted a | uncheon i n honor of
Hol br ooke at t he Anbassador’s offici al residence. The U S. Enbassy



handl ed the arrangenents, and the U S. Government paid for the
| uncheon. According to official enbassy records, four prom nent
Kor eans attended t he | uncheon, incl udi ng t he Chairman of t he Kor ea
Trade- |1 nvest ment Pronoti on Agency and t he Korean M ni st er of Trade,
| ndustry and Energy. Al so present were three officials fromCS First
Bost on, i ncl udi ng Hol brooke, and four U. S. Enbassy officials, including
t he Anbassador. In seeking reinmbursenent for the |uncheon, the
Ambassador certified in a docunent dated June 16, 1996, that the
pur pose of the | uncheon had been “Pronotion of U S. National Interests
(7099 and “Pronotion of U S. Econom c Activities (30%.”

Ther e was evi dence t hat Hol br ooke al so asked t he Anrbassador to
attend a ribbon cutting cerenony to cel ebrate the openi ng of CSFirst
Boston’ s new branch of fice in Seoul on May 9, 1996. Hol brooke, the
Anbassador, and approximately twenty tothirty ot her peopl e attended
t he event whi ch occurred during regul ar busi ness hours. Hol brooke
stated that he did not invite the Anbassador.

Hol br ooke was charged with a civil violation of 18 U S.C.
§ 207(c), a one-year post-enploynment restrictionthat prohibits a
fornmer “senior enpl oyee” fromconmuni cating to or appearing before his
former departnent or agency, on behal f of anot her person or entity
other thanthe United States, withtheintent toinfluence official
action. Pursuant to a settlenment agreenent signed by the parties on
February 9, 1999, Hol brooke agreed to pay $5000to the United States in
exchange for the rel ease and di scharge of the United States’ cl ai ns
agai nst him

Prosecution handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the
Department of Justice’s Crimnal Division. Mtter resolved in
coordination with the Department of Justice' s Civil Division.

5. United States v. Derek J. Vander Schaaf -- Vander Schaaf was
enpl oyed by the Departnent of Defense (DOD) from 1981 until his
retirement fromGovernnment service on March 3, 1996. From1982 unti |l
his retirement, Vander Schaaf served as t he Deputy | nspect or Gener al
(Deputy I G at DOD. As Deputy I G Vander Schaaf was responsi bl e for
t he supervi sion of all conponents of the Ofice of | nspector General
(O G at DOD.

Wthin O Gwas the Ofice of the Assistant I nspector General for
Audi ti ng which included a professional audit staff. On or about
Sept enmber 18, 1995, the audit staff announced an audit of the
El ectroni ¢ Commerce Resource Centers (ECRC) program The stated
obj ective of the audit was “to revi ewt he managenent of the El ectronic



Comrer ce Resource Centers.” The ECRCaudit (as were all DOD audits
conduct ed whi | e Vander Schaaf was Deputy | G was a matter pendi ng under
Vander Schaaf’s official responsibility.

I n Fi scal Year 1997, the ECRC programwas managed wi t hi n DOD by
t he Def ense Logi stics Agency. Aprivate DODcontractor, Concurrent
Technol ogi es Corporation, had nmanagenent and/or operational
responsibility for six of eleven regional ECRCs. In addition,
Concurrent Technol ogi es operated a “t echnol ogy hub” whi ch was f unded
t hrough the ECRC program

O G s audi tors nade several recommendati ons for change i n t he ECRC
program including arecommendationto elimnatethe technol ogy hub,
t hat Concurrent Technol ogies officials considered harnful toits
interests. On February 11, 1997, O Gpublished a final audit report
(the Audit Report). On or about March 10, 1997, t he Def ense Logi stics
Agency formal |y di sagreed with certain O Greconmmendati ons. On or
about April 8, 1997, O Greferredthe di sputedissues to nedi ati on
whi ch conti nued until Decenber 10, 1997. At all tinmes, Vander Schaaf
knewt hat this nmediation procedure existed, and he knew by May 23,
1997, that the Defense Logistics Agency and O Gwere actually in
medi at i on.

I n or about March 1997, Concurrent Technol ogi es asked a private
consul tant to retain an i ndependent auditor toreviewthe Audit Report
and make awittenreport on O G s findings. Concurrent Technol ogi es
and t he consul tant agreed that t he i ndependent auditor woul d bill his
fees to the consul tant who, inturn, woul d seek rei nbursenment from
Concurrent Technol ogi es. Vander Schaaf was hired as t he i ndependent
auditor. Correspondence fromConcurrent Technol ogi es t o Vander Schaaf
made cl ear that Vander Schaaf had been retained to “assist inthe
devel opnent of a [ Concurrent Technol ogi es] response [to the Audit
Report]” and nmake “efforts on behalf of Concurrent Technol ogi es
Corporation.” Soon after he began work on t he project, Vander Schaaf
becane awar e t hat the audit had commenced i n Sept enber 1995, within the
year preceding his retirenent.

Fromin or about April 1997 until in or about June 1997, Vander
Schaaf communi cated several tinmes with DOD officials about his
preparation of the Concurrent Technol ogi es ECRCreport. On or about
April 21, 1997, Vander Schaaf call ed t he seni or auditor onthe ECRC
audit team Vander Schaaf asked for a neetingw th the auditors and
expl ai ned t hat he was col | ecting i nformation about the audit teanis
nmet hodol ogy. He al so nade statenents critical of some of the auditors’
findi ngs and supportive of others.



I n or about April 1997, Vander Schaaf cal | ed a second nenber of
t he audit teamand i nqui red about t he requested neeting. |n addition,
Vander Schaaf requested i nformati on about howthe Audit Report had been
prepared. Vander Schaaf stated that he di sagreed with the auditors’
recomendation to elimnate the technol ogy hub.

On or about May 23, 1997, Vander Schaaf net personally wth
of ficials of the Defense Logi stics Agency regardi ng t he ECRC program
Vander Schaaf expl ai ned t hat he was preparing a report on behal f of a
private client. Mreover, Vander Schaaf expressed di sagreenent with
certain of the auditors’ conclusions and agreenent w th others.

On or about June 12, 1997, Vander Schaaf net in personwththe
Deputy Assi stant | nspector General for Auditing and two seni or ECRC
programaudi tors. Vander Schaaf stated that he had drafted his report
and he wanted to verify certainfacts. Al so, Vander Schaaf stated that
he had net with officials of the Defense Logi stics Agency and t hat t he
audi tors had pl aced t oo nuch enphasi s on one factor whichresultedin
the Audit Report being nore critical of ECRCs t han was warranted. Wen
asked, Vander Schaaf identified his client as the Concurrent
Technol ogi es consul t ant.

On or about June 20, 1997, Vander Schaaf had a tel ephone
conversation wi th one of the O Gauditors and requested a docunment
during that conversation. Vander Schaaf agai n expressed di sagr eenment
with certain of the auditors’ findings.

Vander Schaaf was chargedwithacivil violationof 18 U S.C. §
207(a)(2), atwo-year post-enploynent restrictionthat prohibits forner
Gover nnment enpl oyees intending to influence official action from
conmuni cating to or appearing before the Governnent, on behal f of
anot her person or entity other thanthe United States, in connection
with matters which they knowor reasonabl y shoul d knowwer e pendi ng
under their official responsibility within a periodof one year before
the term nati on of their Governnent service. |Inasettlenment agreenent
si gned between the parties on June 8, 1999, Vander Schaaf agreed to pay
$12,125to the United States in exchange for the di sm ssal of the
United States’ claim

Prosecution handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the
Departnment of Justice’s Crimnal Division and the United States
Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia. Matter resolvedin
coordination with the Department of Justice’ s Civil Division.



6. United States v. Linda D Burek -- Burek was the Director of the
Systens Technol ogy Staff inthe Justi ce Managenent Di vi si on and an
Acti ng Deputy Assi stant Attorney General of the Justice Managenent
Di vision at the Departnent of Justice.

I n 1997 and 1998, one of the Systens Technol ogy Staff’s projects
was the inplenmentation of a conmputer systemknown as the Justice
Consol i dated O fice Network (JCON). Logicon, the prime contractor for
t he JCON proj ect, contracted wi th Software Performance Systens, Inc.,
to work out certain problens. Later, the Systens Technol ogy St aff
awar ded Sof t war e Per f or mance Systens a direct contract to work on the
JCONproject. Follownginstallationof the JCONsystem the Systens
Technol ogy St af f began pl anning to repl ace the Wndows 95 operati ng
systemof JCONwi th the W ndows NT system The Systens Technol ogy
Staff saw a need to hire an outside contractor to assist with NT
pl anni ng. Al t hough t her e was no noney provided inthe fiscal -year-1998
budget to fund t he project, there was a possi bility of fundi ng through
surplus funds at t he end of the GCovernnent fiscal year (i.e. Septenber
30). The consensus wi thinthe Systenms Technol ogy Staff, incl uding
Bur ek, was that the | ogical choice for the project woul d be Software
Performance Systens if such funds were to beconme avail abl e.

On August 5, 1998, Burek notified her superiors that she had begun
enpl oyment negoti ati ons wi t h Sof t war e Per f or mance Systens and t hat she,
t herefore, was recusing herself fromengagi ng i n any procurenment
activities involving Software Performance Systens. Burek accepted a
position wi th Software Performance Systens on or bef ore Sept ember 9,
1998, and t erm nat ed her enpl oynent wi th t he Depart nent of Justice on
Cct ober 23, 1998.

I n m d- Sept enber 1998, Burek | earned t hat t here woul d be sur pl us
noney avai l abl e f or NT pl anni ng. She i nfornmed two of her assi st ant
managers that they would have to select a contractor. One of the
assi stant managers i nformed Burek that they had sel ect ed Sof t ware
Per f ormance Systens. Burek responded t hat Software Perfornmance Systens
was t he | ogi cal choice. Burek assunmed that this assistant manager
woul d conpl et e t he paperwor k necessary to award the contract. Before
| eaving t o begi n a vacati on schedul ed for the | ast week of the fi scal
year, the assi stant manager prepared t he Soft war e Performance Syst ens
contract nodification, anong ot hers, and he told his staff that he was
givingit tohis subordinate to process. Before | eaving, the assi stant
manager al so deobl i gated $92, 000 i n unused funds on the existing
Sof t war e Per f ormance Systens contract. On Septenber 28, 1998, Burek
| ear ned t hat the surpl us noney had becone avai |l abl e and i nstructed t he
subordi nate of the assistant manager, via e-mail, to process the



procurenment. Burek sent copies of the e-mail to her soon-to-be
successor, two assistant managers, and the Director of Contracts. Wen
her soon-to-be successor asked Bur ek about the fundi ng, she i nfornmed
hi mthat NT planni ng was one of the Assistant Attorney General’s
priorities and that the office would | ose the noney if it did not
secureit at that tinme. After processingthe contract nodification on
Sept enber 28, 1998, t he subordi nate of the assistant manager | earned
fromthe contracting officer that the nodification was outsidethe
scope of work of the existing contract and that a newcontract had to
be awar ded. The subordi nate reprocessed t he paperwork. Meanwhil e, the
contracting of fi cer was curi ous why t he assi st ant nmanager deobl i gat ed
$92, 000 a fewweeks earlier inlight of the newrequest for funds. The
contracting officer called Burek. Burek was unaware t hat any funds had
been deobl i gat ed, but sheinformed the contracting officer that the NT
pl anni ng procurenment was an office priority. On Septenber 30, 1998,
the contracting officer e-nmail ed Burek and ot hers that the contracting
of fi cer had awarded t he contract to Software Performnce Systens. On
COct ober 1, 1998, Burek repliedto the contracting of fi cer hownuch she
and the office appreciated the contracting officer’s efforts.

Burek was chargedwithacivil violationof 18 U S. C. § 208, which
bars taking official actioninmtters affecting personal financi al
interests. Inasettlenent agreenent si gned between the parties on
June 22, 1999, Burek agreed to pay $5000 to the United States in
exchange for the dism ssal of the United States’ claim

Prosecution handl ed by the Public Integrity Section of the
Departnment of Justice’s Crimnal Division. Matter resolved in
coordination with the Departnent of Justice’'s Civil Division.

7. United States v. John Morse -- Morse, an Air Force civilian
enpl oyee, worked at Langley Air Force Base in Virginia.

Mor se was desi gnat ed by hi s agency as t he supervi sory construction
representative for the Sinplified Acqui sition of Base Engi neering
Requi rement s ( SABER) contract. The prine contractor for the SABER
contract was Systens Engi neeri ng and Ener gy Managenent Associ ates, |nc.
(SEEMA) . Under this contract, SEEMA provi ded base engi neeri ng and
construction services as required by the Air Force at Langl ey. SEEVA
subcontractedits electrical work to Eastern El ectric Conpany. Carl
Kruse of Eastern Electric worked for SEEMA as the SABER proj ect
manager. FromDecenber 1995 t hr ough Sept enber 1997, Kruse providedto
Mor se an HVAC systemfor arental property owned by Morse, ajet ski
and trailer, a home conputer system and | apt op conputer, all val ued at
approxi mately $16, 500.
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On Decenber 15, 1999, Morse pled guilty to a m sdenmeanor vi ol ati on
of 18 U.S.C. 8 209, for receiving a supplenentationto his salary as
conpensation for his services as a Governnment enpl oyee. He was
sentenced to three-years probation and a $2500 fi ne.

Prosecution handl ed by the United States Attorney for the Eastern
District of Virginia.

8. United States v. M chael G Snipes -- Snipes was a Federal
enpl oyee at Robins Air Force Base in Georgia from1985 to March 4,
1994.

As contract adm nistrator for the United States, Snipes was
responsi bl e for assuring conpliancew ththe ternms of two separate
construction contracts between the Governnent and a private contractor,
Roberts El ectrical Contractors, Inc. By March 23, 1994, Sni pes was
enpl oyed by Roberts El ectrical Contractors, and he becane t he conpany*s
contract adm ni strator onthe same two contracts in question. Wile
representing Roberts El ectrical Contractors, Snipes submtted contract
progress reports tothe Governnent inorder to ensure that the conpany
woul d be conpensat ed by t he Governnent. Eventual |y, Sni pes subm tted
to the Government an equitabl e adj ustment cl ai mfor approxi mately
$574, 613. 35 on one of the contracts. The contract had a basi c val ue of
$1.3 million.

On Novenber 11, 1999, after a three-day trial, Snipes was
convicted on two counts of violating 18 U. S. C. § 207(a) (1), a post-
enpl oynment restrictionthat prohibits fornmer Governnent enpl oyees
intending to influence official action from conmuni cating to or
appeari ng before t he Gover nnent, on behal f of anot her person or entity
other thanthe United States, inconnectionw th matters i n which they
partici pated personal | y and substanti al |y as Gover nnent enpl oyees.
Pursuant to 18 U. S. C. § 216(a)(2), Snipes was sentenced to si x nont hs
of i mprisonment, six nonths of home confinenent, afine of $2000, and
an assessnent of $200 on February 17, 2000. He has filed a noti ce of
appeal .

Prosecution handl ed by the United States Attorney for the M ddl e
District of Georgia.

9. United States v. Horace R chard Geene -- Geenewas adistrict
conservationi st of the Nati onal Resources Conservation Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture. He was the Government’s technical
representative on a USDA soil and wat er conservati on programt hat was
i npl enented t hrough a State of North Carolina programcal | ed NCACSP
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(North CarolinaAgricultural Cost Share Program . Under t he NCACSP
program | ocal | andowners can recei ve fundi ng to reduce agri cul tural
pol | uti on.

Greenein his positionas adistrict conservationi st approved a
contract whereby Fant asi a, a busi ness venture owned by hi s spouse, sold
filter fabric tol andowners t hrough t he NCACSP program G eene was
charged with a fel ony count of violating 18 U.S.C. § 2, ai ding and
abetting, and 18 U.S.C. 8 208, for participating personally and
substantially as a Gover nnent enpl oyee in a particular matter, in
whi ch, to his know edge, his spouse has a financial interest.

Further, inhis positionas adistrict conservationist, Greene
approved a contract between the NCACSP and Greene & Lane Farns, a
cattl e operation in which he and his spouse were partners. As a
district conservationist, G eene approved a contract for fence
constructi on between t he NCACSP and Charl es Lane. This contract
resultedin paynents that were transferred to a partnership consisting
of Greene, his spouse, and Lane. Greene was charged with two
additional felony counts of violating 18 U S.C. § 208, for
parti cipating personally and substantially as a Gover nment enpl oyee in
aparticular matter, inwhich, tohis know edge, he, his spouse, and
general partner have a financial interest.

On a count unrel ated to those above, Greene was charged wi th
violating 18 U.S. C. § 654, afelony, for wongfully convertingto his
own use t he property of anot her havi ng a val ue nore t han $1000, t hat
i's, logs bel ongi ngto Cherokee County of North Carolina and ot hers,
whi ch cane into his control inthe execution of his Federal enpl oynent.

On March 18, 1999, ajury convicted Greene on all four counts.
Greene was sentenced by t he court to one-year probation on March 2,
2000.

Prosecution handl ed by the United States Attorney for the Wstern
District of North Carolina.

10. United States v. H. David Reed -- Reed was enpl oyed by the U. S.
Departnment of Transportation, Research and Special Prograns
Adm ni stration, Vol pe Nati onal Transportation Systens Center (\Vol pe
Center). The Vol pe Center i s funded by ot her Federal agenci es whi ch
contract withit to conduct research and speci al prograns ontheir
behal f. Reed served as Chi ef of the Advanced Concepts Devel opnment
Di vi sion at the Vol pe Center.
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On May 7, 1993, the State Departnment enteredinto an agreenent
provi di ng for the transfer of approximately $9.5m I lion to t he Vol pe
Center to assist inthe nonitoring of econom ¢ sanctions that the
Uni ted Nations i mposed i n connectionw th conflicts in and anong forner
republ i cs of Yugosl avia. Reed managed t he servi ces provi ded by t he
Vol pe Center under this agreenent. At his suggestion, the State
Depar t ment ear mar ked noney for t he devel opnent of tracki ng devi ces for
t he purpose of tracking cargo shipnments to former republics of

Yugosl avia. 1In connectionwith the devel opnent of these tracking
devices, the Vol pe Center entered into a contract with Mcron
Communi cations, Inc., in June 1993. Reed supervised the Mcron

Communi cations contract on behalf of the U S. Departnment of
Transportation.

I n 1994, whil e enpl oyed at t he Vol pe Center, Reed organi zed with
ot hers a privatel y-hel dtechnol ogy busi ness. In January 1995, the
busi ness was formally i ncorporated as | nternational Tracking and
| nformati on Systens, Inc. (ITIS). Reed represented hinself as “CEOand
Chai rman” of ITIS. The purpose of ITIS was to devel op and mar ket
conmer ci al applications of tracking devices. FromJanuary 1995 t hr ough
March 1996, Reed began efforts to develop a private business
rel ationshi p with M cron Gomruni cations on behal f of I TISby whichITIS
woul d becone an integrator and/or distributor of certain Mcron
Conmuni cati ons products. At the sanme tinme, M cron Conmuni cati ons was
under contract with the Vol pe Center to supply tracking devices in
connection with the State Department tracking project for the
sanctions-nonitoring effort. Asaresult of hisrelationw th M cron
Communi cati ons on behal f of I TIS, Reed acquired a financial interest in
t he success of M cron Communi cations’ relationship with the Vol pe
Center and the M cron Communi cations contract to supply tracking
devices for the Governnent.

On Decenber 21, 1999, Reed pled guilty to 18 U.S. C. § 208, whi ch
bars taking official actioninmtters affecting personal financi al
interests. He was sentenced to two-years probation and a $1000 fi ne.
As a condition of his probation, Reed was requiredto resign fromthe
U. S. Departnent of Transportationandis barred fromworking at the
U.S. Departnent of Transportation in the future.

Prosecution handl ed by the United States Attorney for the Distri ct
of Massachusetts.

11. United States v. Martin Winstein -- Weinstein was a Decedent
Affairs clerk at a Veterans Affairs (VA) hospital.
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Wei nst ei n act ed as an agent of Leander Dunk, an enpl oyee at t he
VA hospi tal who nmoonlighted at Jefferson Funeral Hone. Weinstein
referred the VAto Jefferson Funeral Hone for the handling of bodies
abandoned at the VA hospital. Dunk paid Weinstein for referrals.
Paynments from Dunk to Weinstein total ed approxi mately $450.

Wei nstein pled guilty on October 13, 1999, to a m sdeneanor
violationof 18 U S.C. § 203(a)(1), for receiving conpensation for
representational servicesrenderedinaparticular matter before a
departnment or agency of the United States. On March 10, 2000,
Wei nstein was sentenced to pay an assessnent of twenty-five dol

Prosecuti on handl ed by the United States Attorney for the Sout hern
District of New York.

12. United States v. Thomas J. Rainey -- Rainey was a U S. Coast
Guard Chi ef WVarrant O ficer, serving as the supervisor of the Regional
Exam nation Center (REC) at the Marine Safety O fi ce Anchorage, Al aska.

Accordingtothe facts of the pl ea agreenent, between August 1996
and January 1997, Rai ney began an enpl oynment negoti ati on wi t h Conpass
Nort h Nauti cal School (Conpass North) while he was a Chi ef Warr ant
G ficer. Conpass North was owned and oper at ed by Raynond Doyl e. In
May 1997, Rai ney i ssued a Coast Guard Merchant Mariner*s |icenseto
David M Doyl e, the brother of Raynond Doyl e. Rai ney di d not foll ow
t he Coast Guard*s procedures of fingerprintingor performng a check
of the National Driver*s Register withregardto the application of
David Doyl e. At thetinme of David Doyl e*s application, Davi d Doyl e*s
license to operate a notor vehicle in Al aska had been previously
revoked, and Rai ney failedto taketherequired stepstodetermneits
st at us.

I n addi tion, accordingtothe allegationsinthefirst count of
the crimnal information that Rai ney agreed in his plea agreenent are
true, the REC adm ni sters exam nati ons and revi ews applications for
mer chant mari ner docunments. The RECal so revi ews course materials
subm tted by nautical training schools prior tobeingtransmtted for
approval tothe National Maritinme Center. Conpass North was a conpany
t hat provided mariner courses to assi st menbers of the public in
securing Coast Quard mari ner docunents and | i censes. Moreover, Conpass
North was first approved by t he Coast Guard t o operate mari ner courses
in 1994, and it had subm tted several additional courses for approval
since that time. Until Nautical Training Specialists applied for
approval of courses in July 1996, Conpass North was t he only conpany i n
t he Anchor age area approved by t he Coast Guard for of feri ng mari ner

14

| ars.



courses. Rainey participated personally and substantially inthe
revi ewof training course subm ssions fromConpass North and Nauti cal
Trai ni ng Speci alists prior tofinal approval by the Nati onal Maritine
Center. In August 1996, Rai ney cal | ed Raynond Doyl e and st at ed t hat
Naut i cal Training Specialists had subm tted a course for approval to
t he REC which was virtually identical to course materi al used by
Conpass North. In Novenber 1996, Rai ney tel ephoned Raynond Doyl e and
i nformed hi mthat Nautical Training Specialists had submtted two
addi ti onal courses for approval whi ch appeared to be identical to
Conpass North materials. Rainey also told Raynond Doyle that if
Raynmond Doyl e fill ed out a Freedomof I nformati on Act request, Rainey
woul d al | ow Raynond Doyle to review the course materi al s.

On June 23, 1999, Rainey pled guilty to a nm sdereanor vi ol ati on
of 18 U. S. C. 8§ 208, for participating personally and substantially as
a Governnent officer or enpl oyeeinaparticular matter, inwhich, to
hi s know edge, an organi zati on with whomhe i s negoti ati ng or has any
arrangenent concer ni ng prospecti ve enpl oynent has a fi nanci al i nterest.
He was sentenced t o one-year probation, a $1000 fi ne, and a speci al
assessnment of twenty-five dollars on Septenber 3, 1999.

Prosecution handl ed by the United States Attorney for the Di stri ct
of Al aska.
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