UNCLASSIFIED#PROPe

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

oxte 26 May 2015 memorandum

REPLY TO U-153-0139/01G
atTTNor OIG

surlrcT:  (U) Report of Investigation, Case 2014-500028-01

T, MS|{b){3):1o USG 424 |

B3 10
USC 424
1. (Uskiineladmae] he Office of the Inspector General (O1G), Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA), Washington, DC, received a request from|®)@)10 USC 424 |
Directorate for Mission Services (MS), DIA, for investigative assistance to
determine the circumstances that led DIA to terminate an [©X3)10USC 424 |
contract with|{b){3)310 USC 424 a small business),
and then pursue[()3):10 USC 424 [a Targe business), by using a 0
Milnary Interdepartmental Purchase Request (MIPR) via the[()@)10 USC 424 | [uSC 424
|©)3):10 USC 424 [The final report of investigation is enclosed.
. . o . . (0X3).10 USG 424 {b)3):10
2. {(Usinigdediaas Our investigation established that, forl —I€ontract support, Lhe_ USG 424
o1 |0)3):10 USC 424 Lonsistently demonstrated a preference for | Fhe
investigation found that|[()3):10 USC 424 [who was then the[()3):10 USC 424 %”S{g);jgﬂr
\l{b){SM 0USC 424 | who was then the[P)@)T0USC 424 [
| poth voiced preferences lor securing|;|m subordinate
personnel associated with contracting. [®}3):10USC 424 were thus
responsible for C10’s failurc to act impartially when ClO cndcavored to give|®)E)10UsC424 |
preferential treatment in violation of the General Principles of the Basic Obligation of
E?;f?;& Public Service found in the Standards ol Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive BIET0
TORL Branch (see 5 C‘F‘l_{ § 2635, lUl(b) (8) and 5 (_Z.F‘R: § 2635.101(b) (14): A contract USG 424
USG 424 award was made with a small busincss partnering with) R CT,
withdrew from the effort, the contract was protested and thel’ll{b){SMO USC 424 |
EIGRD approved .cance]iflg lhe contract and its under].ying r.equiremenls costing the Age‘nCy over
Uac 494 lin termination costs. At the suggestion of [©X3)T0USC 424 | drafted task
orders under an|(P)3):10 USC 424 |contract for requirements

:ould have been satisfied under the stutement of work for the cancelled contract, and
for which was a vendor and could compete. During the course of the

investigation we identified a potential organizational conflict involving the rating of
contract officers that CFO corrected by changing rating schemes.
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3. (U) We request that MS report the results of any action taken, or reasons why no action
was taken, to OIG by 22 July 2015. Proposed administrative or disciplinary action

should be coordinated with the Qffice of Human Resources and the Office of the General
Counsel.

NG00 USC 424

4. (U) The OIG point of contact for this matter is

|{b){3):10 USGC 424 |

NG00 USC 424

UL | Endas
DR w/o exhibits
DD w/0 exhibits
CS /o exhibits
0G w/0 exhibits
MS
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(U) REPORT OF INVESTIGATION - FINAL - 2014-500028-0O1
26 May 2015
1. (U) Dates and Location of Occurrence. Between Scptember 2012 and 24 January

2014;[(b)(3):10 USC 424 |Directorate for Mission Services (MS), Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA), Washington, DC.

2. (U) Date Reported. 4 Fcbruary 2014.

(U) Investigated By. Special Agent (SA) —— hind|(b)(3):10 USC 424 |

4. (U) Subjects.

(6)(3):10
USC 424

a. (Usminikii)(b)(3):10 USC 424

(b)(3):10 USC 424

(1) (U) Violation of Title 5, Code of Federal Regulation (5 C.F.R) § 2635.101(b) (8),
“General principle requiring impartiality,” (substantiated).

(2) (U) Violation of Title 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (14), *“*Creating the appearance of
any violation of the general principles of basic obligation of public service,”
(substantiated).

b.  (U/idareig®) (b)(3):10 USC 424
|(b)(3):10 USC 424 |

(1) (U) Violation of 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101{b) (8) {substantiated).

(2) (U) Violation of 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (14) (substantiated).

c. (U/im@ieer (b)(3):10 USC 424

(b)(3):10 USC 424

(1) (U) Violation of 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101{b) (8) {(unsubstantiated).

(2) (U) Violation of 8 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (14) (unsubstantiated).

THIS REPORT SH: BSMADE AVAILABLE ONLY TO THOSE_Q TS WHOSE DIRECT
RESPONSIBILITIES INCLUDE OVEKRSH a R~ CTRGANIZATIONS OR PERSONNEL
DISCUSSED HEREIN. THIS REPOR R-POKTIONS THERE MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED
WITHOUT THE WR CONSENT OF EITHER THE INSPECTOR GENER OR THE
ASSISTANFINSPECTOR GENERAL FOR INVESTIGATIONS, DIA.
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USC 424
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(U) Vicetim. U.S. Government (DIA, Washington, DC); 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (8), and
5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (14).

(UMs@bif)) Reecipt of Complaint. On 4 February 2014, the Office of the Inspector
Genceral (O1G) was notificd by|(b)(3):10 USC 424 | MS, of
potential contract improprieties.

a. (Umis@is@y [(0)(3):10 USC 424 hdvised that on 24 January 2014,[(b)(3):10 USC 424
(6)(3):10 USC 424

determined thatl(b)(3)210 UsSC 424 |also violated the General Principles Requiring
Impartiality and Created the Appearance of Violating the General Principle asic
Obligation of Public Service, when she continued to pursu as a vendor to

2
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(b)(3):10
who was at the time the |(b)(3):10 USC 424 [related that DIA had cancelled USC 424
a small busincss contract with|(b)(3):10 USC 424 | (hereafter referred as
[(£)(3):10 USC 424 [to pursue] ereafter referred as
(b)(3):10 USC 424 by using Military Interdepartmental Purcra :
Requests (MIPRs) submitied Through the|(b)(3):10 USC 424 | S’%(é’)fzg
|(b)(3):10 USC 424 |requested DIA review the matter to preclude formal
intervention by the[(b)(3):10 USC 424 |
(6)(3):10
(UFPOrT0) Agent’s note. W
(6)(3):10 USC 424 |
|Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (ID1Q),
Government-wide Acquisition Contract (GWAC). (£)(3):10
USC 424
— (Unisedledy | (b)(3):10 USC 424 |related that on 28 January 2014, as “the notice  |(b)(3):10
b | he held a meeting with several and DIA Small Business USC 424
Program sentor officials to discuss the circumstances of the Cyberspace award; 168
cancellation, and the subsequent attempt to use the MIPRs for (b)(3):10
a result, they collectively decided to halt further acquisition activity unless small USC 424
businesses were allowed to compete for the award. The meeting fai 0 yield an
explanation to the circumstances, an irected|(b)(3):10 USC 424 [to
request investigative assistance from the OIG to determine the circumstances in this
matter (Exhibit 1),
(6)(3):10
7. (U) Investigative Summary. USC 424
a. (Ukkbidelias The investigation determined that| — |Vi01ated the General
Principles Requiring Impartiality and Created the Appearance of Violating the (®)@3):10
General Principles of Basic Obligation of Public Service, when he, as the Chief S’%g’)4122
Information Officer, failed to advise{(b)(3):10 USC 424 |to curtail the puj%)%
| hfter he and|(b)(3):10 USC 424 |we1‘e previously cautioned by
cxccutives regarding the appearance of favoritism towards| | Furthcr, we S’%g’)&g




(6)(3):10

: (b)(3):10
36 a2¢ UNCLASSIFIED/PROPT® =e A USC 424
provide IT support after she was previou autioncd by%
the appearance of favoritism towards Our determinations were based on S’%g’h;g
the following:
(1) (Ukdmiaiia Between Scptember 2012 and 24 January 2{}]4,| |
{S’)S{g)i& (b)(3)10 USC 424
©X3).10 USC 424 [currently The| /e 10 USC 424 hjm)-j{b){sm 0 USC 424 ’J
DISES,Fb){SM 0 USC 424
' [Dctense TnieIligenee SCnior Level, TOrMCT|h)3):10 USC 424
{b)(3):10 USC 424 (currently the Deputy, Head of Contracting Activity, CFO);
|{b){3)31 0USC 424 |Defense Intelligence Senior Level (DISL),|{b){3)S1 0USC 424
|{b){3):1 0 USC 424 . Kcurrently the
) |_|{b){3):1 o USC 424 [CEO): |10 Use +24 (®)(3):10
USC 424
[BXE) T0USC 424 | failed to agree
_ on acquisition decisions, including whether an IT services contract should be
S’%g’);zg awarded to a small business, or whether to make an award under a “Justification
SYETRT r an Exception to Fair Opportunity (also known as “sole-source”)” contract to S’%g’h;g
EJ%(C )424 a large business), the incumbent Information Technology (IT) service
provider to endeavored to achieve the best acceptlable cost to the
\G.o@rnment by using capable small businesses, but perceived that| |
and| |maintainf:d their position to use their preferred
vendor.
(6)(3):10

E?%f?i& (Ukfuoln®) Acent’s note. DIA contract records revealed DIA USC 424
BIE)10 contract HHM402-07-F-2X 19 [®®)10USC 42M
USC 424 10 USC 424 was a S-year, -ontract USC 424
%eplember 2007, Tor IT support to CIO.
contract was extended from 13 September 2012 to | December 2013 S’%g’);zg
to retain IT scrvices; therefore, a new contract was needed. 51010
USC 424
(2) (UMPIT0) On 26 July 2013,/—/\W
D_0024J{b){3):1 0 USC 424 | a S-year,
[()3):10 USC 424 |contract to] ~—_[for various types of enterprise-level IT
support to CI1O. EIORD)
USC 424
(a) (Unameyia@y Two task orders were issued. Under task order (3] [®)S)10USC 424
would provide IT services including strategic communications, mar g ORI
TG0 strategy, inte.graFion plqnn.ing,. etc. Under task order 02| E iwould USC 424
USC 424 provide application optimization, data center approach {data center road ma
and data transition schedule), visible operations i icing, and
'prisc management, ctc. as onc of scveral subcontracting
partners on the ‘ontract, a fact known to the CIO Source Selection

Evaluation Board.
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USC 424
(b) (U/ ki@ In August 2013, two vendors OISNTOUSC 424 |(hcrcaftcr referred
as|P)XE)10USC 424 (hereafter referred to as
[(0)3)10 USC 424 [protested their non-selection for the contract.
Both claimed the qualifications of their respective companies were not OEL
adequately judged. USC 424
_ (b)(3)10 USC OIORR
EORE (3) (UM [n fuce of the protests, in August 2013, ff"__,—f—'—”*’mdependemly USC 424
USC 424 transferred the work placed on the ontract to an existing DIA IT
contract, HHM402-1 ]-D-UU25,|{b) )10 USG 424 . | {(bW3)10
_ |©)3):10 USC 424 [a 5-year] ——[contract awarded tofP/O)10USC 424 | [Uscaas
ﬁ’é@i& (hereafter referred to as |{b){3)310 USC 424 |0n 19 July 2011, for IT
e upport to CIO. On 26 August 2013, Mr. Camden placed the requiremen {?;,@;5’4
USC 474 sk_order 0002 on ESITA task order 0019, and on 12 S¢ K
placed the requirements ot ask order 0001 onto ask order . TG0
5 oint between August and September 2013, I its USC 424
%due to disagreements over its work share an
compensation. Coincidently, at some point betwe nd September 2013, {?;,@;5’4

®)3y10UsC 424 linformed

| at CI1O no longer needed support for
_ the |(PX10USC 424 |requi1'ements contract due to a deteriorating budget ; er
E?;f?i& priorities. On 6 September 2013, CFO then cancelled the contract and

made the protests academic. CFO paid [(0)(3):10 USC 424 |in settlement for
conducted up to the cancellation date. On 9 September 2013, CFO :
. . {b)3)10
terminate task order 0019 at the convenience of the Government, and USC 424

paid |()3) 10 USC 424 in settlement for work up to canceflation date.

ORI
USC 424

(USPYTOT Agent’s note. DIA contract records reflected task

order 19, was a 3—year,|{b){3)310 USC 424 |award made on 26 August 2013,

o[ |f or business analytics support to CIO. Task order 20, was a

2-year, |(Pi3)10 USC 424 |award made on 12 September 2013, for strategic
communications, marketing strategy, and business analytics support to EIORD)

CIO. This contract 1s active and is currently providing IT services to CIO. USC 424

(4) (Uinavim@® Between June and September 2013, CIO executives

©)3)10 , :
USG 424 supporting documentation for sole-source to allo $

data requirement, which included “data management, data integration, retiring
{BH3)0 . I ) :
USC 424 legacy nment, etc.” However, in September 2013, CFO executives,
General Counsel, and the found that C10’s supporting documentation

ORI for the sole-source contract was unduly restrictive and unreasonably favored
USC 424 | | Therefore, they rejected the CIO’s submission for sole-source. At
some point between August and November 2013,[®)@)10USC 424 |

| net with(®)E)10 USG 424 |to discuss the appearance of their
o1 favori At this mecting,|(0)3) 10 USC 424 |raiscd the idca

to MIPR funds to s0 that C10 could contract IT services under the |{b){3)310 USGC 424 |

LIR30 USC 424 fig 4 Tisted vendor).
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8.

b.

(U) Significant Interviews.

a.

ORI

USC 424
UNCLASSIFIED# PO
(5) (UMl In December 2013, despite arficr advisecment to {j’é@i&
|©)3):10 USC 424 | submitted two purchase requests for IT
requirements that were intended to be supported by the | ICIO histed ity EET
requirements as development and documentation of data principles, data USC 424

managcment, sccurity intcgration, predictive analysis, implcmentation

customer feedback, and change management. On 3{( December 2013
{b)3)10 USC 424

lans,

On 8 January 201 oncurrcd with CFQO’s assessment, and also
rejected CIO’s request to use|®)3)10 USC 424 |also noted on the DD Form
2579, that CIO had failed to conduct market research, had no rationale for the

dccision, and that the associated independent government cost cstimates were _
relatively high compared to the previous W {j’)s@j&
()] (Um CIO disagreed with CFO and| — eir interpretation ol

ents and claimed the requirements were different. As a result, on 23

and 24 January 2

W she should seek a Tormal deciston from a higher contracting authority.

gf):m USC  [then contac 10 allow him an opportunity to determine
why the solicitation was cancelled and why DIA planned to MIPR funds to

to acquire services from a specific company. We prepared a timeline that outlines

the significant events (Exhibit 2), and the requirements related to this matter
(Exhibit 3).

(Ui he investigation also determined that an organizational conflict of
interest may have existed whep|®X3)10USC 424 |senior executive, assisted in the
preparation of the sole-source documents for|(b)3):10 USC 424 aware that
|DXS)10USC 424 his subordinate, for whom he| — [Was the permanent reviewer
tor performance assessments, would have to accept, review, and approve the sole-

sour(,e documents. During this investigation, CFO appointed another senior official
as [PICFTOUSC 424 |oerformance evaluation reviewing official.

|concluded the requirements were substantially the sameg

as the previously cancelled requirements under the W
usincss Coordination Record (DD Form 2579) to rcject the requosts-

sought advice from thel{b1{31310 USC 424 |0n

W30 USC

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

(Ul During the course of the investigation, we discovered that [D)3)10 USC 424

may have committed contract improprieties, which will be mvestigated and reported
separately under DIA OIG case 2015-500017-OL.

(Usidnitgdalds On 12 February 2014

(1) (U pniilainiley said disagreements between CFQO and CIO existed before

the contract canceflation, and were the result of the culture of CIO
senior personnel, who often made quick decisions on contract actions without

UNCLASSIFIED#PROREe

matter (Exhibit 4).
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ORI
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regard for following neccssary, albeit time consuming, contracting proccsses.

bIE0USE 424 also noted that in her experience, CIO historically has failed to plan for

acquisitions, adhere to CFO business principles and standards, conduct market
research, adhere to the limitation of 6-month extensions on contracts, and ms
requircments available to small business. Al failed to give
Cyberspace an opportunity to fulfill the requirements, which gave the appearance
of favoring|®)s)10 USC 424 |said that it also appeared to her tha

attempted to keef®)3)10 USC 424 lan | Sentor
Exccutive, on an active DIA contract.

(U, t's note. DIA eZHR and contract records revealed
which ended on | December 2013

HETS) 10 USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

(2) (U said she was aware that : finered with {b}(3):10
{j’é@ﬁ& m—kommct | — |subsequent separation from Vsc 4
by use ) contract had been cancelled because CIO {LE’)S{%)J&
o claimed it no lonoer had requirements for the service. Yet, in December 2013,
CIO issued two purchase requests, 414-0074-14-Z (Data Managenient) a - %’)S{g);ﬂj&
0075-14-Z (Organization Design) for IT required services she beheved wer
o1 similar 10 the requirements CIO cancelled under the ontract.
said when CIO submitted the purchase requests for forwarding t it
: was CIO’s attempt to circumvent small business and fair competition practices,
{b)(3):10 _ ) I vt o D)E) 10 USC 424 : il
USC 424 and gave the appearance of favoring] |pr0v1ded emails of
~ommunication with|®}3):10USC 424 land with[()3) 10 USC 424
explaining her concerng|—— |said that if she had not reported this matter
to thel{b B0 USC 424 land if|[®)X3)10USC 424 fhad not held his meeting to ©ET0
stop the MIPRs, the |[®)@)10USC 424 may have had to render a decision on USG 424
the MIPRs to|®)3)10USC 424 | 03110
USC 424
b, (Udsisdbdiay On 25 February 2014, —[interviewed —who — _
explained his involvement in the CIO acquisitton planning activities between {j’é@i&
September 2012 and December 2013 {Exhibit 5).
(1) (Usimrimmpppel0)3) 10 USC 424 |51 that beginning in September 2012, |
(b)(3):10 USC 424
who was at that time the former Deputy Chiel Information Officer, CI1O, wanted
him to support a new, sole-source contract for|®)3)10 USC 424 |stated he
310 told them that he had to “compete it.” |[P)EN10USC 424 h]50 said that he intended to
USC 424 reduce the cost associated with the two existing CIO IT contracts that were near
their end =1.e; nd HHM402-08-D-003 1, “Sentor Engineering and
®)3) 10 [(P)XE)10USC 424 kcontract made on 7 April
DSe et 2008 to{®IR)10USC 424 [said that the labor rates were

Ddrtl(.u]d]l——ﬁ'__h_fm‘i_——— [who was assigned to[b)3)10 USG 424
|{b (3110 USG 424

assigned to|  ~_ | They earned|P®10USC 424 Iper hour, respectively.

{01310 USC 424

|w110 was

6
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o, U8 a2
gf):m USC _ . ) {B)3) 10
EIGRD (2) (U _ _ stated that in early 2013, he and his immediate USC 474
LIOIo, superv1$orl{b){3)'1 0USC 424 |
(0)(3)10 USG 424 [CFO, met with|PE)r10USC 424 [and] ®)(E) 10
to discuss using a small busincss for the pending CIO requirements. HSC et
EIGRD said the CIO-appointed Source Selection Evalu.ation Board (SSE\M SORL
UaC 474 then convened and evaluated 29 proposals and rated®)@)10USGC 424 | |uscé
\{b){SMO USC 424 |and a third company (which he could no €mber), as
{Y3) 10 s ing in their proposal evaluations. z&mt duri {£)3) 10
USC 424 bidding process, lhad made its proposal more competitive by reducing USG 424
TGRS 1fs overa I pald he selected and then informed| — EIORD)
USC 424 |{b){3)'1 OUSC 424 and tion; they agreed. USC 424
(U ragisigdy Aoent’s note. Th sal reflecte {S’)S{g)ﬁi
TG0 ©E10 | - |as i subcpntracting partner, .Whl(:’l was known to CI.O
USC 424 USC 424 personnel involved in the source selection process. However, it was not 310
determined that|®X®)10USC 424 lhad USC 424
TG0 110wledge of the source se]e.ction informgtion, inpluding whether D10
USC 424 ' as a subcontracting partner with |{b){3)-1 OUSC 424 | USC 424
©)3)10 \ - , _ OXS10
USG 424 N U explained that shortly after making the[®)3)10 UsC424™ | USG 424
[ award t¢ on 26 July 2013[®)X3):10USC 424 protested SIORL
310 the award alleging that DIA had incorrectly evaluated their posals.| | USC 424
USGC 424 atd as an alternative, he then placed Lhe| E F‘equirements 0
EIORD) __|contract, task 01‘de}‘ 19, “Business Analytics.” . i fng so, o1
USC 424 terminated their partnership with ue to a disagreement with labor
rates.|LXMI0USC eaid after he placed th ITements on the {S))s{g)ﬁ&
lask order,|b)3):10 USC 424 [informed him that CIO no longer had a need lor the
requirements. [EX3)10USCsaid that he then cancelled the E/{j’)s{g)i&
ORI contra.ct, under the “for the convenience of the Government” provision, to
USC 424 essentlally render the protests moot. {BI3)10
USC 424
(b)(3)10 USC . _ . _
W 424 said that he believed CIO never intended to do busi
T with‘anyone but[ . | finti that the reasons C10 provided force
USC 474 requirements were not justified[®)3)10USC 424 Jrefated the

purchase requests for IT support via the

in the purchase request were similar to the equirements that|(R)3):10 USC 424

cancelled, and that CIO has had a preference fo for vears_and

was not subtle about it. Nonetheless, CFO had attempted to accommodate)

|©)3):10 USC 424 |as best they could; however, in this
matter CFO rejected |P/O)10 USC 424 linitiative to use the[®E)10USC 424 |

C. (U il ()11 25 March 2014,|——|i'rrtervfeweﬂ1{b){3):m USC 424

|{b){3):1 0USC 424

[DIA,

regarding this matter (Exhibit 6).
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ORI
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ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

d.

(1) (UA elated that he provided legal guidance H77(3).10 U | SIORD
mg the period leading up to the cancellation of the ontract in USC 424
September 2013° elated that th protest had merit, t !

tract. However, both protests were made moot since CFO cancelled the USG 424
\;}En%q entircty. [——— added that in his opinion the cancellation of

ORI

UNCLASSIFIEDRReRe USC 424

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

CFO decided to recvatmate T——  |proposal. rclatcd that a Iegal

evaluation had yet to be made on thel_d—_h»w(e%l —_|saidonce
DIA received the protests, they were required to stop all work on thc|{b Q110 USC 424 I\

ORI

contract was Tegally sufficient. However,l |also

attempted to support CIO by placing the| |requirements'on the bIE0USE 424 {ﬁ)%.{g;)fi
contract. ®)E)10 ®)E)10
USC 424 USC 424
(U kdatddeid) Agent’s note. A review of CFO records noted that gu/{b){s)m
22 August 2013, CFO responded to the{®)3)10USC 424 | USC 424

[(0)3)10 USC 424 notfication of protest”CFO informed
hat it intended to re-evaluate the|

September 2013, CFO responded to informing them DIA

USGC 424

ORI

intended to cancel the solicitation ontracty due 1o budget BI3)10
constraints. On 6 September 2013, W USC 424
informing them of the contract termination.

(2) (Usieieen added that on 20 September 2013, after the [

co as cancelled, CIO submitted a Statement of Work (SOW) to CFO 1o
support sole-sourcing o or CIO’s data management requirements. On
5 September 2013, CIO also provided documentation to support their sole-
source. sald he reviewed all of the CIO submitted material, and later
in November 2013, he opined the justification [or the sole-sourcing in support of
[(b)3)10USC 424 o be overly restrictive, and the rationale CIO provided had failed to
support the sole-source, and therefore was legally indefensible.

(3) (U sl explained the tensions between CIO and CFO (e.g.
whether the requirements on each acquisition attempt were similar, the merger of (BY3)10
contracting and finance workforce, the lack of experienced program managers, Vse
a ealthy dependency on contract employees) had negatively contr ©ET0
to this matter. As well; said that although [©)3):10 USC 424 | |uscaes
could liave protested DIATs carcellation of the | QW
(Usinialiitd ()11 31 March and 1 April 2014, — | was advised of his Garrity EIGRD

rights, which he waived, and was re-interviewed so that he could clarity the USC 424

information he previously provided and address allegations of unethical behavior
which were madce against him by|®)(3):10 USC 424

I

(L)3)10 USC 424 |wh0 elieved that| — |was unethical when he

cancelled thd |c0mracl|{bJ{3)i10 USC 424 |clariﬁed that during this acquisition

process, he attempted to lower the costs associated with IT contracts and that he did

UNCLASSIFIED AR
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canccl the contract to makce the protests “go away.” The OIG subscquently initiated a

separate investigation to determine whether the conduct of[QXF10USC lwas improper

o1 (Exhibit 7).
. { Uk Interviews of CFO Executives. Between 26 February and 18 March 2014,
' interviewed|®)X3):10 USC 424 | BIETT0
310 [B)3)10USC 424 |Each of them expressed concerns with CIO’s acquisition decisions and USG 424
USG 424 actions related to this matter.
DORE a During an interview of] she related that around August 2013, TG0
USG 424 she and®@)E):10USC 424 |met with[®)3):10 USC 424 |(via Tandberg)  |usc 424
SIORD to discuss [PIEHOQUSC 424 and the need for fairness throughout the
USC 424 contract industry. | [contirmed that[®)E) 10 USC 424 presented the ideato
her and |{b){3)310 USC 424 |but did not know at that time was BIEIT0
%’)S{g);ﬂj& a listed vendor. In reference to the potential organization conflict of interest USC 424
related that there were no conflict of duties between resource managers (such _
as and contracting officials (such ag®®)10USC 424 |She related however, O oo
around December 2013, complained t0|{b){3)-1_0 .USC 124 - — S
thed{b){3)-10 USGC 424 |ab0ut recerving “push-baeck™from the USC 474
TGRS CFO staff regarding support to CIO. Overall, summarized the problems _
USC 424 between|(P)3):10 USC 424 |in general, as personality conflicts that Cx:,
detrimental to operations (Exhibit 8).
{B)3) 10
DS e (U/A64 During an interview of] she related that arowm(r{%@ﬁi
o1 13, while acting in the capacity of the DIA [P)@)10USC 424 | —
SR | _sk.ed her to compare two SOWs| | said that she believed the .
USC 424 \wgllar ing a requirement for sole-source to land the ED)S{(?E)Q&
s other, . requirements). | Inot support the sole-
USC 474 ction. In December 20 fto 0
comparc a pait of SOQWs that supported C1O’s MIPRs. said she beTlT:w:d\ USC 424
OWs were similar to t ﬁlrec}uirements and advised CHO_ should not be TOR
permitted to us (Exhibit 9). USC 424
{j’;@;ﬂ& c. (U/AFeT67 During an interview of|{b){3):10 USC 424 Ishe related that around Octoher ﬁ))s{g:);ﬂjgﬂ,
2013, |®)3)10 USC 424 land she met with|{PXE}10USC 424 |
o1 bUITOUSC 424 |to discuss the appearance of CI07s] — fowards (b)3):10
. . . ) C USC 424
[ [ Tt was at this meeting that|{b){3)-10 USC 424 bresented the idea of using
{b)(3)10 USC 424 said that, in general{©)Q) 10 USC 424 |and
1d not take CFO guidance well and that CIO failed to properly plan for
TG0 acquisitions (Exhibit 10).
USC 424

d. (UMFSESDuring an intcrvicw 0f|{b){3)310 USC 424 |ﬁrst ling
supervisor), he related that he was unaware of the details surrounding the cancellation
of th contract; however, he was aware of CIO’s preference for[®)3):10 USC 424

9
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USC 424
o1 appcarancc of C1Q’s|P))10USC 424 land that|®)@)10 USC 424
| Inet with [EX3)T0USC 424 labout it. In reference to a
P ial organization conflict of imerest,|{b){3)310 USC 424 |also related that around
December 2013, complained to him about [£)5)10 USC 424 ]lack of support for
C10’s SOWs; but admitted that did more than what is required to
TG0 support CIO (Exhibit 11).
USC 424
b)(3)10
Other interviews. 5)3{0)424
{B)3) 10
_ USC 424
a. (U/sieiedeimae(On 4 March 20} interviewed|()3):10 USC 424 -
|{b){3)11 0USC 424 ained her
perception of C1O’s preference for| — fExhibit 12).
() (U;ﬁ@ﬁq{b){3)310 USC 424 related that the appearance of CIO’s
[(E)E)10 USC 424 [began on 35 June 2013, when she met with [)3):10 USC 424 |
{b)(3):10 (b)(3)10 USC 424 |
USC 424
(b)(3)10 USC 424 ormen @) 10 USC 424
®)E)10USE 424 i for a roufine requirements meefing. {(b)3):10 USC 424 |
TG0 said at that meeting|®)XG)10USC 424 lagked how she could “get [B@110 Usc 424 |
USG 424 for [®)3):10 USC 424 |
S— {b)3) 10
5)5{0)424 (2) (U )10 USC 424 lrelated that she reviewed the SOWs that CIO VG 424
prepared for submission to She concluded the requirements identified SIORD
in thos s were essentially 85-90% identical to those previously submitted USC 424
under the then-cancelle ontract. As a result[®)X2)10USC 424 % T
- : it -1 [0 USC 3
EIORD) rejected them during her coordination with|’ USC 474
USC 424 _
(3) (Unbbimiaaiey ) 10 USC 424 said that iiempted to use] |on
e ——— o . {b)3) 10
four individual occasions — the| |c ontract; the fract; the Se 134
EET lcontract; and, most recently, with HHM402-09-D-0006, [0)8)1065C 424 ]
USC 424 |{b){3):1 O USC 424 | an ongoing S-year| fcontract SIORD
awarded on 15 October 2009 [or tinancial management IT support. USG 424
TG0 (OXTOUSC 424 |said the decision had not been made whether CFO would allow s
USC 424 to support CIO requirements. USC 424
(b)3):10 . . . . .
USC 424 (U Agent’s note. A follow-on inquiry r did not place
any requirement on thg —[contract.
{B)3) 10 :
USC 424 b. (Uit O |8 June 201 inter\f'if:wed|{b){3)'10 USC 424 |wh0 related that T
: d June 2013, she managed the Solutions for Information Technology Enterprise USC 424

program (a non-rela

10
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BIEIT0 During that time, in the course of her duties, she m _
USC 424 with|®)3):10USC 424 o discuss options for mcw o
for CIO [0X3)10USC 424 [gaid that she was aware that was a vendor on the
contract, and during the meeting she probably did bring up the option o use
Bb%f?i& s the vendor to provide high-level consulting services to CIO. [ ]




B3 10 B3 10
Use e UNCLASSIFIEDARRGRIN- Uee
B3 10
USC 424
| |said her conclusion to scck camc from her personal knowledge
%’)S{g);ﬂj& ()ﬂ i |expertise, and from her conversations with|{b){3)i10 USC 424 |
i |wh0 weighed their options and concluded the other vendors on existing DIA
OB contracts were not capable of producing a successful outcome. [()3):10 USC 424 |said ®E10
UsG 424 that her discussionto-seekl——  Jas an option was validated when CIO later USC 424
attemipted 1o sole source for IT support from____ . [(Exhibit 13). T
USC 424
B3 10 . . _
USC 424 11. (U) Subject Interviews. {S))S{g)i 204
BY3)10 . _ : _ TORK)
USC 474 a.  (Uideedan®® On 26 March 2014,|Z/,|a’dmad a Garrity warning to USC 424

USGC 424

hich he waived and provided a statement (Exhibit 14).
B3 10 (1) (U related that, prior to being assigned to his curren

ORI
USC 424

position, he worked as a resource manager d‘sSI}:HEd to CIO. said there

ORI
USC 424

were three contracts involved in this matter. First{ —Ja contract thdt
%ﬂs{g}g& ultimately ended in 2013 alter being extended to [ulfill additional tasks i ng (310 |
TET the“Vojce of the Customer” — a high priority DIA project. said that USG 424
USC 424 contract ended, some of the : sand some SORL
| | personnel were transferred to the existing USC 424
{b)3) 10 : . . . {B)3) 10
USC 494 related that sometime during the spring or summer of USC 474
2013, CIO sought a new IT contract for a data management requirement that was
TG0 to be supportgd by a vendor already famili.ar with DIA oper.ations and_pr CESSEs, ﬁ))s{g);j&
USC 424 d who had “IT depth and breadth.” During that same peried; CIO appointed 2 BIoIT0
ction board which had evaluate W USC 424
idates said CFO made the| /_’]dwmd to|—/—|-w’rr0_hﬁd’_ STORE
EORE partnered with| however) Ag o the labor rates. USC 424
USC 424 /‘/—|_;¢1@@d,1——/1abor rates could be as hlgh as [(b)(3):10 USC 424 | EET0 ]
USC 424
(b)3):10 .
N (3) (Uskinkided—__Jrecalled that [B13) 70 USC 424 —
[(2)3)10 USC 424 [recommended cancelling the]| — Jeontract. USC 424
{j’é@i& He also recalled that around the same time, CIO found that it had additional £ OG0
available and determined that it would be able to use thd—/“bm/ua:tjw/ USG 424
©E10 |{b){3)310 USC 424 |thus eliminating the need for thdjmmmﬂm/ STORI
USGC 424 continued to seek vendor support for their data management requirement. E\USC 424
\Esaid that because contracting olficers have broad discretion on
o interpretations concerning contract scope language, this led to CFO and CIO
having differing opinions on whether the requirements cancelled under the
\Elsontract were, in fact, the same data management requirements for EIGRD
BIEIT0 which they had begun to seek vendor support. He related that in August 2013, he USC 474
USG 424 assisted in writing the CIO justification statement for a sole-source contract {non-
competitivecontracty withf—— | to provide support for the data may icnt
TG0 requirement. h_’:l‘;flid the justification failed because opined
USC 424 there were sutTicient avatlable vendors to compete the work.
11
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USC 424
®)E) 10 UNCLASSIFIEDsRRee R
USC 424
{b)3) 10
- o : USC 424
| \(@ (U!‘ﬂiOUOII{b){S)'m USC 424 |1nf0rmcd him that shc andl : |
o1 | |met with| XS T0USC 424 o discuss the strategy to support the data o1
ORI management requirement, since all previous efforts to obtain an IT contract were
USC 424 cessful[©)3):10 USC 424 kold him that during that meeting; (D@ 100USC 424 ] T
suggested usim and that|b}3)10USC 424 |had cautiencd CIO to not plage-the USC 424

: WJrcvious] cancelled on the ontract on the
{B)3) 10 : {B)3) 10
USC 424 purchase ol'ders.ilsald he did not believe CIO was “targeting” | | USC 424

because there were many vendors (in addition tol iistedomthe _
EET0 ib2)£3):10 USC kontract and that C1O wantcd to usc the open-compcetition process under ﬁg@;;
USG 424 However| —— ldmitted thaf twould-nothave-been

satisfied with|®)}3)10 USC 424 las a sole vendor. SIORD

USC 424

0 (3 (U related there werc also differing opinions between
USC 424 [()3):10 USC 424 [said that all DIA contract proposals, as-a-practice, are routed %))S{g);ﬂj&
e th10u&h|{b {310 USG 424 ladded that|  —Foncluded CIO had submitted a SOW
USC 474 ained reqmremenls 1dentical 1o those under the earher Lance]]edl | ORI
ORI ould not approve the USC 424
USG 424 B)3)MO0USC or other small businesses.

_ agreed that if approved to us small businesses would lose the contract {b)3):10
(b)3):10 = . USC 424
USC 424 opportunity.
©)E)10 ‘ B)s) 10
USC 424 ( said although he personally had no preferences for a USC 424

specific vendor, | — |was absolutely on the minds off®X®10USC 424 hnd[ " [my@yio
— OIITOUSC 424 a5 2 lop vendor” because off ~ —Jlongrelationship with V594
5)3{0)424 CIO. | - |sa1d the [(b)3):10 USC 424 |‘1cqu151t10n process was a ORI
“mess” — the result of[£)8):10 USC 424 [nilateral actions in attempting to make USC 424
T vendor partnership agreements  and as in the past, the outcome was unfavorable. _
0o | |stated that based on the opinions of [P)E)10USC 424 |he had o1
IORD planned to examine the use of an existing DIA contract and then advise ©ET0
USC 424 [(0)3)10 USC 424 [not to proceed with thei forts. However, USC 424
ad already been notified.
{b)3) 10
USC 424
—— b. _(Ukdiiei@® On | April 2017 administered a Garrity warningto [~ |
5)3{0)424 |OXATOUSC 424 |y hich she waived and provided a statement (Exhibit 135).[(b)3):10 USC 424
related that she was appointed[®)X3)10USC 424
EORE around August 2012, and was|{b){3):10 USC 424
USC 424 K - — - = » 5
[ ] During that time, CIO acquisition planning for the “data requirements” was
(b)3):10 underway had been formed. [P)X3)10 USC 424 |said CIO wanted to
USC 424 o . .
miake the award under open competition; however ded to use the

contract, and then changed his mind several times Tor unknown reasons.  |[(0)(3):10

USGC 424

(Uoe®p Agent’s note. [PR110USC424 requested to suspend the
interview so that she could refer to her notes and provide more
accurate information. A second interview was scheduled [or 11 April
2014.
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(0)3):10 UNCLASSIFIEDARRERe bY3)10
USC 424 USC 424
mh administered a Garrity warning to
)10 USC [ f——|which he waived and provided a statement (Exhibit 16).
(1) (U /b (2)(3):10 USC 424 |said that in the fall of 2013, CIO had gone to CFOto  [D)@)10
determine the options for fulfilling a “*data management” requircment by using VSG 424
full and open competition. [}3)10USC 424 | gaid that| Ibelle"m' that the
cost associated with fulfilling the contract was too small for a full-and-open ORI
compctition. [R)@)10 USC 424 rclated that he had conversations with CFO personncl  [Usc 424
TG0 about considering contracting with a small business to fulfill the CIO require BIG)T0
USC 424 because he was uncomfortable with a small business no € skill set USC 424
needed. [PX3)10USC 424 Irelated that th
ircments, but could not recall their details. |{b {3).10 Sai that hc was {j’;{g);ﬂ;
aware
The protest allowed him to realign funds and refocus on IT se {b)3):10
|{b {3)10 USC 424 |bc]1d that he believed it was Use 4z
do a sole-source contract, which was later found insufficient by CFO, so C 0
TG0 decided not to contract for the requirement. USC 424
USC 424
— (2) (Um|{b){3)'1 0USC 424 ktated Eef& | T
USC 474 uirements on the existing contract, or the partnership USC 474
with However |®)X8):10USC 424 bonfirmed that he a meeting with
{b)(3)10 USC 424 |wh0 told him that CIO appeared to favor [(0)(3):10 USC 424
| [afso stated that he was aware of an attempt 1o use| jﬁ S away Lo use E?;f?i&
full and open competition since CFO indicated their work would require too much
effort[PX3IT10USC 424 [44id he was surprised that after working with the CFQ for
months on the entire IT acquisition| {irad-aconcern and took it to the | | %J)S{g);ﬂj&
belore addressing it within DIA. [P)8)10USC 424 Igiated that he had no knowledge
of the responsibilities of the [P)@)10USC 424 Tor the respousibilities of the small
business advocate for the DoD.
U8C 24
o (3) (Usneablatdy 0)(3)10 USC 424 | described | lpast-performance-as-good; amd
the working relatiouship between CIO senior employees and Accenture senior
staff as good. However, when asked to describe his personal relationships with
| |senior staff, he declined to answer.
d. (Ukis@a@®On 11 April 2014,/X910USC Iadministered a second Garrity waning to T
|{b){3)110 USG 424 |which she warved and provided a second statement (Exhibit 17). USC 424
(b)3):10 . ) .
USG 424 (D (Uﬁlieﬂq {b)3)1OUSC 424 |descr1bed the circumstan S allempt to
arrange a sole-source contract with including CFO partnering BIET0
ac 5| {EH3) 10 USC 424 tatcd she did not remember who in CFO advised USC 424
%3)8{8)134 CIO to contract wit ia sole-source contract, buf, W
enied it. [P)B)10 USC 424 lrela uring the

...... N Rad AT TR L s 2

acquisition process, her staft informed her that | - [was having meetings

13

UNCLASSIFIE DA



UNCLASSIFIED/ e iie

ORI

USC 424
o1 with vendors concerning CIO contracts so she spoke with| 90U laboug it TGRS
|{b){3)310 USC 424 |said that overall, CFO contracting support was okay, althoygh it~ |USC 424
BIEIT0 could be improved with better collaboration and understanding between
USG 424 | land CIO of requirements on several CIO contracts. [®)3)10 USC 424 | BIEIT0
demicd thaﬂ |ancl her staff involved themselves in vendor partacting,
%ﬂs{g};;ﬂr Further|b)3):10 USC 424 |denied she participated in selecting members of the
' nowing |had determined were thet+op three vendors, or {b)3):10
: . . USC 424
TG0 had partnered with in order to win the
USC 424 e
USC 424
{b)(3):10 (2) (Uﬁ@ﬁ@y)l{b){3)310 USC 424 |1‘elated that she was oka
VSGC 44 the awardee, but, denied that anyone from er they were
unhappy with their partnership with| hc said that she did not direct
EIORD) gf)rm UsGC Jf&eaneel—th——komract; however, when other higher
USC 424 priorities were identified, CIO cancelled the requirements supported by the
contract.
{b)3) 10
USC 424
(3) (Umw{aim USGC 424 |related that because CFO believed the funds
allocated were too fow to conduct a full and open competition, and th‘%ﬂgﬂa’i‘(
to provide justilication for a sole-source contract, she explored using for the
data management requirement. [bX2)10USC 424 |said she and[®)E)10USC 424 | et E?é,@i&
with CFO executives I 10USC 424 [who
informed her and [(B)@)10USC 424 |of the appearance of favoritism towards
|)3):10 USC 424 |said she then provided the CFO executives an[_~ |
contract brochure as an option to address the CIO “data and organizational EIORD)
management” rcquircment. USC 424
(Ui Agent’s note. (D)3)10 USC 424 W// EET0
EET learned after the meeting that| — |Was listed as a vendor in the USC 424
USC 424 brochure.

BIEIT0 W|{b){3)310 USC 424 |said that fater the

ad an 1ssue with their

USC 474 submittals to usel—__|claiming that the CIO requirements were similar to those
previously submitted (and cancelled) under the [(£)3):10 USC 424 bontracts.
aid, however, the ““data and organizational management” requirements
never part of the ontract, (X310 USC 424 [related that had
the ability for cross-industry reach-back, and did good work without defays. | |
[B)XET0USC 424 Fharacterized the[®)XE)10USC 424 | relationship as professional; she
%3)8{8)134 declined to answer questions regarding personal relationships between her and
[ — " ]personnel.
{LE’)S{%)J& c. (Usdddlll On 12 March 2015, dministered a sccond Garrity warning to
hich he waived, and was re-interviewed regarding this matter (Exhibit
18). stated that he did not have a personal relationship with any [P)G)T0USC 424 ]
employee. His only social interaction with|(®)}3)10 USC 424 |was ata
{B)3) 10
USC 424
14
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Christmas party. hosted by®@)10 USC 424 IDISES [E)3) 10 USC 424
|{b){3)'1 OUSC 424 fricnds and other CIO scnior TGRS
personnel attended including [)X3)10 USC 424 [but could not recall if [PE)10USC 424 | USC 424
attended.
B3 10 ) {b)Y(3)10 USC 424 o thi
USC 474 f. (U/Mmeddldy On 13 March 2015 dmmlsteredl |d third
Garrity warning and re-interviewed her in order to allow her to discuss whether she
had a personal relationship with®)3)10 USC 424 |(Exhibit 19). [0)3)10USC 424 ] S
Elrclatcd shc mct (X310 USC 424 [around 2010 or 2011 when they were 5)3{0)424
working ontracts supporting CIO, but denied she had a personal
relationship with either of them. [P)X3)10USC 424 kaid her only social interaction
(b)3):10 - . - .
USC 494 with[®)3) 10 USC 424 lwas at a 2014 Christmas partv at the home of[ ] T
O TOUSC 424 lsaid other CIO USC 424
executives had attended the party, incTuding|®)E)10 USC 424 /I/
B3 10
USC 424
g. (USik@y On 13 March 2015 administered [PH310USC 424 15 acond
Garrity warning and re-interviewed regarding his personal relationship with
{b)(3):10 employees, specifically |©)3):10 USC 424 |(Exhibit 200. [
USCa Lelated he me{®®)10USC 424 several years ago and
occasionally had lunch and beers with them. J)@) 10 USC 424 | said that he also attended
the two holiday parties mentioned by [(0)3)10 USC 424 but he did not
it s ar b)(3) 10 USC 424 _
EIORD) host any party where[®)E) fattended
USC 424
U) Coordination with Management.
. . ©)3) 10
a. (UyOn | August 201 briefed|®)E)110USC 424 on the USG 424
current status of this investigation.
b)3):10 : : Y310 USC 424 o b ot
USC 424 b. (U)On8 April 2015, this office, briefed| ]
on the results of this investigation.
¢. (U)On9 April 2017 briefeq |PX©)10USC 424 |
MS, on the results of this investigation.
B3 10
USC 424
13. (U) Coordination with the Counsel to the Inspector General (IGC). On 21 March
T 201° : G424 |C0unsel Lo the Inspector General, DIA, was briefed on
{U)s{c)424 results of this investigation. | —— jopined that: ORI
B3 10 _ o _ USC 424
USC 424 a. There is clear and convincing evidence that, for IT contract support.
had a preference for over other vendors. A Sour ion Evaluation OEI10
ard recommended contracting with| when it appeared E@
tcam with to provide irecments and performance
management, program/project management, business process engineering; T
consultation and advisory services, solutions integration and service operations 5)3{0)424

including data centers, and cyber security and information assurance. After
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USC 424
{b)3) 10
— \[{b)m1 pusc e tcaming arrangcment with ailed to matcrialize, and[ —]— Use 4z
USC 424 : o
acquiesced to the termination of the E—csn*mc* upon-the
recommendafion who was dealing with protests, costing the Agency %”S{g);jgﬂr
|©)3):10 USC 424 lin termination costs. CIO still required these services and then prepared
{b)3) 10 . P . o }
USC 424 an ovcrly restrictive solc-source justification to contract with | Fhesole= ORI
_ source |u‘~.t|f1c(1t10n tailed legal review and was disapproved. The CIO then prepared USG 424
{j’)s@j& “new” T ts for data management and organizational design which could ORI
have been ordered under the countract, had it not beeu cancelled. CIO USG 424
intended for these requirements to be fulfilled under an[_—fomractforwhich ~ [©)8)10
_ was a vendor. Because the task orders designed for the[  —Jeentract HSC 42
{j’)s@j& required “in depth understanding of the DIA/DODIIS Data Environment” or “DIA T
specific knowledge of CIO organizational change management programs and USC 424
ing modcl deployments,” the task orders appcar to be veiled cfforts to con
again with DIA’s small business office obje ‘ imatcly CI0O’s
T continuing efforts to steer work to were thwarted.
USG 424
_ b. (Useisiviaie® While[®)3) 10 USC 424 ldenied that they knew of the -
ﬁ))s{g)i& planned|®)(3)10 USG 424 [ partnering arrangement and the Chairman of the USC 424
| lindicates that neither|PE)10USC 424 provided —
any guidance o the board, it is clear that{(b)3)10USC 424 |
voiced a preference for contracting with| — |according to the senior
CIO business manager, [®)3)10USC 424
‘“ {b)3) 10
USC 424
c. (U/is@ds@enl ovicwing all the circumstances and by a preponderance of the evider
[()3) 10 USC 424 |were responsible for the CI()’ istent failure
- . - . - . : {B)3) 10
to act impartially and for endeavoring to give referential treatment in USC 424
{BI3)10 violation of the general principles of the basic obligation of public service found in
Usc 424 the Standards ol Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch. {LE’)S{%)J&
— SC.FR. §2635.101(b) (8) and 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b) (14). carefully
5)5{0)424 : ns]dered whether [()(3)10 USC 424 khould be similarly cited ided %’)S{g):igﬂr
'- r were responsible for efforts to contract with through the E
TG0 ] , fore, they should not be cited [or impartiality. T
USC 424 USC 424
d. ( In mitigation noted that C10O may have developed an over
\wfm'm;e.uci lthat presents additional challenges on accomplishing its
mission withoul] —— |continued support. [ —Jalsonoted-that the[ ] T
contract did include other vendors who are major defense contractors and who USC 424
support the DoDIIS system, including [(b)@).10 USC 424 |
EIORD) e. (Usiindeiay While corrected during the course of this investigation, there was at least {j’é@i&
USC 424 the appearance of an organizational conflict-of-interest in having| {servc as
[)3)10USC 424 |revicewing official. In this casc,l h’)aﬁ{C{pat\.d mrthe TSR

preparation of a sole-source justification to contract with in support of CIO USGC 424
requirements. disapproved the sole-source justification alter lega

review. USD (AT&L) guidance from November 2004 requires that contracting
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. atcd within their own program channels. This suggcests that contracting
officers, such as should be rated and reviewed by contracting officials;

ORI

however, guidance from the |{bl{3)310 USG 424 |August 2008 requires only
that “at least first-level evaluations of contracting officers [be] performel%i}m/

| [reviewing official so that

o In“ll’n‘" Lk B 1 Ls Le 1
ro-tongerserved-in-that capacity-

USGC 424

carccr contracting chain.” After this invcsti%ation began, CFO changed

ORI
USC 424

14. (U) Internal Management Controls. Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction
5010.40, “Managcrs’ Internal Control Program Procedures,” 30 May 2013, requires DoD
organizations to implement and evaluate a comprehensive system of management
cortrols that provide reasonable assurance that programs are operating in accordance
with pertinent laws and regulations. There were no deficiencies noted during the course
of this invcstigation,

15. (U) Exhibits.

a. (U) Attached.

(1) (U) Information report (IR) of [PXS)10USC 424 6 February 2014

(2) (U) Timeline of Siguificant Events, 4 May 20135.

(3) (U) Overview of Requirements, 4 May 2015.

ORI
USC 424

ORI
USC 424

(4 (U) IR of] 7 12 February 2014.
w‘igl 14 February 2014,

(6) (U)IR o 28 March 2014.

(7) (U) Garrity warmnings and IR of|RX3)10USC 13 April 2014.

{
424

ORI
USC 424

(8) (U) IR of 12 March 2014,

O (W) IRo 12 March 2014.

(10) (U) IR of [PE)}TOUSC424 13 March 2014,

(11) (U) IR of|L)&)10 USC 424 21 March 2014.

(12) (U) IR of| @) 10USC 424 |4 March 2014.

(13) (U) IR of[PXTOUSC 424 l1g jupe 2014,

(14) (U) Garrity warning and IR of[ 7 April 2014.

(0)(E)10 USC 424
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{3310
USGC 424

{310
USGC 424

C.

16. (U)

Report

UNCLASSIFIED <PROBN-

(15) (U) Garrity warning and IR of |?/2)/10USG 424 19 June 2014,

(16) (U) Garrity warning and IR of|®X®)10USC 424 I8 June 2014. OED

USC 424
(17) (U) Second Garrity warning and IR of /310 USC 424 19 June 2014.
(18) (U) Second Garrity warning and IR of — 16 March 20135.

(19) (U) Third Garrity warning and IR of|®)Xe110USC #2¢ 17 March 2015.

(20) (U) Second Garrity warning and IR of[P/®H10USC 42418 March 2015,

(U) Not Attached.

(21) (U) Modifications 02 and 04 for “Recovery Costs for Termination for
Conveniernce of Referenced Contract, for Contract HHM402-13-D-0024,
September 30, 2103.

{22) (U} (SBCR) with Requirements and Independent Government Cost Estimate
(IGCE) for Purchase Order (PO) 414-0074-14-Z, 8 January 2014.

(23) (U) SBCR with Requirements and IGCE for PO 414-0075-14-Z, 8 January 2014.

SOW for Strategic Communications and Marketing,

(25)(U] T SOW for Business Analytics, not dated.

(26) (U) SOW for CIO’s Data Management requirement, not dated.

(27) (U) Justification for an Exception to Fair Opportunity for C10’s Data
Management requirement, June 2013.

(U) The originals of exhibits 1 through 20 are maintained in the filcs of this office.
Status. This is a final report. The report of disciplinary action is pending.

Prepared By: Report Approved By:
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