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Allegation: -
Inspector General Fred Weidethold (“Weiderhold”) received information [T e O |

F had a business relationship witha
fimn, geeking contracts with Amtrak, In April 2007, [T
BRI St

opined that Amtrak could not contract with

due to I s financial relationship with them, Later, ) .
e suspccted that Il was being proffered as sub-contractot on

a proposed contract. Ol initiated an investigation on July 30, 2007.

Investigation:

O conducted research and dotermined that I had « business relationship with the following
four firms:

Bl Advisory Board member
I Consulting Group: Prosident
I Chainnan an CEO

. Advisory Board member

O intor v RGN R0 N ] e o S b

nterview of

I told Agonts that in March 2007, she was approached by I secking an opinion

regarding the propricty of Amtrak doing business with B, ¢ (irm in which qad a
financlal interest. [N <veiled NI with the pacticulars of his relationship with Ml and
explained that [lll could provide services to Amtrak in the atea of bomb prevention training and

passenger screening. ! offered that he was on IIlfs Board of Advisors and had a 1%
interest in the company, [ informed I (1ot she was referring the matter to




" o acts as the legal advisor to I

I o) Agents that she believed that either Weiderhold, or [N, :om the Office of
Insi)ector General, alerted [N thet vsing HEM could be a conflict. “She vecolled that

was of tho opinion that if he recused himself from the negotlation process and deferred to
amember of his staff, no conflict would exist. [l explained to Agents that that reasoning isnot
the case. She explained that a conflict would still exist because an unfair burden would be put on the
subordinate employee tasked with evaluating a firm in which the superior has a financlal interest,

I st2ted it is not even a “fine-line.”

According to I, on April 10, 2007, I ot with IS o discuss the pacticulars

of I 5 W relationship with M. On April 16, 2007, Hlll sent a memo, authored
by I to _which informec N that Il could not bo used as an Amtrak

contractor due to the conflict,

I t01d Agents that I s personnel fils did not list any companies i
financial interest, NN informe. NN that after ho met with [N

hich he had a

stated

he would submit a revised Conflict of Interest disclosure form to include two companies in which he
had a financial interest in addition to Il INst=tec thot MMM« d initially resubmitted
the disclosure form with just Il Jisted.

I it that disclosure of an employee’s interest in a corapany does not make it acceptable for

the company to be used as a vendor, NN opined that MMM, having been in high level
government service for many years, would know this, The only solution to undo the conflict would
be for the employee to sever all ties with the company seeking to do business with Amtrak,

Tn July 2007, I carned through I that Bl w25 being listed as a sub-contractor in
ono ot two proposals for security contracts. MMM explained that being listed as a sub-contractor
is just as conflicted as if IMlwas tho prime confractos, as long as I |2 | an interest in the

firm,

- told Ol Agents that in March 2007, he was copied on an email from [N to
I, Tho cimail was a response from RO concerning NN s inquiry
into Amtrak contracting with Il Inthe email, [ informed that | ovld

be reviowing the matter.

1t it e oo I hat e was sceking the opinion ftom the
Law Department as a result of someone on his staff being alerted to a possible conflict by a member
of the Amtrak OIG. v formed M hat he was on the Board of Advisors for two
companies that perfor security work. IMMllrccalled one company as Il but could not recall
the name of the second firm, MM cxplained that he did not receive compensation for sitting on




the Board of Advisors, but did reccive expense reimbursement for attending Board mektings; In
addition, explained that he has a 1% interest in each ofthe compaties that would be paid
to him only if they were sold. '

. A

I fociher told NN thot he would like Amtrak to contract with Il to perform

passenger soreening and training. I told IRt I was the leader in the fleld.
I el that another finn, I, could also provide the same fanction.

dvised

I 2t thero would be a conflict in sing I NN vagested that he would find a
way to “firewall” himself from the process.

I 1 d checked s Conflict of Interest-Certificate of Compliance form and saw that

no companios were listed. old that someone from Human Resources informed
him that only Railroad conflicts needed to be listed. informed I ot was not the

case and instructed him to ¢omplete the form, mbmilted a fonn, but it only included Il
[l andt not the second company. [N cAlled nd told him to resubmit the form and
include both companies.

B ict with I, who, along with [ opincd that thero is no way to “firewall”

B that usiog [l would be a contlict. INNN1so spoko with MENEwho concusred
with the opinion. On April 16, 2007, NN drafted & memo for I to send to N EEG_

detailing the opinion.

1n Joly 2007, NG of At contacted | land inquired if

I could bo used as a subcontractor, About the same time as I s inquiry, I rcccived
a call from < NI inuiring if MEMis precluded from being used
as a sub-contractor, I conferrcd with MMM and the resulting opinion was that Illlcould not

be uged ag a sub-contractor,

Review o § Personnel File

_’s sersonnel file revealed a Certificate of Compliance-Conflict of Interest form listing [l
ﬁas firms in which NN a5 a
financial relationship. The form was signed by and dated May 8, 2007. The form was

signed by Aintrak President Alex Kummant on May 14, 2007.

Contract Research

OX met with [JJJJJJi and researched all proposed
two submissions to Request for Proposals (“REPs”) included [lllas » proposed sub-contractor.

REPg are described as follows:

1) RFP /N for Scoutity Training Needs Assessinent, The proposal was submitted
by [ on July 6, 2007. The two sub-contractors listed were .

and existing Security Contracts and discovered that
The




- 2) REP 7 I fos Emorgency Operations Plats. The proposal was sul;haitted'by.
on July 18, 2007. The two sub-contractors listed were ﬁand I ;

- s . acction of Bmployment -~ | .

On August 4, 2007,_’9 employment with Amtrak was tecminated.  On August 23, 2007,
I - . IR — O bohalfof Amtralg, signed an

Executive Commities Reloase Agresment (“Agreement”). Section 4, Prragraph B of the Agreement
reads in part:

., Amtrak hereby refense and dischacgo B (tom any and all liabilitles and
olaims of any kind or nature, known or unknown, that Amtrak may have had or may
now have agains under any federal, state or municipal law, including but
not Jimited to, all claims for attorney’s fees and damagos, breach of contract and tort
claims arising form his employment with Amtrak.”

Cancsliation of Contracts
Shortly after IR tcrmination of employment, a new Office of Securily Strategy and Special

Overations (“SSS0”) was formed, The Offtce is headed by INENEEG_—_—_— forrerly
h The new SSSO cvaluated all contracts that were

entored in or proposed during MMM s tervre. All such contracts and REPs wero cancelled,

Conclasion;

I < trination and the signed Agresment, along with the cancellatlon of all contracts and
proposals during 's employment, was discussed with the Deputy Inspector

General/Counsel and no further action is deemed necessary

Recommendation:

'This case should be closed.

W Date: é/z.f///ﬂ 44 ,

Deputy Inspector General/Counsel:




