GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BOARD OF ETHICS AND GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

LA {

Office of Government Ethics _

InRe: -Waters

‘Case No.: 1034-005

NEGOTIATED DISPOSITION

Pursuant to section 221(a)(4)(E)" of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment
and Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011 (“Ethics Act™), effective April 27, 2012,
D.C. Law 19-124, D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01 et seq., the Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”)
hereby enters into this negotiated agreement with the Respondent, aters. Respondent agrees
that the resulting disposition is a settlement of the above-titled action, detailed as follows:

L FINDINGS OF FACT

Respondent works as a Program Manager, for the Office of the State Superintendent of Education
(“OSSE"), Division of Student Transportation. Respondent has held various positions within the agency

.since her initial hire in 2006. Respondent’s most recent duties include the oversight of four bus
terminals. Respondent was first employed by District government in 1984.

In December 2016, the Office of Government Ethics (OGE) received a complaint that OSSE employees
were using government time and resources to place weekly wagers on American professional football
games. Employees would complete score sheets or squares with their predicted winners and/or total
points of all of the weekly games. Each score sheet was an entry. There was a $10 fee collected with
each entry. The organizers of the wagers would keep a small percentage of the monies collected. The
remaining monies were awarded to the employee or player with the most accurate predictions. These
activities spamned several (20+) weeks, as they continued throughout the entire professional football

regular season through the championship game. Entry fees during playoff or the championship games
were $25 per week.

This respondent facilitated the collection of sheets and entry fees for the entirety of 2017 football
season. Her District government email account showed weekly emails from September 2017 through
January 2018 of scanned entry sheets that were sent by the respondent to a non-District employee.

OSSE employees also stated that the respondent would collect monies for the pool at/around various
OSSE Division of Student Transportation locations.

! Bection 221(a)(4)(E) of the Ethics Act provides, in pertinent part, that “[i]n addition to any civil penalty imposed under t%-lis title, a
violation of the Code of Conduct may result in the following: . . . Any negotiated disposition of a matter offered by the Director of
Government Ethics, and accepted by the respondent, subject to approval by the Ethics Board.™
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Respondent acknowledges and understands that this Negotiated Disposition is only binding upen
herself and OGE in resolution of her alleged violations of the Code of Conduct that applies to
Distriect government employees and public officials. Respondent acknowledges and understands
that OGE does not have the authority to bind any other District or federal government agency to
this agreement, including but not limited to the Metropolitan Police Department, the District of
Columbia Office of the Atiorney General (“OAG”), the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS™), the
United States Attorney for the Distriet of Columbia (“USAO”) or the United States Department of
Justice (“D0OJ”). Respondent further acknowledges and understands that notwithstanding the
terms of this Negotiated Disposition, her conduct described hereinabove may also subject her to

the imposition of civil and/or criminal penalties by other sovernment agencies who are not bound
by the terms of this agreement whatsoever.

Respondent understands that if she fails to pay the full $1,000 fine in accordance with the terms set forth
hereinabove, pursuant to section 221(a)(5)(A) of the Ethics Act (D.C. Official Code § 1-
1162.21(a)(5)(A), the Ethics Board may file a petition in the Superior Court of the District of Columbia
for enforcement of this Negotiated Disposition and the accompanying Board Order assessing the fine.
Respondent agrees that this Negotiated Disposition is not just an admission of wrongdoing, but
constitutes various factual admissions by her that may be used in any subsequent enforcement or judicial
proceeding that may result from her failure to comply with this agreement. Respondent also understands -
that, pursuant to Section 217 of the Ethics Act (D.C. Official Code § 1-1162.17), she has the right to
appeal any order or fine made by the Ethics Board. Nonetheless, the Respondent knowingly and
willingly waives her right to appeal the accompanying Board Order assessing the $1,000 fine in this
matter in exchange for the concessions made by this OGE in this Negotiated Disposition.

Respondent further understands that if she fails to adhere to this agreement, OGE may instead, at its sole
option, recommend that the Ethics Board nullify this settlement and hold an open and adversarial
hearing on this matter, after which the Ethics Board may impose sanctlons up to the full statutory
amount ($5,000 per violation) as provided in the Ethics Act for each violation.” Because the Office is, at
this time, foregoing requesting that the Ethics Board hold an open and adversarial hearing on this matter,

Respondent waives any statute of limitation defenses should the Ethics Board decide to proceed in that
matter as a result of Respondent’s breach of this agreement.

The mutual promises outlined herein constitute the entire agreement in this case. Failure to adhere to any
provision of thls agreement is a breach rendermg the entire agreement void. By our signatures, we agree
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