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evidence concerning  to the Utah County Sheriff’s Office which had an 
acƟve, ongoing invesƟgaƟon of sexual crimes related to the maƩer. In sum, the agency’s 
invesƟgaƟon adduced relevant and material evidence of the ongoing  
both before and aŌer  allegaƟon that it had been improperly terminated, to support 
its conclusion that this allegaƟon was not substanƟated.  
 

The agency made addiƟonal findings in this maƩer. The agency found that  
disclosed law-enforcement sensiƟve informaƟon to mulƟple individuals who lacked a need-to-
know the informaƟon. The agency also found that  knowingly submiƩed false 
informaƟon to ICE OPR and to OSC regarding allegaƟons against  and the  
invesƟgaƟon. The ICE OPR invesƟgaƟve team presented these findings to the USAO in 2021, 
which declined prosecuƟon in October 2023. 

 
In his comments,  asserted ICE OPR failed to interview him in relaƟon to OSC’s 

referral of this maƩer;4 failed to take signed or verified statements from witnesses; provided 
inaccurate and incomplete summaries of witness tesƟmony; and provided false accounts of 
witness statements throughout the report.  also asserted ICE OPR agents involved in 
the invesƟgaƟon pursuant to OSC’s referral acted, at best, unprofessionally, and at worst, in 
potenƟal violaƟon of the ICE OPR’ rules of procedure.  further asserted the findings 
related to wrongdoing against him were evidence of a retaliatory invesƟgaƟon.  
 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. § 1213(e), I have determined that the report contains the 
informaƟon required by statute and the findings appear reasonable. As required by 5 U.S.C. 
§ 1213(e)(3), I have sent a copy of this leƩer, the agency report, and whistleblower comments to 
the Chairs and Ranking Members of the Senate and House CommiƩees on Homeland Security. I 
have also filed redacted copies of these documents and the redacted referral leƩer in OSC’s 
public file, which is available online at www.osc.gov. This maƩer is now closed. 

 
Respecƞully, 

  
Charles M. Baldis 
Senior Counsel and Designee 
of Ac ng Special Counsel Jamieson Greer  

 
Enclosures 

 
4 ICE OPR interviewed  on July 12, 2021, prior to OSC’s referral on August 2, 2021. OPR did not re-
interview  following OSC’s referral, because  was under federal invesƟgaƟon in connecƟon with 
his statements in this maƩer. 







APPENDIX 
AGENCY REPORTS UNDER 5 U.S.C. § 1213 

GUIDANCE ON 1213 REPORT 
● OSC requires that your investigators interview the whistleblower at the beginning of the 

agency investigation when the whistleblower consents to the disclosure of his or her 
name.

● Should the agency head delegate the authority to review and sign the report, the 
delegation must be specifically stated and include the authority to take the actions 
necessary under 5 U.S.C. § 1213(d)(5).

● OSC will consider extension requests in 60-day increments when an agency evidences 
that it is conducting a good faith investigation that will require more time to complete.

● Identify agency employees by position title in the report and attach a key identifying the 
employees by both name and position. The key identifying employees will be used by 
OSC in its review and evaluation of the report. OSC will place the report without the 
employee identification key in its public file.

● Do not include in the report personally identifiable information, such as social security 
numbers, home addresses and telephone numbers, personal e-mails, dates and places of 
birth, and personal financial information.

● Include information about actual or projected financial savings as a result of the 
investigation as well as any policy changes related to the financial savings.

● Reports previously provided to OSC may be reviewed through OSC’s public file, which 
is available here: https://osc.gov/PublicFiles. Please refer to our file number in any 
correspondence on this matter. 

RETALIATION AGAINST WHISTLEBLOWERS 
In some cases, whistleblowers who have made disclosures to OSC that are referred for 

investigation pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 1213 also allege retaliation for whistleblowing once the 
agency is on notice of their allegations. The Special Counsel strongly recommends the agency 
take all appropriate measures to protect individuals from retaliation and other prohibited 
personnel practices.   

EXCEPTIONS TO PUBLIC FILE REQUIREMENT 
OSC will place a copy of the agency report in its public file unless it is classified or 

prohibited from release by law or by Executive Order requiring that information be kept secret in 
the interest of national defense or the conduct of foreign affairs.  5 U.S.C. § 1219(a).   

EVIDENCE OF CRIMINAL CONDUCT 
If the agency discovers evidence of a criminal violation during the course of its 

investigation and refers the evidence to the Attorney General, the agency must notify the Office 
of Personnel Management and the Office of Management and Budget. 5 U.S.C. § 1213(f). In 
such cases, the agency must still submit its report to OSC, but OSC must not share the report 
with the whistleblower or make it publicly available. See 5 U.S.C. §§ 1213(f), 1219(a)(1). 



U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

500 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20536 

For Official Use Only (FOUO) 

December 1, 2023 

Ms. Karen Gorman 
Acting Special Counsel 
U.S. Office of Special Counsel 
1730 M Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20036-4505 

Re: OSC File No. DI-21-000699 

Dear Ms. Gorman: 

In accordance with Title 5, United States Code (U.S.C.), sections 1213(c) and (d), the enclosed 
report is submitted in response to your referral of allegations concerning officials at the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), West 
Valley City, Utah, engaged in conduct that may constitute an abuse of authority, gross 
mismanagement, and a substantial and specific danger to public safety.   

, a HSI Criminal Intelligence Analyst, who consented to the release of his name, 
alleged that HSI improperly terminated an investigation into allegations involving current  

. The allegations sent for investigation via letter dated 
August 3, 2021, were: 

• In April 2020 personnel assigned to  received video evidence 
implicating Mr. Leavitt in a potential violation of the Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act of 2000, 22 U.S.C. § 78, and the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA), 25 U.S.C. § 
1900, but failed to open a case or investigate the allegations. 

• On August 26, 2020, Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) Steven Andres
removed and reassigned the HSI employees assigned to 
effectively terminating further inquiry into these and related matters.

• Any additional or related allegations of wrongdoing discovered during the investigation
of the foregoing allegations.

At the OSC's request, ICE's Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) investigated the 
allegations listed above.  

1 and involved three separate 
investigations into human smuggling and trafficking allegations and related matters. 



OSC File No. DI-21-00699 
Page 2 of 2 

For Official Use Only (FOUO) 

ICE has enclosed two versions of its report addressing the OSC’s most recent inquiry. The first 
version of the report contains the names and positions of ICE law enforcement officers and is 
For Official Use Only (FOUO), as specified by Title 5, U.S.C. Section 1213(e). Each page of 
the report has been marked accordingly. We understand that, as required by law, you will 
provide a copy of the unredacted version of the report to the President of the United States and 
the appropriate oversight committees in the United States Senate and House of Representatives 
for their review. In these legally required re-disclosures of the unredacted report, ICE 
respectfully requests that OSC retain ICE's FOUO markings and convey the sensitivities of the 
identifiable information contained in the report. 

The second version of the report has been redacted to eliminate references to privacy-protected 
information and is suitable for release in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act  
(FOIA). 5 U.S.C. Section 552. ICE has redacted the names and positions of law enforcement  
officers pursuant to FOIA exemptions (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) because the release of this 
information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of the law enforcement officers' 
personal privacy. Accordingly, these exemptions are specifically asserted to protect ICE's law 
enforcement officers from possible acts of threat, coercion, and bribery. ICE requests that only 
the redacted version of the report be made available on your website and in your public library, 
or in any other forum in which it will be accessible to persons not expressly entitled by law to a 
copy of the unredacted report. 

DHS Delegation Number 00013, dated October 29, 2019, delegates authority to review and 
sign investigative reports to DHS Component heads who may in turn re-delegate that authority. 
I have been designated to review and sign this report. 

Please do not hesitate to contact my office at (202) 732-3000 should you require any further 
information regarding these matters. 

Sincerely, 

Staci A. Barrera 
Senior Official Performing the Duties of 
the Deputy Director 

Enclosure 

cc: Chief Human Capital Officer 

































































Allegation 2: On August 26, 2020, Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC)  
 removed and reassigned the HSI employees assigned to “Operation See No Evil,”  

effectively terminating further inquiry into these and related matters.  
  

On August 8, 2021, OPR made a criminal referral to the U.S. Attorney’s Office for false 
statements by Mr.  The charges included contents of his OSC whistleblowing disclosure 
that OPR had not yet begun to investigate. On January 31, 2022, Mr.  resigned rather than 
continue absorbing relentless DHS harassment that began once he submitted the video 
evidence.2  

 
 
  

ISSUES NOT IN FACTUAL DISPUTE  
 

The  of issues not in factual dispute is comprehensive. The Report of Investigation 
did not present rebuttal evidence for either of Mr.  allegations. The first allegation was 
that HSI failed to open a case or investigate the video. The Report of Investigation (ROI) does not 
include a link to the video that was the point of Allegation 1. There is no assertion that a case 
was opened on the evidence or baby trafficking revealed by the video, or that HSI sought further 
evidence.  There is no legal analysis that Mr.  was mistaken to contend the video was an 
inadvertent confession of illegality under the Trafficking Victims Prevention Act and the Indian 
Child Welfare Act. For all practical purposes, OPR ignored this allegation.  

  
The second allegation was that by removing Mr.  and  from the See No 

Evil investigations, HSI effectively killed the cases, which remained officially open but inactive 
due to lack of further investigative work. While the ROI cites many HSI officials’ pretextual 
justifications, there is no objective data taking credit for any further work.  The closest is 
statements by their successor as case leader, SA  that he closed one out and continues 
to work with prosecutors on alleged misconduct that includes kidnapping.  However, three 
years have passed without the ROI presenting a scintilla of evidence on such essentials for 
Operation See No Evil as how many new witnesses have been interviewed, what additional 
documents have been obtained, strengths or weaknesses of the evidence, or plans for acting 
on the evidence. Quite obviously, the cases remain open to gather dust.  DHS has not 
presented any objective rebuttal evidence for this allegation. 

   
Undeterred by this vacuum of support, the ROI concludes both allegations are 

unsubstantiated. The conclusions cannot be assessed as reasonable.  However, the vacuum 
on referred issues raises questions about what OPR was doing for over two years and two 
million dollars. 
 

The report answers clearly: discrediting allegations Mr.  never made; 
misrepresenting the unverified summaries of witness testimony; soliciting adverse 
character references about him; opening a massive retaliatory investigation; using false 
pretenses to pressure victims into testimony against Mr.  and unsuccessfully 
seeking his criminal prosecution with a referral the U.S. Attorney’s Office verbally rejected 
the day it was presented.  
 

 
2 Although OPR said that Mr.  resigned after learning of an additional, unrelated investigation. None 
existed. After his attorney responded to preliminary questions by the Office of Inspector General (OIG), the OIG 
did not pursue the issue further.  Mr.  did, however, view the baseless allegations as a preview of ongoing 
harassment that he was forced to endure, resulting in stress and damages to his wellbeing.  











Perhaps most telling is an assessment of compliance with HSI’s own professional  
standards for investigations.  OPR quotes agency management that Mr.  and his SA 
partner were replaced, because their successor would do a better job. Failing to investigate at 
all is not a better job. However, OPR actually included the new SA case successor during victim 
interviews to seek evidence of misconduct by Mr.  – when OPR was meant to be 
investigating OSC’s referral regarding misconduct by HSI regarding the suppression of the 
investigation into the victims’ case.  

 
One victim witness was so frustrated that they researched and quoted a copy of HSI’s  

investigative standards.  Those standards include, inter alia, the following 
requirements –  

 
• Minimize trauma and stress to establish trust.  
• Protect the victims or witnesses from suspected offenders.  
• Emphasize prosecution of traffickers. 
• Pursue interstate violations.   

 
All the victim witnesses were appreciative of Mr.  sensitivity and professionalism, 

which complied with these standards. All were bitter that OPR and Mr.  successor did 
not comply with or even recognize these investigative standards. The consequences of 
abandoning HSI’s own investigative requirements were severe. For example, one victim was 
concerned that her life was in danger. After HSI removed Mr.  and stopped working on the 
case, she was found deceased. Quite clearly, the reason to remove Mr.  and his SA 
partner from the See No Evil investigations was not to increase the quality of HSI’s work on See 
No Evil or the smoking gun video. It was to stop it.  
 

 
ABUSE OF AUTHORITY AND GROSS WASTE FROM RETALIATORY INVESTIGATION  

 
Most of OPR’s report summarizes an investigation of Mr.  As prefaced earlier, OPR 

boasted to victim witnesses that their investigation of him cost $2 million over more than two 
years. OPR also actively recruited victims to record a phone call and attempt to trap Mr.  
on the telephone, which they refused to do.  On August 3, 2021, the OSC found a substantial 
likelihood that Mr.  concerns were accurate and ordered an investigation.   Undeterred, 
five days later on August 8, 2021, OPR made a referral to seek criminal prosecution, in part 
specifically because of his June 24, 2021 OSC disclosure and his July 12, 2021 interview about 
the auditor’s JIC allegations. It continued to investigate him for two years in support of 
prosecution, until the U.S. Attorney’s Office verbally declined in August 2023, formalized in 
October. Undeterred, OPR’s Report of Investigation on the disclosure concludes that Mr.  
committed several criminal crimes that were not prosecuted.  

 
Under 5 U.S.C. 2302(b)(8) and (9), Mr.  OSC disclosure that caused the investigation 

was protected speech in the absence of compelling evidence of deception. His witness 
testimony about the auditor’s charges also was protected by section 2302(b)(9). There is no 
remedy for a retaliatory investigation without a personnel action, which is not possible for an 
alumnus who has resigned. However, in this case DHS’s investigation of the whistleblower was 
an abuse of authority and gross waste of funds. Abuse of authority occurs when there are 
arbitrary or capricious actions, or those not grounded in law, that result in favoritism or 
discrimination. D’Elia v. Dep’t of Treasury, 60 MSPR 226 (1993). The over two-year criminal 
investigation caused extreme stress for Mr.  and resulted in findings that brand him as an 
unprosecuted criminal for the rest of his life. Further, if accepted, there will be an OSC-







 
Perhaps the most contrived allegation is that Mr.  contradicted himself in an 

attachment to his OSC disclosure by contending the ASAC was trying to protect another 
Mormon.  Mr.  did not make this allegation and has never testified inconsistently. It was 
an unverified letter from a prior attorney who no longer represents him. Had he reviewed it, Mr. 

 would have corrected the exaggeration.  
 
Any doubt that the investigation of allegations 3 and 4 were an abuse of authority should be 

resolved by a basic fact. OPR did not give Mr.  a chance to defend himself against the 
allegations. OPR added these allegations to the Special Counsel’s referral, and then never 
interviewed Mr.  to get his response.   

 
OPR’s basis for finding Mr.  guilty was a toxic smokescreen around straw men. The 

Special Counsel should not permit this inaccurate, retaliatory investigation with misconduct 
findings to be placed in the public record. Allegation three was an illegal prohibited personnel 
practice on its face. Even without giving Mr.  a chance to respond to the allegation, four 
cannot withstand scrutiny. These false charges should not be a permanent public record about 
Mr.   

 
 5 U.S.C. 1213 must be a safe disclosure channel for the WPA’s objective to be realistic. 

Permitting a public record for this type of retaliation will create a highly chilling effect against 
whistleblowers using the OSC channel.  

 
REQUEST TO INVESTIGATE VIOLATIONS OF THE ANTI-GAG LAW, 5 U.S.C. 2302(B)(13) 

 
5 U.S.C. 2302(b)(13) is the WPA’s anti-gag prohibited personnel practice.  It provides –  
 

(13) implement or enforce any nondisclosure policy, form, or agreement, if such policy, 
form, or agreement— 
(A) 
does not contain the following statement: “These provisions are consistent with and do not 
supersede, conflict with, or otherwise alter the employee obligations, rights, or liabilities 
created by existing statute or Executive order relating to (1) classified information, (2) 
communications to Congress, (3) the reporting to an Inspector General or the Office of 
Special Counsel of a violation of any law, rule, or regulation, or mismanagement, a gross 
waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and specific danger to public health or 
safety, or (4) any other whistleblower protection. The definitions, requirements, obligations, 
rights, sanctions, and liabilities created by controlling Executive orders and statutory 
provisions are incorporated into this agreement and are controlling.”; or 
(B) 
prohibits or restricts an employee or applicant for employment from disclosing to Congress, 
the Special Counsel, the Inspector General of an agency, or any other agency component 
responsible for internal investigation or review any information that relates to any violation 
of any law, rule, or regulation, or mismanagement, a gross waste of funds, an abuse of 
authority, or a substantial and specific danger to public health or safety, or any other 
whistleblower protection; 

 
As seen above, OPR conducted an aggressive investigation of Mr.  without regard to 

the qualifying addendum in law. In addition to being a prohibited personnel practice, the 
wasteful spending was illegal under appropriations law since Fiscal Year 1988.  The agency 





Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
 
     __________________________   
     Tom Devine 
 
 

/s/ 
     __________________________ 
     Samantha Feinstein 
    
     Counsel for Mr.  
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My Name is   I am a government whistleblower for which the Office of 
Special Counsel (OSC) found a substantial likelihood my concerns about illegality and 
abuse of authority were correct. The OSC referred my disclosure to the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) for investigation, instead of investigating the details of 
illegality and abuse of authority, U.S. Secretary of Homeland Security, Alejando 
Mayorkas, directed I be investigated by HSI’s version of internal affairs, called the Office 
of Professional Responsibility (OPR).  

OPR then spent over two years and millions of dollars investigating and trying to 
discredit me and filed a report with outrageous claims. I am creating this statement to 
document the false claims and mischaracterizations made about my concerns and 
myself in the OPR report. OPR’s report concealed the evidence of agency misconduct 
and instead pursued a retaliatory investigation of me. I must make a record of these 
events because I have never in twenty-three years of government service been 
subjected to retaliation until I felt the burden of doing so with my whistleblowing, despite 
fearing it would end my career. 

In 1996, I obtained a Bachelor of Arts from the University of Arizona, with a Major in 
Cultural Anthropology and a Minor in Native American Studies. After graduating, I went 
on to work as an Archeologist for the Department of the Interior in Southern Arizona.  

Beginning in 1997, I spent more than two decades working in law enforcement and 
intelligence roles for the federal Government. I worked for the Department of Homeland 
Security and The Department of the Interior before working overseas for the 
Department of State, Justice Department, and the Department of Defense (DOD). I 
spent my remaining 10 years of government service in intelligence roles for the DOD 
and the DHS.  

Before blowing the whistle, I had never been fired, asked to resign, or received anything 
less than an “above average” or “exceeds expectations” on performance appraisals. 
The DHS Salt Lake City Homeland Security Investigations (SLC HSI) Office’s 2020 
appraisal was given to me two months after being removed from the case in question. 
My immediate supervisor told me he had given me a 4.4 but the ASAC (who had 
removed us from the case and whom I had whistle blown on) told him to drop it to a 
4.05 (exceed expectations) with the pretextual explanation that “too many people had a 
4.4 in the office”. Also in 2020, I was told supervisor   also dropped the 
case agent SA   performance appraisal. My 2021 appraisal was given 
to me a few months after I had filed my formal Whistleblower complaint with OSC and 
was a 3.0 (achieved expectations). I have attached the 2020 and 2021 performance 
appraisals from the SLC HSI office, (Exhibit A). 

The following are some of the commendations I have received in my career: 

 Award of Appreciation and dedication to BORSTAR operations.  
 Civilian Meritorious Service Department of the Interiors Meritorious Achievement 
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Commendation for 9/11 Response.   
 Award for Performance; DOS-INL dedication to Afghan Police Reform; Flag and 

Letter of Appreciation from US MG Robert Durbin.  
 Army Award for Civilian Service 6/4 Air Cavalry; Order of the Spur- Cavalry 

Combat Spurs for assistance during combat operations.   
 Outstanding Unit Award, 6/4 Air Cav, Outstanding Dedication to Combat 

Operations.   
 Award of Appreciation, 1/12 Battalion Dedication and Appreciation to combat 

operations in Afghanistan.   
 Award of Appreciation and Flag from: Kandahar NDS SFAT and TF 

PALADIN/TFE   
 Letter of Appreciation and Gratitude; J2 Bagram Airbase for the identification of a 

terrorist cell working on Bagram Airbase.   
 Certificate of Appreciation from HSI-National Targeting Center. 

 
I filed my Whistleblower complaint after reading an email on 05 November 2020, sent by 

.   Deputy Under Secretary for Management, to all DHS employees with the 
subject, “Whistleblower Protection Information.”, (Exhibit B). I remembered those words 
in May of 2021 when I spoke to no less than four different civilian lawyers to review my 
claims and asked if I should even report the misconduct. Every lawyer stated without 
hesitation that I should file with the Office of Special Counsel (OSC), because my 
complaint exposed HSI’s failure to investigate the tip of a possible child/human 
trafficking (HT) crime by a Utah county attorney with powerful connections and finances 
in the state of Utah. This county attorney described on video his procurement of a 
Native American child in a manner that was either illegal, a fraudulent adoption or an 
abuse of authority, based on my experience. Also, my allegation was not directed at the 
Mormon Church specifically, that portion of the statement was made by my lawyer 
without my knowledge.  
 
I felt compelled to do right by the child. So, on June 24, 2021, I filed a Whistleblower 
complaint through The Vaughn Law Firm to the OSC, despite having strong concerns 
that HSI would retaliate against me. 
 
My concerns began in March 2020, when Special Agent (“SA”)   and I 
received an email with a videotape of   taken by a film producer who was in 
the initial phases of a documentary film which was immediately canceled because of 
this   confession. HSI had previously named county attorney   
as a suspect in a separate HSI human trafficking investigation, and in this video, there 
were statements   made which made this tip much more concerning. After 
HSI leadership, Supervisor SA   ASAC   and others became 
aware of the video clip of the subject disclosing how he procured this Native American 
child, the case agents and I were removed without cause from the separate HT case 
involving said subject. The case was effectively and informally closed.  
 
I came forward after months of deliberation, fearing I would face retribution and 
retaliation by all levels of my agency, potentially ending my career. I did not join HSI to 
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make friends, I joined to protect people, yet I had still hoped to find honesty, integrity, 
and accountability from senior leaders. That did not happen; in fact, the opposite 
occurred. The agency did not work to investigate my disclosure; it only worked to 
protect itself by covering up the truth and trying to destroy my character.  
 
I came forward because I suspected a person(s) were enabling a suspected predator 
who has wealth, status and privilege in Utah. Ignoring a potential crime against women 
and children (especially Native Americans) is not an option for me, no matter one’s 
status in life. I took an oath (5 U.S. Code § 3331) to uphold the law, not to an office or a 
person, and as a government employee, I work for the people.  
 
The Office of Special Counsel found my disclosure had merit and forwarded it to the 
DHS on July 3, 2021, to investigate.  
 
On December 22, 2023, the DHS Office of Professional Responsibility Special 
Investigative Unit (OPR SIU) issued a report which is the result of their two-and-a-half-
year retaliatory investigation into me; in complete disregard and violation of the 
Whistleblower Protection Act. DHS attacked me personally and professionally by 
attempting to file frivolous criminal charges against me, assassinate my character, 
destroy my credibility, and, most importantly, distract from the overwhelming evidence 
involving the illegal procurement of a Native American child and DHS leadership’s 
obstruction of the investigation.  
 
The report demonstrates HSI’s tactics of retaliation and intimidation against me, which 
intensified as soon as my whistleblower complaint was referred by OSC and should 
serve as a cautionary tale to anyone in the agency who feels a responsibility to whistle 
blow on wrongdoing. The retaliation tactics I experienced (isolating and shunning, 
devaluing, career blocking, counter-accusing, intimidation, and falsely accusing of poor 
performance) is in direct contrast to HSI policy, summarized by the Director of 
Homeland Security: “if you see something, say something.” Instead of feeling 
supported, I’ve felt the full weight of a federal law enforcement agency coming after me, 
because I wanted answers and accountability for a victim who was abandoned by our 
own agency. 
 
Furthermore, instead of investigating my whistleblower complaint, officials with the DHS 
OPR SIU engaged in unlawful and unethical conduct that was a violation of their own 
rules and regulations, a gross waste of taxpayer funds, and an abuse of authority. The 
conduct of the OPR SIU agents who tried to dig up dirt on me in interviews with victims 
not only jeopardized public safety but exposed victims in my previous cases to 
unnecessary and further trauma. These same two OPR SIU agents who investigated 
me and contacted victims were notified personally by the Vaughn Law Firm on July 14, 
2021 (See Exhibit E) that I had filed a whistleblower complaint with the OSC on June 
24, 2021.  
 
OPR SIU pushed a false narrative based on a contradictory statement (that was one of 
many contradictory statements) made by one individual, Ms.  to initiate their 
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retaliatory investigation against me for being a Whistleblower; evidence of this is written 
within their own report, and further demonstrated below. 
 
Their report is an unlawful attempt to destroy my credibility and denigrate my character, 
proven by the fact that the bulk of it contains negative personal opinions of my work 
obtained by OPR SIU interviewing colleagues to seek dirt about me, rather than the 
evidence of my claim, after I filed my whistleblower complaint with OSC. Furthermore, 
there were subjective remarks attacking my character that were broad, vague, and 
undeveloped in the record that were highly prejudicial, of no actual evidentiary value, 
and should be stricken from the record of the report. Examples include CIO  
statement on pg. 15 that she did not think I was a good CA and that I lacked credibility. 
The report of CIO  insults excluded any actual, objective reason to base such a 
statement and it excluded the provision of any examples, evidence, or context. It was a 
blanket, baseless, defamatory statement.  
 
Another example is GS  statement that the whistleblower was not believed to 
be qualified to occupy the CA position on page 12 of the report, which is not 
substantiated or supported by anything in the record and is irrelevant. The blanket 
accusation detracts from the issues OSC presented to the investigators.  Another 
example is CA  (and ASAC  statement referring to what the CA alleges 
were my theories of the case as “conspiracy theories” without any substantiation. 
Moreover, a conspiracy theory's defining characteristic is being entirely unsupported by 
evidence, and often by those unqualified to evaluate its accuracy – which is clearly not 
the case here. On page 11 of the report  went on to describe me as “off the 
reservation” and that  could not reason with me, although zero context or facts 
to explain and support this statement were provided, irrespective of the 
inappropriateness and offensiveness of the expression “off the reservation” which also 
should be stricken from the report.  I was ostracized and wrongly penalized by my 
superiors.  These “opinions” of me are contrary to my performance appraisals, which 
were always excellent and never below excellent until AFTER I filed my whistleblower 
complaint.  
 
The OPR SIU report leans heavily on false claims contradicted by their own record. It 
falsely alleged I disclosed sensitive information. This is categorically denied by the 
witness, Major  to whom they claimed I had disclosed sensitive information. In 
fact,  specifically made the distinction that denied that conclusion in the last 
paragraph of his statement. Additionally, even if I had disclosed sensitive information, 
which I did not, the report leads one to believe that disclosing sensitive information is 
illegal. Yet it is neither illegal, nor against either HSI policy or other federal restrictions 
for whistleblowing disclosures.   
 
The report also insinuates I disclosed sensitive information to Ms.  an HSI 
employee who did not have a need to know. This is also categorically false; she was a 
Peer Support Specialist I approached for help. I was entitled to do all the research 
necessary to have a reasonable belief in my concerns and how to best pursue them.  
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“Auditor __ stated everything in the allegation she submitted originated from 
conversations with the whistleblower and that she just paraphrased the contents.” 

 
She admits she paraphrased. Furthermore, the report states that Auditor  
does not deny that she never gave me access to the report she submitted to 
check for accuracy. She merely told me she submitted something, so any 
inaccuracies, mistakes, or inconsistent claims with those of my own are entirely 
the fault and responsibility of Auditor  as I never signed anything stating 
that I reviewed the record and verify everything that was submitted by Auditor 

 is correct and truthful. It wasn’t.  
 

“Auditor __ expressed concern during her OPR SIU interview that the 
whistleblower had manipulated her into filing the allegations with the JIC.” 

 
That is a directly false statement. To the contrary, I was stressed when she said 
she reported this to JIC. I was already filing my own complaint and didn’t need 
her to do anything but give me reasonable, confidential guidance. She knew this. 
She was my Peer Support Specialist, and I expected our conversation to be 
protected. As a result, it was clearly not my intention to persuade or manipulate 
Ms.  into filing any allegations with JIC. Turning on this way after I sought 
confidential guidance simply is not credible. Most obviously, this statement in the 
report contradicts the other summaries below. 
 

“Auditor  said the whistleblower seemed to be stressed out when she told 
him the next day about her reporting this to the JIC and that she believed he wasn't 
sure what to do.” Page 26: “Auditor  said the whistleblower never asked her 
to report these allegations to the JIC.  

 
Page 22 

“Auditor __ stated that she told the whistleblower that she filed the information he 
told her about the alleged criminal activity to the JIC, and she tried to get him to do 
it himself. Auditor __ stated that the whistleblower said he would think about it. 
Auditor __ stated that the whistleblower was surprised that she filed a complaint 
with the JIC.” 

 
This also contradicts the earlier statement of her position -- that the 
whistleblower manipulated her into filing a JIC. 
 

“Auditor __ further explained that it was her understanding that ASAC __ did not 
commit the alleged kidnapping, however he was helping with the cover-up and 
therefore removed the whistleblower from the criminal case.” 
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This contradicts the criminal allegations where she said the ASAC was involved, 
page 19: "Auditor  said she would not have been able to articulate the 
criminal allegations against ASAC ___without the whistleblower telling her that 
information.” 
 

“Auditor __ stated that the whistleblower told her that there was a documentary 
and there was video proof of Mr. __ admitting to harming children.” 

 
That is inaccurate. While there is video footage, there is no documentary, and I 
did not say there was. 
 
The accusations “I spoke openly about a sensitive case and subject” are 
irrelevant because peer support is a protected communication with another 
member of HSI as defined by the Government, (Exhibit F). 
 

“During her July 23, 2021, interview, Auditor __ stated, that at no time did she 
serve in an official Peer Support Program role for the whistleblower, who declined 
each time she offered to assist in that specific role.” 

 
That is false; I believed  was acting as my peer support specialist—as 
evidenced by my text messages OPR reviewed (page 23).  
 
 
Page 23 

“Allegations against ASAC __ to be true nor did he possess any information to 
corroborate the allegations.” 

 
This is misleading. The allegation I submitted to OSC was corroborated with 
evidence such as the video tape and the email removing us from the case 
therefore this accusation should not be given any weight or consideration. 
 

“OPR SIU interviewed Auditor __ and asked if the whistleblower stated ASAC __ 
attempted to quash the case by removing him, and SA __ from the case, to help 
possibly cover up anything the subject of investigation was involved with 
concerning child exploitation and any potential ties to the Mormon Church by 
ASAC __, and or the subject, to which Auditor __ replied, "yes, all of that.” 

 
She was incorrect. I did not say anything about the Mormon Church. My concerns 
were that the agency was ignoring smoking guns as evidence of severe 
misconduct that it was our duty to act against. We were not doing our duty to 
enforce the law. Those religious concerns may be true, but for me the target’s 
Mormon affiliation was just background context.   
 

“Auditor __ said she doesn't think the whistleblower believes ASAC __ took part in 
the kidnapping of the baby, just that ASAC __ was facilitating it.” 
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While I can only speculate, there were strong grounds for suspicion that OPR should 
have pursued. OPR interviewed me 11 months after we were taken off the case, so it 
was obvious HSI was not investigating the suspect. No case agent ever asked me 
about our next steps, the suspect(s), any victims or anything else about the case. 
Keeping cases open yet inactive is normal at HSI and although it might be 
recommended to close a case after inactivity for 90 days, it was not a policy and rarely 
done. 
  
The DHS OIG only contacted me once, at the end of January 2022 and seven months 
after I had filed my disclosure with the OSC, yet they did not contact me about my 
disclosure. Instead, the OIG emailed me and stated there were allegations of 
"unauthorized access to U.S. Government computer systems/applications" and they 
wanted to interview me about it. These were false allegations which I suspect were 
brought on by OPR SIU. I forwarded the email to my lawyer, and he sent OIG an email 
asking them to send us the questions and we would respond to them. The OIG never 
sent us their questions and we never heard from the OIG ever again. I never improperly 
used my computer, HSI never confiscated my computers, nor did they deny me access 
to any government database. Unauthorized access to a system or application would 
have been an administrative issue, not an OIG investigation. Because of the stress of 
continued attacks by the agency and poor leadership, I resigned within a few days 
thereafter. 
  
The OPR report includes the ridiculous accusation that because I had access to ICM I 
would have known   was being investigated.  That's false, because access 
to ICM in no way correlates to knowing who is being investigated. ICM may show open 
and closed cases. But just because a case is open doesn’t mean it’s being investigated, 
and I certainly wouldn't be aware if a suspect was being investigated or not unless I was 
working on the case, which I was not. I was also working with SA  on numerous 
unrelated investigations and in doing so I had access to those cases in ICM, which 
again is common practice. A month or so after the   case was transferred to 
SA  he made a comment to me that the case was so large and complex he did 
not know where to start. I told him if he wanted a debrief and what our next steps were 
to just ask, he never asked me.  
 
The OPR SIU report also failed to disclose its own disturbing interactions with victims 
where the investigators misrepresented themselves and showed a complete disregard 
for any empathy, ethical considerations, and basic common decency while attempting to 
use the victims for their corrupt agenda to investigate the whistleblower who happened 
to be the one who cared about investigating the child abduction. The parents later told 
me that OPR said “interviewing them could help get their child back”. But when the 
interview occurred, the investigators were only interested in getting evidence against 
me.  This flies in the face of the DHS narrative of taking a “victim-centered approach into 
all Department programs, policies, and operations that involve victims of crime. This 
effort seeks to minimize additional trauma, mitigate undue penalization, and provide 
needed stability and support to victims.”, this statement is directly from the DHS website 
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“https://www.dhs.gov/news/2024/04/17/fact-sheet-how-dhs-combating-child-exploitation-
and-abuse". 
 
OPR SIU contacted victims of human trafficking and other victims of sex crimes, which 
led these victims to have hope their cases were being investigated when in fact the 
contacts were a ruse the SIU investigators only made in an attempt find something 
negative against this whistleblower. Not only was this a continuation of retaliation and 
intimidation against me, but this behavior was also incredibly insensitive, offensive and 
unethical, towards both the victims and me, and only destroys the agency’s public 
reputation. Below is a summary of the facts as I know them of the OPR SIU’s interview 
with the victims. 

In August of 2021, OPR SIU investigators   and   sent 
messages to a human trafficking victim and misrepresented themselves as investigators 
of her case, (Exhibit D). This happened a few weeks after the OSC requested Secretary 
Mayorkas to investigate the disclosure, and not the whistleblower.  

In October of 2022, I had been out of the government for at least 8 months when OPR 
SIU Investigator   and SLC SA   requested  the family of the 
Native American child come into the SLC West Valley office to discuss “their case”. 
Once in the office, the SIU Investigators started speaking about the  whistleblower and 
not the child of   much to the family's dismay.  The family was taken 
aback for two reasons: first, they were under the assumption and expectation they were 
there to discuss their child’s case. Second, the family never had any contact with the 
whistleblower before. This  internal matter of digging up dirt on the whistleblower was 
unrelated to their case. 

According to  and   (the biological father and grandmother of the 
child in question) during this meeting, OPR SIU Investigators asked the family if they felt 
threatened by the whistleblower, to which the family responded, “No”.  OPR SIU told the 
family they had contacted the suspect who had taken their child and the suspect told 
OPR SIU that everything said about him in a local Fox News story about the child was a 
lie.   

OPR SIU investigators reaching out to a suspect (and revealing this to the  victims), who 
at the time was identified in at least three separate criminal investigations and is still a 
suspect in at least two separate criminal cases, is a direct violation of basic investigative 
techniques. Beyond the fact that SIU’s contact with the suspect gave him an opportunity 
to conceal evidence, this also demonstrates direct cooperation between OPR SIU and 
the suspect to collude with and further retaliate against the whistleblower. If OPR SIU 
identified the whistleblower to the suspect, which by the suspects actions seem highly 
probable, this is very disturbing.  
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Around the same time OPR SIU spoke to the suspect, a defense attorney from Provo, 
UT contacted me to say the suspect had hired a private investigator and this private 
investigator was questioning people as to their relationship with the whistleblower, me. 
Specifically, he was asking Utah county  clerks if they knew me. Since June 2022,  

 has been under criminal investigation by both the Utah County Sheriff's 
Department and the Davis County, UT County Attorney's Office. 

The OPR SIU Investigators then asked the father (  of the Native American child if 
he would call me while they record the conversation; ostensibly in an attempt to record 
a piece of conversation they could somehow try to use against me. The father declined 
this request. Also, OPR SIU agents told the family they had already spent $2 million 
dollars investigating me (not $2 million dollars investigating the child abduction). This 
can only be seen as a form of intimidation and retaliation and is an illegal gross waste of 
public funds to spend $2 million investigating a whistleblower. It is especially egregious 
and shocking in the context that little to no resources were spent in good faith 
investigation of the abduction suspect. 

A glaring issue with the agency’s response to OSC’s investigation is its silence or near 
silence on how many witnesses were interviewed regarding the disclosures and which 
ones were interviewed? How many trips were made to investigate the disclosures, how 
many subpoenas were sought to investigate the disclosures? Where are the reviews of 
text messages, personal and business cell phones, emails, and documents related to 
disclosures? Why weren’t relevant witnesses questioned about these records and if 
they were, why isn’t that in this report? 

This OPR meeting with the family, which convened under false pretenses, was clearly 
designed to intimidate the family and retaliate against the whistleblower and shows a 
gross abuse of power over the Native American family who, as victims, came to the 
meeting in good faith to discuss their case. This meeting was never about the child in 
question but instead was only about seeking retribution against the whistleblower who 
was trying to help them. The result was OPR SIU investigators caused significant and 
undue trauma upon the family.  

 
At the end of this 2022 meeting, HSI SLC agents told the family that the actions of the 
man who took their child were “illegal, but there is nothing we can do.” This admission 
by HSI shows they were aware the suspect took the child illegally, flies in the face of the 
OPR SIU report and further supports the whistleblower’s claims.  
 

I was told that the family's second meeting with HSI was conducted in the jail portion of 
the HSI SLC building. The family was asked to come into the SLC office where they 
were led into the federal detention area (jail) on the first floor in the back of the building 
and interviewed in this location. To be clear, having been there many times in the past, 
this jail is dirty, smells of urine and body odor. The HSI SLC office has specific interview 
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the requirements of 25 USC 3207, which requires that Tribal Social Services 
Agency perform criminal records checks, checks of abuse registries maintained 
by the tribe, and checks of state abuse registries for any individual seeking a 
foster placement of Native child going back five years.  The law is explicit that no 
foster care placement shall be ordered in any proceeding until this investigation 
is completed, nor may the placement occur if any criminal record is discovered. 
Also in violation was the one-year term in foster care with a Foster Care License 
25 U.S.C. § 3207 (d) (2) (A) nor exhausted the family member protocol laws of 
ICWA.   and his wife   did not go through Foster Care 
screening laws both State and International (five years background check, 25 
U.S.C. § 3207 (d) (2) (b), International background check including background 
checks for any household members under 42 U.S.C. 671 (a) (20) (a) (20) (a) (i) 
or (ii) and NASCA Title D. IV-E and E. The Northern Cheynne Indian Reservation 
did not keep any file on  yet bypassed every necessary law concerning 
a Native American child leaving the tribe with a non-custodial person. 

 
- Rebutting OPR’s assertion there was nothing HSI could do; first, there was 

evidence of human trafficking, which is squarely in HSI’s jurisdiction. There’s 
nothing in OPR’s record that demonstrates any efforts were made by SA  
to consult with the OPLA Human Rights Violator Law Division, which holds 
specialized legal expertise in human trafficking statutes, investigations, 
prosecutions, and federal victim assistance, and has knowledge regarding 
whether a fact pattern can be prosecuted as trafficking, what additional evidence 
is required to prove trafficking, strategies for working with the local USAO, or 
liaising with the DOJ HTPU regarding a particular case. It is also impossible to 
state this is not a human trafficking case if the child has not had a forensic 
interview or exam and SA  closing the case without this being done proves 
my point that HSI wanted this to go away.  

-  
- There is compelling evidence that   illegally obtained/adopted a 

Native American child in violation of ICWA and 25 USC 3207’s clear 
requirements. In the video, he describes obtaining the child as part of a deal with 
Killsback involving buffalo exports to Ukraine. The child's mother also received a 

  HSI should have or at least worked with other agencies to 
investigate  and     Killsback and those 
linked to the child on the reservation, for perjury and bribery at a minimum. And 
HSI Agents admission to the  family that what “   did was 
illegal”, shows HSI was aware crimes were committed. Certainly,   
and  all signed numerous Utah State Court documents for the adoption 
stating no money or anything of value exchanged hands, (Exhibit O). At the very 
least, HSI should have coordinated the information with the different law 
enforcement agencies that are able to investigate and prosecute these crimes. 
According to Section 9.7 of Homeland Security’s Human Trafficking Manual, SAs 
are encouraged to coordinate early with the Chief Intelligence Officer (CIO) in the 
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Major   Witness Statement 

 

Date: May 08, 2024 

My name is   and I work as a Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army 
Reserves.  Throughout my 17 years of service to this country, my first six years were spent on 
active duty. During my active duty years, I deployed two times to Afghanistan in support of 
Operation Enduring Freedom. I met   in 2009 in Afghanistan.  already had been 
in Afghanistan for five or six years of rotations working as a contractor specialized in law 
enforcement professionals who enforce/advise/liaise with the army unit who build cases against 
the Taliban and terrorists in Afghanistan.  had a lot of experience in various parts of the 
country. He was inserted into my U.S. Army unit where I observed that  was unafraid to 
jump on patrols, talk to people, sit in on interrogations and know when someone is lying and not 
telling the whole truth. He conducted law enforcement-style investigations, which is something 
my unit was not trained on.  

 is a person of unquestioned credibility and public service commitment. Leadership said 
they wanted to use  for our battalion.  had been bouncing around with different 
missions where he would interrogate people and where he got information from his investigation 
and his sources. He would partner with what you would call a head Sheriff of the Afghan police 
in the area. People  worked with were directly connected in the community – locals – who 
knew the different families and whether they were leaders or messengers etc. Through  
work ethic, he helped uncover numerous different terrorist cells, resulting in a Navy Seal team 
assignment to our unit. This was thanks to  work generating quality leads and intelligence 
so we could act on it and capture or kill terrorist members and people working for them. When 
explosions went off,  went to the sites and conducted a survey, pulled evidence from the 
blast site, and built a case on the commonalities and various pieces of evidence linked to other 
aspects of the area we operated in.  

 work was excellent, and when we found the network he was promoted to a higher level of 
responsibility. At that point we bonded. I found  to be a direct and honest person who is 
easygoing, but if you do something wrong or put lives in jeopardy then he was quick to say this 
is high risk and what will happen if you do that. That’s why my higher ups liked him – he told it 
like it was and he was not technically military.  was an asset that did not have to say things 
they wanted to hear just to please them, because he did not get performance evaluations from 
them. More law enforcement professionals were brought in to help us out, but  was the only 
one willing to do the work while there. One individual went on leave and never returned, and 
another individual never left the base and seemed to just want a paycheck. So,  work ethic 
alone set himself up for success, and his reputation followed the work he did.  

Since Afghanistan, I have seen  once a year until 2016. Our contact has been more sporadic 
since he started his job with HSI and the pandemic, but we remain in touch. We are both avid 
news followers and we support each other’s families.   
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I have never known  to reveal sensitive information to me or anyone else. In Afghanistan, he 
did the same type of job – investigations and breaking up networks there – and never once did he 
talk about it. Anything we discussed while he was at HSI was in the news already and he’d 
confirm benign, already public details like the fact that he was there. Additionally, what  
shared with me was based on questions I asked him based on a report I read, or something I saw 
or read in the news.  did not volunteer information. In Afghanistan, if  revealed details 
of his investigations so freely, he would have been fired and it would impact his reputation. In 
Afghanistan there were numerous, other individuals who posted information on social media 
they should not have and were reprimanded or forced into early retirement as a result. Social 
media was closely monitored. Our goal was to target Al Qaeda and the Taliban, and  was 
among those who knew it was not worth it to risk careers just to leak information to the media or 
anyone else. 

Of all our conversations,  never came across like a conspiracy theorist. Even after the last 
five years since conspiracy theorist groups received media attention, we would laugh about the 
conspiracies and how ridiculous they are.  expressed his belief that the evidence will show 
what is true or false.  never shared any conspiracy theories or gossip with me. We discussed 
his general career goals.  never shared details about how he investigates or looks at cases. 
Proof of his skills are his promotions, the satisfaction of his bosses, the investigations he 
conducted that brought in targets and information, and his site visits and resulting assessments of 
the evidence.  was hands on – he would get information and follow up on it personally, or he 
would catch someone and then question them directly. My unit was not trained on interrogations, 
but  was. Although I do not know details of the investigations,  ability to conduct 
investigations was portrayed very positively by my leadership. My senior leaders expressed that 
they wished they could have him as an asset, but  moved on to other professional 
development goals.  

The ICE OPR report’s reflection of the phone interview with myself is accurate because that 
conversation was recorded. 

However, the GS   conversation was not recorded and is not accurate. GS  is 
an Army reserve officer in my unit. He overheard me talking about a conversation about a 
documentary  was working on. I knew  was friends with documentary makers who had 
similar acquaintances that came up in the investigation he was working on, and he was under the 
impression that they would make a documentary about agency misconduct he was challenging. 

 discussed with me his debate about whether to do an interview and allow them to use it, 
because he was worried he would lose his job if he proceeded to participate in the documentary. I 
was aware of  concerns and what the documentary was about generally, but I was not 
aware of any specifics about  investigation. When GS  overheard me speaking with 
other people in my unit about the documentary, he asked to speak to me separately for clarifying 
questions. After that conversation and despite my lack of knowledge of particulars regarding 

 investigation at HSI,   reported it as secret information that could jeopardize 
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the investigation, amounting to an Operational Security (OPSEC) violation.1  However, GS 
 conclusion never made sense to me because what was discussed was second and third 

hand information with no names provided.  

 never disclosed names, or even what team at Homeland Security he was working on.  
Moreover, I only assumed  worked with a team that carried out investigations for HSI 
because  never explained his role in detail apart from being an investigator for Homeland 
Security in Salt Lake City.  told me he was working on something about Utah and the 
Mormon church, and his bosses did not agree with him on the investigation and he was 
struggling to get this voice heard. I didn’t know where the documentary ended or the 
investigation started, or vice versa. It was also not clear to me that  gave the documentary 
investigators any information they did not already know from other sources.  

Below are my direct responses to the inaccurate and misleading statements contained within the 
OPR report. 

On July 13, 2021, HSI Los Angeles, CA ---- reported to the JIC that the whistleblower 
disclosed law-enforcement sensitive information to a civilian, who did not have a need 
to know. GS ---- identified the civilian as an USAR Reservist, with whom he serves in 
the USAR. OPR SIU interviewed GS --- on August 5, 2021. GS --- stated that while he 
was working with his assigned USAR unit the weekend of May 15 and 16, 2021, he 
had a conversation with Major --- ---, USAR, in which Major --- talked about his 
friend (the whistleblower) who was employed with HSI SLC and who had gotten into 
trouble. 

 
My office area has cubicles. Four face outward, and if you turn your chair then you face inward. 
One day, I was talking to colleagues near me about the Goldan State Killer who the Sacramento 
County Sheriff's deputies just caught at the time. I knew of  talking to the documentary maker 
and what they were working on and the Mia Farrow documentary on HBO Max.  
 
I said my friend told me about one being made about the Mormon Church and the evidence of their 
involvement in abductions, or having people do abductions for them, and he’s working with the 
documentary on Mia Farrow.  
 
GS  heard me and said he wants to know more about it. I said yes and he asked me 
questions, but never said anything about being concerned  violated operational security rules  
or that what  shared with me was an operational security violation. GS  said the 
conversation was “in reference to an OPSEC violation” so I thought he was trying to see if it was 
an OPSEC violation, but I was clear in my response to him that it was not. I felt baited into the 
conversation with  because it felt like he was secretly interviewing me as part of an 
investigation and not making it clear he would use this for a report. If he said “this sounds 
interesting, I think it is an OPSEC violation and I will have to report it” I would have responded 
differently. But GS  approach was more conversational in nature. My conversation with 
GS  was not recorded and no notes were taken. A lot of information is three years ago and 

 
1 Operational Security (OPSEC) involves safeguarding sensitive data to prevent adversaries from accessing it. 
The primary objective is to deny access to critical information that could be exploited by malicious actors. 
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on him calling him a conspiracy theorist instead of focusing on the truth of their own 
incompetence.  had not filed a whistleblower complaint from when we spoke and when he 
was on fence about staying with HSI or working with production team. One of the first things the 
OPR agent brought up is why would he want to throw away his retirement? I said that’s exactly 
what he was conflicted about.  
 

GS --- stated that he had to look up the whistleblower in Outlook (the email system 
utilized by ICE) utilizing his government cellular phone to identify him further.  
GS --- said that Major --- told him that the whistleblower asked him for advice and/or 
consultation on a "156 investigation" (military investigative process) and explained 
that he (the whistleblower) was "jammed up" for taking money, or some type of 
impropriety, regarding a documentary involving human trafficking and the Mormon 
Church.  

 
A “15-6” is a military form on lost items, discrepancies in money, etc. used within the active 
army and reserves for items given to them or loaned out that they must sign for. If a soldier runs 
away and does not return an item, for example, then there is an investigation using the 15-6 form. 
When there’s an interchanging of units in the military all the property needs to be inventoried 
and verified, and once that happens the commander will sign for it and a lot of times there’s 
damage and losses discovered in that process. During a 15-6 investigation they appoint an officer 
to interview and collect information and come up with a finding about the loss and that is 
reported to a leader.. Therefore, given that a 15-6 is a military form, and what it entails, I do not 
know what GS  is talking about or why 15-6 was mentioned. Unless this is used in HSI as 
well, to my recollection there was no mention of a military investigation. We were talking about 

 career. I think GS  misinterpreted our conversation. GS  never called or 
texted or emailed me after our conversation. He never asked clarifying questions to make his 
record more accurate.  
 

GS --- stated that Major --- told him that the whistleblower was involved in a human 
trafficking investigation involving the Mormon Church and felt like HSI management 
shut it down or kept him from working the case. GS  stated that Major --- also 
told him that the whistleblower had mentioned Senator Mitt Romney's name and that 
he (the whistleblower) had text messages from the human trafficking victims.   
 
The whistleblower said he was thinking about resigning from HSI to work for a media 
company. GS --- said he was unclear what Major --- specifically told him related to 
the whistleblower having either text messages from the victims and/or took a 
screenshot of messages and showed Major ---.  

 
This is not entirely accurate and is missing context. 
 
I did tell GS  that  had text messages from victims, but I never said he shared them 
with anyone. Furthermore, if the documentary investigators had texts, I assumed it is because 

 and the documentarians were both talking to the same sources and the stories were 
consistent. I never received any text messages and  never showed me any text messages or 
screen shots of messages with human trafficking victims. Furthermore, I never led   
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never saw, heard, or read any information from  investigation. The scope of my 
knowledge is only comprised of the very basic facts as I have stated here.   
 
It is misleading to state that I knew case related information given the level of general and 
unspecific knowledge I had based on my conversation with   
 

GS --- stated that on July 10, 2021, Major --- told him that the whistleblower was 
going to work on the production for the documentary. Major --- said the production 
company also produced a documentary related to Woody Allen and Mia Farrow.  

 
I did not say  was going to work on the documentary. I said  was torn about whether to 
stay with HSI versus leaving them to work on the documentary. While I did say the production 
company produced a documentary related to Woody Allen and Mia Farrow on HBO Max, this 
seems like an irrelevant fact. 
 

GS --- stated that the following day, July 11, 2021, he pulled Major --- aside and asked 
him if he knew of any specific suspects of the human trafficking investigation. Major 
--- told him that he could not recall or did not know, and motioned to his phone and 
said he  
could easily ask the whistleblower additional questions because he (the whistleblower) 
trusted him.  

 
This is false.  never told me the names or specifics regarding any suspects of the human 
trafficking investigation. I never told GS  that I could not recall or did not know. I also 
never motioned to my phone or said that I could ask  additional questions because he trusted 
me. I never believed  would tell me this information. I never thought to ask him in the first 
place because that’s his job and I would never be that stupid as to think he would compromise 
the integrity of his investigations. And if I was that stupid,  would call me out on it 
immediately.  is a professional who I respect, and he is not the type of person to violate the 
integrity of his investigations.  
 

GS --- asked Major --- for clarification regarding what he previously said about 
Senator Romney. Major --- said Senator Romney's property was used, but that he 
was not involved.  

 
This is confusing. I remember saying Romney’s name in the conversation and that is only 
because I assumed the documentary people had his name and it was a way to market their 
documentary and get people interested in watching it – like clickbait – because Romney is an 
affluent member of the Mormon church.  never said that – it was only my assumption.  
 
I never mentioned Romney’s property, so that is false and misleading.  did not give me any 
information that led me to believe that Senator Romney was involved in the particular matter that 
the documentary was investigating. Similarly, and consequently, I never led others to believe that 

 told me there was a connection with Senator Romney regarding the documentary or 
anything regarding the use of Senator Romney’s property. I have no idea what this is about.    
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Major --- said the information also involved a documentary that the whistleblower 
may or may not be involved with. He stated he knew the whistleblower from 
Afghanistan when the contractor was attached to his unit as a contractor in 2009. 
Major --- confirmed the whistleblower informed him about the investigation, but 
Major --- was vague and did not provide the specific details he had originally shared 
with GS. 

 
 This is misleading. No details were ever disclosed. This makes it seem like I knew more than I 
did.  

 
Major --- stated that the whistleblower also disclosed information pertaining to an 
HSI investigation into a cast member of the Real Housewives of Salt Lake City.  

 
I never said this. The cast member investigation was already public information reported nation-
wide.  

 
Major --- stated the whistleblower told him about having met with directors and/or 
producers from a media company in June or July 2021, who were producing a 
documentary on the Mormon Church’s involvement in human trafficking and sex 
crimes. Major --- stated he did not know names of individuals involved in the crimes, 
but assumed they were in Utah, because that is where the Mormon Church is located. 
He stated that he knew Senator --- was a member of the Mormon Church and it was 
possible that his name was brought up. Major --- stated that the first time he heard 
anything about the Mormon Church and "stuff" related to the HSI investigation was 
from the whistleblower, who told him the Mormon Church was “as corrupt as 
Scientologists.”  
 
Major --- stated that the whistleblower told him that the directors and/or producers 
who were working on a documentary were interviewing their own sources. Major --- 
advised that it was the same producer who was involved with the Mia Farrow vs. 
Woody Allen documentary and has an extensive investigative network. Major --- 
stated that he understood from the whistleblower that the producer had 
independently interviewed individuals that were people of interest in the HSI 
investigation.  
 
Major --- stated that the whistleblower told him the stories were "lining up" and he 
would be giving additional interviews with the producers, with whom he had 
conversations about future employment. He stated the whistleblower told him he had 
not signed an employment agreement with the producers but his participation in the 
documentary would depend on what they could offer him financially. Major --- did 
not believe the whistleblower would provide HSI investigative information to the 
producers. Major --- stated that was the extent of the information he knew, and this 
conversation with the whistleblower was in May or June of 2021. Major --- stated it 
was his understanding that the documentary was currently being worked on, and that 
he did not know the name of the media company. Major --- stated the whistleblower 
did not disclose the nature of the investigation to him directly. He stated he knew the 
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