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From: U.S. Dept. of Interior/Bureau of Land Management Special Agent

Subject: Agent Notes in Regard to the Bureau of Land Management and the Cliven Bundy Investigation
Reference: DI-17-2830, MA-17-2863. BLM-18-0058. LM14015035. District of Nevada Case 2:16-c1-
00046-GMN-PAL (United States of America v. Cliven Bundy. et al)

Issue: As a U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Office of Law
Enforcement and Security (OLES) Special Agent (SA) and Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the
Cliven Bundy/2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound Case out of the District of Nevada, I
routinely observed a widespread pattern of bad judgment and lack of discipline among senior and
supervisory staff at BLM OLES that made a mockery of our position of special trust and
confidence and adversely affected our agency’s mission.

The Investigation, which I participated in as the Case Agent/Lead Investigator on behalf of the
DOI/BLM into the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impound and associated
crimes also revealed widespread conduct, ethical and professional issues as well as potential crimes,
policy violations and “cover-ups.” Additionally, during this time, I was personally continually
exposed to Retaliation, Harassment and a Hostile Work Environment due to what I believe is my
insistence those issues be reported, corrected, and my urging for my supervision to change their
offensive individual conduct as appropriate. Time after time, I personally observed or was told of
actions by senior agency law enforcement management in these positions of special trust and
confidence, where these senior law enforcement officials failed to display a “moral compass,”
burden of leadership, or lead by example. It is my assessment that from time to time, the
responsible law enforcement management also attempted to delegate away their responsibility, but
retain their influence and authority to steer the associated investigations away from misconduct
discovery, reporting, and correction. It is also my assessment that it is likely the 2014 Gold Butte
Trespass Cattle Impound was in part a punitive and ego driven expedition by a Senior BLM Law
Enforcement Supervisor (a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge) that was only in part focused on the
intent of the associated Federal Court Orders and the mission of our agency (to sustain the health,
diversity, and productivity of America’s public lands for the multiple use and enjoyment of present
and future generations). My investigation also indicated that the involved officers and protestors
were themselves pawns in what was almost a great American tragedy on April 12, 2014, in which
law enforcement officers (Federal, State, and Local), protestors, and the motoring public were
caught in the danger area. This investigation also indicated, the primary reasons for the escalation
was due to the recklessness, lack of oversight, and arrogance of a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge
and the recklessness, failure to adhere to Federal Court Orders and lack of recognition of the
Federal Government in matters related to land management within Nevada, by Rancher Cliven
Bundy.

The investigation further indicated that the BLM SAC’s peers didn’t likely attempt to properly
influence or counsel the BLM SAC into more appropriate courses of action and conduct or were
unsuccessful in their attempts. The investigation indicated that it was likely that the BLM SAC’s
peers failed to report the BLM SAC’s unethical/unprofessional actions, misconduct, and potential
crimes up the chain of command and/or to the appropriate authorities, or that the chain of
command simply ignored and dismissed these reports. The investigation further indicated when
individuals did report issues with the BLM SAC, the reports were likely ignored or marginalized by
higher BLM OLES officials. The investigation also indicated that the BLM OLES Director likely
gave the BLM SAC complete autonomy and discretion without oversight or supervision. The
investigation further indicated that it was unlikely that the BLM OLES Director wasn’t aware of
the BLM SAC’s unethical/unprofessional actions, poor decisions, misconduct, and potential crimes.
My investigation and personal observations in the investigation further revealed a likely
unethical/unlawful “cover-up” of this BLM SAC’s actions, by very senior law enforcement
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management within BLM OLES. This investigation indicated that on numerous occasions, senior
BLM OLES management broke their own policies and overlooked ethical, professional, and
conduct violations and likely provided cover and protection for the BLM SAC and any activity or
operation this BLM SAC was associated with. My investigation further indicated that the BLM’s
civilian leadership didn’t condone and/or was likely unaware of the BLM SAC’s actions and the
associated cover-ups, at least until it was too late.

During the investigation, I also came to believe that the case prosecution team at United States
Attorney’s Office out of Las Vegas in the District of Nevada wasn’t being kept up to date on
important investigative findings about the BLM SAC’s likely alleged misconduct. I also came to
believe that discovery related and possibly relevant and substantive trial and/or exculpatory
information wasn’t likely turned over to, or properly disclosed to the prosecution team.

I also came to believe there were such serious case findings that an outside investigation was

on several issues to include misconduct, ethics/code of conduct issues, use of force issues
(to include civil rights violations), non-adherence to law, and the loss/destruction of, or purposeful
non-recording of key evidentiary items.

I also became aware of troubling potential misconduct issues and a strategy not to disclose the
issues to the defense counsel or make the evidence available unless required by the count.

Finally, the investigation showed a great many incorrect talking points, some which even
perpetuated themselves in trial and likely portrayed a false image to the judge and jury. These
incorrect points included the following: No government snipers, Federal Agents/Officers were
never on Bundy’s personal property, and the Bundy cattle were in poor physical condition.

Ultimately, I believe I was removed from my position as Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the
Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte, Nevada Investigation because my management and possibly the
prosecution team believed I would properly disclose these embarrassing and substantive issues on
the stand and under oath at trial, because my supervision believed I had contacted others about this
misconduct and possibly audio recorded thein, because I had uncovered, reported, and objected to
suspected violations of law, ethics directives, policy, and the code of conduct, and because I was
critical of the misconduct of a particular BLM SAC. This is despite having already testified in
Federal Grand Jury and being on the trial witness list.

The purpose of this narrative is not to take up for or defend the actions of the subjects of this
investigation. To get an idea of the relevant historical facts, conduct of the subjects of the
investigation and contributing factors, you may consider familiarizing yourself with the 2014 Gold
Butte Timeline and the uncovered facts of this investigation. The investigation revealed that many
of the subjects likely, knowingly and willingly ignored, obstructed, and/or attempted to thwart the
associated Federal Court Orders through their specific actions and veiled threats, and that many of
the subjects also likely violated several laws. This investigation also showed that subjects of the
investigation in part adopted an aggressive and bully type strategy that ultimately led to the
shutdown of I-15, where many armed followers of Cliven Bundy brandished and pointed weapons
at Federal Officers and Agents in the Toquop Wash near Bunkerville, Nevada, on April 12, 2014, in
a dangerous, high risk, high profile national incident. This investigation further indicated that
instead of Cliven Bundy properly using the court system or other avenues to address his grievances,
he chose an illegal, uncivilized, and dangerous strategy in which a tragedy was narrowly and
thankfully avoided.
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Additionally, I was also personally subjected to Whistleblowing Discouragement, Retaliation, and
Intimidation. Threatening and questionable behaviors included the following: Invasion of Privacy,
Search and Seizure, Harassment, Intimidation, Bullying, Blacklisting, Religious “tests,” and Rude
and Condescending Language. Simply put, I believe I was expected to keep quiet as a condition of
my continued employment, any future promotions, future awards, or a favorable recommendation
to another employer.

Furthermore, upon discovery of potential gross supervisory misconduct, abuse of authority,
unethical actions, unprofessional actions, and likely unlawful activities conducted by senior level
BLM OLES management, I came to believe that my direct supervision not only failed to correct
and report those instances as required, but also discouraged me in reporting or even mentioning
those instances. When I did report those instances, my supervision deceptively acted confused and
I became a victim of whistleblower retaliation.

During the course of the investigation, I determined that any disagreement with the BLM SAC, or
any reporting of his many likely embarrassing, unethical/unprofessional actions and misconduct
was thought to be career destroying. Time and time again, I came to believe that the BLM SAC’s
subordinates and peers were afraid to correct him or properly report his misconduct (despite a
duty to act) out of fear for their own jobs and reputation.

Additionally, I believe the likely misconduct and inappropriate actions by leaders within BLM Law
Enforcement Management does tend to mitigate the circumstances of the crimes and the associated
cover-up actions could overturn any convictions and greatly discredit and embarrass the BLM as a
whole. Also, it should be noted that the issues captured on email, text, and electronic media are
likely subject to the FOIA, Discovery, the Litigation Hold, and Federal Records Protections and
that openly made verbal comments may also be subject to Trial Discovery and may be used to
impeach trial witnesses, show incredible bias by members of the investigative team and further
discredit our agency.

Also, the pervasive unprofessional work environment that I personally observed or that was briefed
to me by multiple witnesses is unacceptable and violates numerous laws, policy’s, ethical and
professional standards and was widely known and even encouraged by some management within
BLM’s Office of Law Enforcement and Security.

Note: To explain the misconduct, unethical actions, violations of policy/code of conduct, potential
crimes, Whistleblower Retaliation and the Hostile Work Environment and Workplace Harassment, I
must address and give some limited background about each issue. However, the central issue is a
constant. It is an uncaring, knowing, willing and frequent violation of ethics/conduct guidelines and
policy and also a lack of oversight and supervision. Basically, those in law enforcement authority
positions felt free to openly and routinely engage in misconduct without any fear of consequence.
Additionally, when they were questioned, urged to correct the issues, or someone complained, BLM
Law Enforcement Supervisors downplayed the concerns, marginalized, harassed, retaliated and tried
to coerce and intimidate the reporting parties until the reporting parties or those harassed simply quit
or found another job. These actions also seemed to initiate apparent self-serving public praise and
accolades of professionalism from/to and between many of the worst offenders. It seemed like the
offenders were trying to get out ahead of any possible complaints and establish a baseline narrative of
their unquestionable professionalism.

Time and time again, I saw instances by BLM Law Enforcement Management where they knew about

misconduct and failed to report it, they participated in the misconduct themselves, or they personally
instigated the misconduct.
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Additionally, when the misconduct was reported, supervisors within BLM’s Office of Law Enforcement
acted confused and unaware. They also attempted to marginalize the reporting person, discourage
further reporting of the misconduct and finally, they retaliated when the misconduct was reported.

When I discovered, was notified about, or personally observed misconduct, I tried to discretely and
respectfully influence my chain of command to stop the misconduct themselves, address the employee
misconduct with oversight and reminders and report the misconduct where appropriate in order to
initiate any required internal investigations. Ultimately, I failed to correct the issues. Finally, I my
concerns were ignored and dismissed and I was also harassed and retaliated against.

The unprofessional actions of some BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Officers would "shock the
conscious" of the public, our civilian management, and the Secretary/Deputy Secretary of the
Interior. We all know and have been informed and trained on acceptable professional workplace
conduct. We even usually receive the typical routine reminders in the form of emails and guidance
and government electronic media advisements. However, some supervisors in our agency routinely
chose to ignore that guidance and others were reluctant to correct their “friend’s” misconduct and
lapses in judgement.

Unfortunately, these issues are widespread and often made openly and publicly and even captured
on electronic communications subject to Federal Records Protections, the Bundy Case Litigation
Hold, the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and even trial discovery (as
exculpatory/bias/impeachment information).

The longer the Bundy investigation went on, and the longer I personally interacted with my
supervisor and other senior and supervisory law enforcement management, the more unacceptable
issues (both case related and individual supervisor conduct related) I personally observed or
discovered.

I observed/ discovered extremely unprofessional, familiar, racy, vulgar and bias filled actions, open
comments, and inappropriate electronic communications. In my opinion, these issues would likely
undermine the investigation, cast considerable doubt on the professionalism of our agency and be
possibly used to claim investigator bias/unprofessionalism and to impeach and undermine key
witness credibility.

The ridiculousness of the conduct, unprofessional amateurish carnival atmosphere, openly made
statements, and electronic communications tended to mitigate the defendant’s culpability, cast a
shadow of doubt of inexcusable bias, unprofessionalism and embarrassment on our agency and in
general make the average day at the office miserable.

It seemed like the more I discretely and respectfully reported these issues and the more I tried to
simply influence and encourage my chain of command to do the right thing and correct and further
report the misconduct, the more my chain of command got tired of me “mothering” them. More
and more, it seemed like my relationship with my supervisor grew more and more strained. He
usually continued on with the inappropriate conduct, ignored my concerns, tried to coerce and
intimidate me as well as marginalize, harass and retaliate against me.

The inappropriate behavior, misconduct and unprofessional comments were offensive and uncalled
for in a professional federal law enforcement work environment and were a clear violation of
professional workplace norms, our code of conduct, policy, and possibly even law. The misconduct
caused considerable disruption for me personally in the workplace, was shameful and rude to
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fellow employees and citizens and was discriminatory, harassing and further showed clear
prejudice against the defendants, their supporters and Mormons.

I told my supervisor on several occasions that this type of conduct is unprofessional and that it
makes me uncomfortable. I also urged my supervisor to correct the misconduct and I told him that
I don’t want to be around it. Additionally, I specifically told my supervisor that I didn’t want to be
overly sensitive, but it felt like he and others are being disrespectful to me and making fun of me
and my family.

In March of 2016, after I confronted my supervisor about his inappropriate conduct, he apologized
to me and for a time he seemed genuinely sorry and things got better. During this timeframe and
following, I was even nominated for several awards and honors to include a nomination for Special
Agent of the Year, the Department of Interior Honor Award for Superior Service (awarded by my
Agency’s Director), a $5,000.00 performance bonus, a $1,000.00 performance bonus, and a Glock
Pistol gift. However, the misconduct never completely stopped, but his treatment of me and open
disrespect to others got worse.

Often times this misconduct centered on being sexually inappropriate, profanity, appearance/body
shaming and likely violated privacy and civil rights. Additionally, this offensive conduct sometimes
targeted those with disabilities and health issues.

Many times, these open unprofessional and disrespectful comments and name calling (often by law
enforcement supervisors who are potential witnesses and investigative team supervisors) reminded
me of middle school.

At any given time, you could hear individuals openly referred to as "ret*rds," "r*d-necks,"
“QOverweight woman with the big jowls,” “d*uche bags,” “tractor-face,” “idiots,” “in-br*d,” etc.,
etc., etc.

Also, it was common to receive or have electronic communications reported to me during the
course of the investigation in which senior investigators and law enforcement supervisors (some are
potential witnesses and investigative team members) specifically made fun of suspects and
referenced “Cliven Bundy felony...just kind of rolls off the tongue, doesn’t it?,” dildos, western
themed g@y bars, odors of sweat, playing chess with menstru*ting women, Cliven Bundy shltting
on cold stainless steel, personal lubricant and Ryan Bundy holding a giant penls (on April 12,
2014).

Extremely biased and degrading fliers were also openly displayed and passed around the office. A
booking photo of Cliven Bundy was (and is) inappropriately, openly, prominently and proudly
displayed in the office of a potential trial witness and my supervisor. Additionally, altered and
degrading suspect photos were put in to what amounted to be a public office presentation by my
supervisor.

It’s no secret. We are trained that this type of behavior is unprofessional, unacceptable and that it
can embarrass our agency and disrupt investigations and cases at trial. We know that when this
type of behavior is relevant to a criminal case, or an officers individual conduct, it must be turned
over to the U.S. Attorney’s Office or local prosecutors. We also know that when misconduct is
discovered, it should be corrected and reported. Additionally, the more serious types of misconduct
must be referred for an internal investigation. We don’t have a choice in this matter. It is our
duty. If we fail, then we are complicit ourselves in the misconduct.
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The Bundy investigation even indicated that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX sent photographs of
his own feces and his girl-friend’s vaglna to coworkers and subordinates. It was also reported by
another BLM SAC that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX bragged to him that there is no way he
gets more pu$$y than the BLM SAC.

On two occasions, I overheard a BLM SAC tell a BLM ASAC that another/other BLM employee(s)
and potential trial witnesses didn’t properly turn in the required discovery material (likely
exculpatory evidence).

My supervisor even instigated the unprofessional monitoring of protected communications (jail
calls) between defendants and their wives, without prosecutor or FBI consent, for the apparent
purpose of making fun of post arrest telephone calls between Idaho defendants/FBI targets (not
subjects of BLM’s investigation) in which the detainees were crying.

I even had a BLM ASAC tell me that he tried to report misconduct, but no one listened to him. I
had my own supervisor tell me that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX is the BLM OLES
“Director’s boy” and he indicated they were going to hide and protect him. A previous Department
of Inspector General Investigation even indicated that the BLM SAC allegedly said that he owned
the BLM Law Enforcement Director. The BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional
Responsibility/Internal Affairs indicated to me the former BLM OLES Director protected former
BLM SAC XXX and shut the Office of Professional Responsibility out when misconduct allegations
were reported about XXXX and that the former BLM OLES Director personally (inappropriately)
investigated misconduct allegations about XXXX.

Another former BLM ASAC indicated to me that former BLM SAC XXXX was a liability to our
agency and the Cliven Bundy Case. I was even told of threats of physical harm that this former
BLM SAC made to his subordinate employee and his family.

Also, more and more it become apparent that the numerous statements made by potential trial
witnesses and victims (even by good officers under duress), could potentially cast an unfavorable
light on the BLM. (See openly available video/audio footage titled “The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked
Fed Body Cam Evidence,” or a video posted on You Tube titled “Leaked Body Cams from the
Bundy Ranch!” published by Gavin Seim.) Some of these statements included the following: “Jack-
up Hage” (Wayne Hage Jr.), “Are you fucXXXX people stupid or what,” “Fat dude, right behind
the tree has a long gun,” “MotherFuXXXX, you come find me and you’re gonna have hell to pay,”
“FatAsX slid down,” “Pretty much a shoot first, ask questions later,” “No gun there. He’s just
holding his back standing like a sissy,” “She must not be married,” “Shoot his fucXXXX dog first,”
“We gotta have fucXXXX fire discipline,” and “I’m recording by the way guys, so...” Additional
Note: In this timeframe, a key witness deactivated his body camera. Also, the three key radio traffic
events weren’t captured or were unlawfully deleted from the archived dispatch audio files. Further
Note: It became clear to me a serious public and professional image problem had developed within the
BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security. I felt I needed to work to correct this and mitigate the
damage it no doubt had already done.

This carnival, inappropriate and childish behavior by senior BLM Law Enforcement Officials
didn’t stop with the directed bias and degradation of subjects of criminal investigations and civil
cases.

The childish misconduct extended to citizens, cooperators from other agencies and even our own
employees. BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors also openly talked about and gossiped about
private employee personnel matters such as confidential medical conditions (to include mental
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iliness), work performance, marriage issues, religion, punishments, internal investigations and
derogatory opinions of higher level BLM supervisors and agents/officers. Some of these open
comments centered on Blow JObs, MaS$terbation in the office closet, Addiction to POrn, a
Disgusting Butt Crack, a “Weak Sister,” high self-opinions, strong willed, crying and scared
women, “Leather Face,” "Pu$8y," “Mormons (little Mormon Girl),” “he has mental problems and
that he had some sort of mental breakdown,” “PTSD,” etc., etc., etc.

Additionally, it should be noted that there was a “religious test” of sorts. On two occasions, I was
specifically asked “You’re not a Mormon are you,” I was also specifically, and individually asked to
agree that the defendants (who are reportedly Mormon) are like a “cult” and I was asked “I bet
you think I am going to hell, don’t you.” Time after time I was subjected to disrespectful comments
and opinions about the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS), faith, such as a BLM
ASAC making fun of a Mormon child on a school trip in which he was a chaperone and speaking
poorly of Mormon farmers. (I explain these and other related incidents later.)

Sometimes, I felt these issues (described in depth below) were reported to me by senior BLM OLES
management and line Rangers/Agents/employees because they personally didn’t like a particular
BLM SAC (although, some of these same people seemed to flatter, buddy up to, openly like, and
protect the BLM SAC). Sometimes, I thought BLM OLES management wanted to talk about these
actions because they thought these blatant inappropriate acts by a BLM SAC and others were
funny. Sometimes, I thought the reporting parties wanted the misconduct corrected and the truth
to come to light, but they were afraid/unwilling to report and correct the misconduct themselves.
Sometimes, I thought the reporting parties just wanted to get the issues off their chest. Sometimes,
I thought supervisors wanted to report the misconduct to me, so they could later say they did report
it (since I was the Case Agent/Lead Investigator). Therefore, in their mind limit their liability to
correct and report the misconduct and issues. However, it was confusing that at the same time, I
thought some of these reporting parties (particularly in management) sought deniability and didn’t
want to go “on the record.” These same reporting/witnessing parties in most cases apparently
refused to correct the misconduct and further report it to higher level supervision, the Office of
Inspector General, and the U.S. Attorney’s Office (as required/necessary) and even discouraged me
from further reporting and correcting the issues. When I did try to correct and further report the
issues as I believed appropriate and necessary, these same supervisors (who were
reporting/witnessing parties) acted confused and unaware. Ultimately, I became an outcast and
was retaliated against.

Additionally, please keep in mind that at the time this document is read, the U.S. Attorney’s Office,
the Court, and the Defense Counsel may not be fully aware of the specifics mentioned in this
document (this is explained later in the document). I believe that it is highly likely that my
supervisor (a BLM ASAC) didn’t properly seek out, disclose and turn-over material and statements
that are substantive and discoverable/exculpatory in nature and may be considered Brady, Giglio,
and Jencks material and are subject to trial discovery requirements as well as are likely subject to
Federal Records Protections, the case litigation hold, and the Freedom of Information Act. I believe
my supervisor failed to seek out, disclose and turn over this material to the U.S. Attorney’s Office,
due to the embarrassment (specifically to a BLM SAC and higher-level BLM OLES supervision)
and potential trial and public relations complications these issues expose and indicate (please see
below for additional details). I have made it clear to this BLM ASAC and other BLM supervision
that we must disclose/turn-over all related information to the U.S. Attorney’s Office and then let
the U.S. Attorney’s Office use their best judgement to determine what is necessary to turn over to
the defense counsel. I also made it clear to my supervision that we needed to address issues by
agency law enforcement employees to include the unprofessional use of email, text messages, instant
messages, and openly made comments that could subject the case to issues and the agency to
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further embarrassment. These substantive electronic communications and statements offered
incredible evidence of bias, contained impeachment information, showed prejudice, and an often
racy and vulgar harassing and amateurish law enforcement operation that made a mockery of the
case and are likely material to the defense. Time after time, these actions of a few BLM
Supervisory Law Enforcement Officials also caused disruption in the federal professional
workplace. On more than one occasion, I told the BLM ASAC that the way we lose the case is
when the jury or the judge thinks we aren’t being completely truthful or there is a cover-up.

Please keep in mind that I am not an “Internal Affairs,” “Inspector General,” or “Office of
Professional Responsibility Investigator.” Therefore, I couldn’t, and can’t independently conduct
investigations into government law enforcement personnel. Additionally, I haven’t been formally
trained on internal investigations. Therefore, my perception, the opinions I offer, and the fact
pattern that I found relevant was gained from my experience as a regular line investigator and
former uniformed patrol and Field Training Officer (FTO).

Each, and every time I came across any potential criminal, ethical, or policy related issue, in the
course of my duties as the DOI/BLM Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Gold Butte/Cliven
Bundy Nevada Investigation, I reported the issues up my chain of command with the intent to run
an independent and unbiased, professional investigation, as I was instructed. Later, I determined
my chain of command was likely already aware of many of these issues and were likely not
reporting those issues to the prosecution team and higher headquarters. Later, I also was informed
by the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) Chief that any issues that had anything to
do with a particular favored BLM SAC, the BLM OLES Director looked at himself instead of OPR.
The OPR Chief told me he was shut out of those types of inquiries. I noted in the pre-trial
Giglio/Henthorn Review that this appeared to be accurate. I also noted that these types of issues I
discovered apparently weren’t properly investigated as required. The bad joke I heard around the
office was that the BLM SAC knew where the BLM OLES Director had buried the prostitutes body
and that is why the BLM OLES Director protects him. (Please see the below for more specific
information.)

One of the chief purposes of this document is to provide a multi-use comprehensive timeline (that notes
the timeframes in which these activities were committed, observed, or reported and specifically identifies
the location of supporting information and evidence) and explanation of the misconduct and ethical issues
I observed, experienced, or I discovered during my duties as the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case
Agent and Lead Investigator of the DOI/BLM. Additionally (at a later date), I can go through this
document line by line and identify the subjects and the witnesses (who in this document are referred to by
title only).

To get a better understanding of the historical aspects and non-agency incriminating findings of this
investigation, it is recommended that the reader review the comprehensive Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte
Nevada Investigative Timeline that I constructed and completed in early February 2017. As you go
through the document below, please keep in mind that in addition to offering the raw information, where I
felt it was appropriate, I interjected my thoughts and specifically referenced subject material. 1
recommend that this document isn’t used as a case report, but rather a narrative written from my point of
view in relation to the facts that are known to me. I also recommend that each item (email, text, audio
file, video file, etc.) I reference be independently obtained in its original form and that the items be
safeguarded from destruction and alteration. I also recommend the items that were seized from me on or
about February 18, 2017, and computer activity profiles and phone records be obtained and safeguarded.
I further recommend that my chain of command be questioned under oath about the destruction of
government records and seized files and other key aspects of this case.
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I also feel there are likely a great many other issues that even [ am not aware of, that were likely disclosed
or known to my supervisor, at least two other BLM SACs, the BLM SAC in question’s subordinates, and
the former BLM OLES Director, In addition to the witnesses I identify, I would also recommend
interviews with the BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility/Internal Affairs and 1
would recommend reviews of my chain of command’s emails and text messages.

Unfortunately, I also believe it is a possibility that the U.S. Attorney’s Office Prosecution Team may have
adopted an inappropriate under the table/unofficial policy of preferred ignorance in regard to the likely
gross misconduct on the part of senior management from the BLM Office of Law Enforcement and
Security and Discovery/Exculpatory related trial issues. These issues are explained in depth later in this
document.

Additionally, actions, comments, and questions by the U.S. Attorney’s Office Lead Prosecutor, the
strategy to deny the Dave Bundy iPad evidence from coming to light, the direction by a BLM ASAC for
me not to speak with any member of the Prosecution Team, and factually deceptive/incorrect talking
points (snipers, Bundy property, Bundy cattle overall health, etc.), indicated to me the Prosecution Team
wanted to possibly and purposefully remain ignorant of some of the case facts and possibly use unethical
legal tricks to prevent the appropriate release of substantive/exculpatory material. I believe that it is more
likely than not, that there was not only a lack of due diligence by the Prosecution Team in identifying and
locating exculpatory material, but there was also a desire to stay ignorant of some of the issues and likely
an inappropriate strategy to not disclose substantive material to the Defense Counsel and initiate any
necessary civil rights related or internal investigations.

I was surprised about the lack of Defense Counsel questions about critical vulnerabilities in the case that
should have been disclosed to the Defense in a timely manner. These issues are explained in depth later
in the document.

I know good people make mistakes, are sometimes immature and use bad judgement. Ido it all the time.
I am not addressing simple issues here. However, some simple issues are included to indicate a wide
spread pattern, openly condoned prohibited/unprofessional conduct and an inappropriate carnival
atmosphere. Additionally, the refusal to correct these simple issues and conduct discrepancies,
harassment, and ultimately cover-ups and retaliation are indicated and explained throughout this
document.

Since shortly after becoming part of the Gold Butte Investigative Team (May of 2014), I was subjected to
a hostile work environment and harassment (not initially related to the Bundy Investigation), but I could
cope with it. To me (at first), it wasn’t a big deal and I had an important mission to accomplish. Note:
This was an unusual situation in which I was one of the most junior agents in the agency and the most
Junior agent of the investigative team, but [ was asked to be the Case Agent and Lead Investigator for the
DOI with the understanding that the senior agents “would work for me."”

However, | almost immediately brought the conduct issues to the attention of my case supervisor (a BLM
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge) and periodically, discreetly and respectfully talked to this BLM
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC) about this offensive conduct. Specifically, I spoke with my
supervisor initially in May 2014, the Fall of 2015, in March of 2016, and several times in the Fall of
2016. I will bring these offensive conduct issues to light in the following narrative to dispute an April 26,
2017, comment by this BLM ASAC that I was “never really happy” in the BLM. Note: My supervisor
was also often physically present during the instances of prohibited offensive conduct, participated in, or
instigated those instances himself. Additional Note: Although the BLM ASAC was initially very
apologetic, I believe he just got tired of me respectfully and discretely urging him to discontinue the
conduct himself and correct others (his friends) that were also participating in the offensive conduct.
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My supervisor would seem understanding and once told me he understood what I meant and that he didn’t
like the conduct either, but almost every time he was part of the crowd, he not only failed to discourage or
correct the conduct, but he participated in and often instigated the conduct.

This behavior created a work and leisure environment that was not only offensive to me, but more
importantly greatly discredited our agency and would have been shocking to the public. I felt this
conduct had the potential to taint witnesses and subvert not only our case, but also our mission and
public/cooperator perception. In some cases, this conduct tended to dehumanize subjects of the
investigation (to the point that Use of Force inquiries could be effected/questioned), embarrass and make
co-workers uncomfortable and disrupt the workplace. I found this pervasive environment difficult to
work in or be around, as well as potentially greatly embarrassing for co-workers, discrediting for
cooperators, and potentially damaging to the integrity of the priority investigation for the entire DOI, as
well as potentially damaging to the reputation to our agency. Note: These suspected occurrences are
potentially unlawful, unethical, against policy and the code of conduct, as well as outside of workplace
professional norms.

As a result, I stopped hanging around, eating with, or working close to the offenders (who were BLM
OLES supervisory officials). As a result, I worked and ate alone almost 100% of the time while in this
group environment. Thus, I didn’t generally have access to the rental vehicle since it was being used by
the others.

Additionally, eventually my supervisor (as my default co-case agent) pulled back and virtually quit
working and even refused and/or neglected to facilitate another quality co-case agent to provide much
needed case assistance. Note: [ held some of these offenders in high regard, but they simply lacked
discipline, good judgement or a "filter” and my supervisor apparently lacked the character or was afraid
to correct this type of conduct, even when I urged him to.

Note: [ was designated as the Case Agent and Lead Investigator for the highest priority case ever within
the BLM and even the DOI. I was put as a lead over those higher in General Schedule (GS) level and/or
step with more experience in the agency. Additionally, I was specifically directed by a BLM Special
Agent-in-Charge (SAC) appointed to oversee the Gold Butte Investigation Team (GBIT) to conduct a
professional, comprehensive, unbiased, and independent investigation. The BLM SAC told me that 1
shouldn’t share sensitive case related information with non-Gold Butte Investigative Team members and
that everyone will be interested, but they understand this is a sensitive issue and that no one will ask me
what I learn through the course of the investigation.

Since I wasn’t a supervisor and since I was one of the most junior criminal investigators in our agency, |
tried to positively influence those above me by my example and discrete one on onc mentoring and
urging. Isimply wanted the offensive and case/agency destructive conduct to stop, to correct the record
where appropriate, and inform those who we had a duty to inform of the potential wrong-doing. I
attempted to positively influence my management in the most respectful and least visible way possible.
In order to accomplish this, I adopted a praise in public and counsel in private approach. When that failed
to work for the long term, [ had to become more “matter of fact” (but always respectful), when that failed
to work I resorted to documenting the instances and discussions. Later, I resorted to official government
email to make a permanent record of the issues. When this failed to deter the offensive conduct or
instigate appropriate action by my supervision, I had to notify others and identify witnesses. I respected
and stayed within my chain of command until I was expressly forbidden from contacting the U.S.
Attorney’s Office and my requests to speak with the BLM OLES Director went unanswered.

Simply put, as a law enforcement officer, I can’t allow injustices and cover-ups to go unreported or half-
truths and skewed narratives go unopposed. Ihave learned that when conduct of this sort isn’t corrected,
then by default it is condoned and it becomes unofficial policy. When I determined there were severe
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issues that hurt more than just me and I determined that my supervision apparently lacked the character to
correct the situation, I knew that duty fell to me. I still felt I could accomplish this duty without
embarrassing my supervision, bringing shame on our agency, or creating a fatal flaw in our investigation.

Initially, I felt I could simply mentor and properly influence my supervision to do the right thing. Time
and time again, I urged my supervision to correct actions and counsel individuals who participate in
conduct damaging to our agency and possibly destructive to the integrity of our case or future
investigations. I attempted to urge my supervision to report certain information to senior BLM
management and the U.S. Attorney’s Office. Note: Evidence of some of this offensive conduct is
potentially available through Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests and subject to a Litigation
Hold, may be considered Exculpatory Material in trial discovery process, and may be subject to federal
records protections. Additionally, in many instances, I can provide evidence, identify the location of
evidence and identify witnesses.

Ultimately, in addition to discovering crimes likely committed by those targeted in the investigation, I
found that likely a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge recklessly and against advisement from the U.S.
Attorney’s Office and apparent direction from the BLM Deputy Director set in motion a chain of events
that nearly resulted in an American tragedy and mass loss of life. Additionally, I determined that reckless
and unprofessional conduct within BLM Law Enforcement supervisory staff was apparently widespread,
widely known and even likely “covered up.” I also found that in virtually every case, BLM senior law
enforcement management knew of the suspected issues with this BLM SAC, but were either too afraid of
retaliation, or lacked the character to report and/or correct the suspected issues.

Note: This entire document was constructed without the aid of my original notes due to their seizure by a
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge outside of my presence and without my knowledge or permission.
Additionally, I was aggressively questioned regarding the belief that I may have audio recorded BLM
OLES management regarding their answers concerning this and other issues. All dates, times, and
quotes are approximate and made to the best of my ability and memory. I'm sure there are more
noteworthy items that I can 't recall at the time I constructed this document. Note: The other likely report
worthy items were seized from me on February 18, 2017, and are believed to be in the possession of a
BLM ASAC. Irecommend these items be safeguarded and reviewed.

As the case agent/lead investigator for the DOI in the Cliven Bundy investigation out of the District of
Nevada, I became aware of a great number of instances when senior BLM OLES leadership were likely
involved in Gross Mismanagement and Abuse of Authority (which may have posed a substantial and
specific threat to employee and public safety as well as wrongfully denied the public Constitutionally
protected rights). The BLM OLES leadership and others may have also violated Merit System
Principles (Fair/Equitable Treatment, High Standards of Conduct, Failing to Manage Employee
Performance by Failing to Address Poor Performance and Unprofessional Conduct, Potential Unjust
Political Influence, and Whistleblower Retaliation), Prohibited Personnel Practices (Retaliation Against
Whistleblowers, Retaliation Against Employees that Exercise Their Rights, Violation of Rules that
Support the Merit System Principles, Enforcement of Policies (unwritten) that Don’t Allow
Whistleblowing), Ethics Rules (Putting Forth an Honest Effort in the Performance of Duties, the
Obligation to Disclosc Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and Corruption, Endeavoring to Avoid Any Action that
Creates the Appearance that there is a Violation of the Law, and Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees), BLM OLES Code of Conduct (Faithfully Striving to Abide by all Laws, Rules,
Regulations, and Customs Governing the Performance of Duties, Potentially Violating Laws and
Regulations in a Unique Position of High Pubic Trust and Integrity of Profession and Confidence of the
Public, Peers, Supervisors, and Society in General, Knowingly Committing Acts in the Conduct of
Official Business and/or in Personal Life that Subjects the Department of Interior to Public Censure
and/or Adverse Criticism, Conducting all Investigations and Law Enforcement Functions Impartially and
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Thoroughly and Reporting the Results Thereof Fully, Objectively, and Accurately, and Potentially Using
Greater Force than Necessary in Accomplishing the Mission of the Department), BLM Values (To serve
with honesty, integrity, accountability, respect, courage and commitment to make a difference), BLM
Guiding Principles (to respect, value, and support our employees. To pursue excellence in business
practices, improve accountability to our stake holders and deliver better service to our customers), BLM
OLES General Order 38 (Internal Affairs Investigations), Departmental and Agency Policies (BLM
Director Neil Komnze Policy on Equal Opportunity and the Prevention of Harassment dated January 19,
2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Promoting an Ethical Culture dated June 15, 2016, DOI
Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity in the Workplace dated September 14, 2016, DOI
Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity and Workplace Conduct (no date listed), DOI Deputy
Secretary of Interior Michael Connor Policy on Workplace Conduct dated October 4, 2016, DOI
Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Strengthening the Department’s Ethical Culture dated March 2, 2017,
DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Harassment dated April 12, 2017, Memorandum dated December
12, 2013, from Acting DOI Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Capital and Diversity Mary F. Pletcher
titled “The Whistleblower Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 and Non-Disclosure Policies, Forms,
Agreements, and Acknowledgements, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt
titled “Month One Message,” dated August 1, 2017, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior
David Bernhardt titled “Month Two Message,” dated September 22, 2017, BLM Acting Deputy Director
of Operations John Ruhs guidance contained in an Email titled “Thank You for Making a Difference,”
dated September 29, 2017, which referenced BLM Values and Guiding Principles, BLM/DOI Email and
Computer Ethical Rules of Behavior, BLM “Zero Tolerance” Policy Regarding Inappropriate Use of the
Internet, Privacy Act of 1974 (5 USC 522a), 18 USC 1663 Protection of Public Records and Documents,
18 USC 4 Misprison of a Felony, 18 USC 1519 Destruction, Alteration, or Falsification of Records in
Federal Investigations, 18 USC 241 Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 USC 242 Deprivation of Rights Under
Color of Law, 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 USC 315 (a) Taylor
Grazing Act, 5 USC 2302 Whistleblower Protections-Prohibited Personnel Practices/Whistleblower
Protection/Enhancement Acts, 5 CFR 2635 Gifts Between Employees, 5 USC 7211 Employees Rights to
Petition Congress, and Public Law 112-199 of November 27, 2012.

Please also note the potential Constitutional issues regarding “religious tests,” search and seizure, and
speech/assembly protections.

Note: There is no confusion that the exact types of misconduct that BLM OLES Senior/Supervisory
Officers/Agents openly displayed, encouraged, instigated, tolerated and failed to correct/report was
condoned, widespread and frequent. Whether by law, policy, or direction and no matter that the rules of
appropriate professional conduct were thoroughly explained and set forth in numerous admonishments
training and guidance, these “professionals” and “examples” were considered untouchable and beyond
correction. If an employee politely, respectfully and discretely objected to the misconduct, tried to
correct it, or reported it, there was a retaliatory effort to ignore, isolate and destroy that employee, until
the employee either quit or transferred.

Please further note the following Rules of Criminal Procedure/Evidence: Memorandum of Department
Prosecutors dated January 4, 2010, from David W. Ogden to the Deputy Attorney General, Rule 16, 18
USC 3500-the Jencks Act, the Brady Rule, Giglio, U.S. Attorney’s Manuel 9-5.001 Policy Regarding
Disclosure of Exculpatory and Impeachment Information, 9-5.100 Policy Regarding the Disclosure to
Prosecutors of Potential Impeachment Information Concerning Law Enforcement Agency Witnesses,
American Bar Association Standards 3-1.2 The Function of the Prosecutor, 3-2.8 Relations with the
Courts and Bar, 3-3.1 Conflict of Interest, 3-3.11 Disclosure of Evidence by the Prosecutor, 3-5.6
Presentation of Evidence, and 3-6.2 Information Relevant to Sentencing.

12

EORO0161



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 16 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 17 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 18 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 19 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 20 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 21 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 22 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 23 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 24 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 25 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 26 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 27 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 28 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 29 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 30 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 31 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 32 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 33 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 34 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 35 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 36 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 37 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 38 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 39 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 40 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 41 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 42 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 43 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 44 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 45 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 46 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 47 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 48 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 49 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 50 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 51 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 52 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 53 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 54 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 55 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 56 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 57 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 58 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 59 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 60 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 61 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 62 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 63 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 64 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 65 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 66 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 67 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 68 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 69 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 70 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 71 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 72 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 73 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 74 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 75 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 76 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 77 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 78 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 79 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 80 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 81 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 82 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 83 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 84 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 85 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 86 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 87 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 88 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 89 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 90 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 91 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 92 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 93 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 94 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 95 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 96 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 97 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 98 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 99 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 100 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 101 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 102 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 103 of 104



Case 2:22-cv-01040-WQH-EJY Document 29-4 Filed 03/27/23 Page 104 of 104



