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Chapter 1: Introduction 
I. Background on Examiner A and USPTO’s Telework Program 

In August 2014, two supervisory patent examiners at the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
(USPTO) walked in to their offices and found copies of the same anonymous letter.1 The letter 
alleged that an examiner (Examiner A)2 “never shows up to work” and “seems to get away with 
anything.” The note stated that Examiner A came in to the office only at the “end of each 
quarter” to submit work and described Examiner A’s work product as “garbage.” The note 
questioned how the supervisors could “allow this type of behavior” to occur and why Examiner 
A had not “been fired by now for performance.” After receiving the anonymous letter, both 
supervisors brought the document to the attention of their manager. 3  Their manager 
subsequently contacted the USPTO’s Employee Relations Division (ER), who then conducted an 
analysis of the data related to Examiner A. ER discovered hundreds of hours of apparent time 
and attendance abuse by Examiner A and contacted the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
of the United States Department of Commerce concerning the magnitude of Examiner A’s 
suspected abuse. The OIG consequently initiated this investigation. 

Full-time federal employees are generally required to work at least 80 hours during a two-week 
period, commonly referred to as a biweek, and must certify their hours in a timekeeping system 
at the end of each biweek. When employees work fewer than their required hours, but certify 
that they performed the required hours, the employees engage in “time and attendance abuse.” 

Examiner A’s first-level supervisor (Supervisor I), who was responsible for managing Examiner 
A’s day-to-day work activity, told the OIG that he never suspected that Examiner A engaged in 
time and attendance abuse prior to receiving the anonymous note. Supervisor I stated further 
that “it’s hard to tell whether someone has got a time [and attendance] issue” since many 
patent examiners have flexible work schedules that allow them to work early mornings, late 
nights, and on weekends.4 In addition, Supervisor 1 stated that he was responsible for managing 
approximately  examiners. Of those  examiners, Examiner A and  others were 
permanently stationed at the USPTO’s headquarters in Alexandria, VA, and the remaining  
examiners teleworked from home on a full- or part-time basis.5 Moreover, when the letters 
were discovered, Supervisor I himself was teleworking from home more than 30 hours per 
week.  

                                                           
1 A redacted version of the note appears in Appendix A, infra.   
2 The names of individuals referenced in this report are masked to protect their privacy.  
3 A few weeks after the anonymous letter was received, a third supervisor noticed that Examiner A claimed time 
for days that he knew Examiner A was not in the office and reported his suspicion to USPTO’s Employee Relations 
Division. 
4 Employees are not required to work the same schedule week to week, and patent examiners belonging to the 
Patent Office Professional Association are not required to notify their supervisors of the specific hours they plan 
to work each day. 
5 Full-time USPTO telework employees are commonly referred to as “hotelers.”  

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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The OIG’s primary goal in conducting this review was to determine whether the evidence 
supported a finding that Examiner A engaged in time and attendance abuse, and if so, the extent 
of that abuse. The OIG also sought to understand how such abuse could occur and whether 
the USPTO’s internal controls were effective in monitoring and preventing time and attendance 
abuse. 

While this report presents a case study of only one individual’s time and attendance abuse at 
USPTO, it illustrates the difficulties in preventing and detecting such activity in USPTO’s 
geographically dispersed workforce. According to public information, as of fiscal year (FY) 2014, 
over 9,400 USPTO employees were “working from home at least one day a week,” and 
approximately 5,000 were “working from home” four or five days per week. Although the 
USPTO has touted the benefits of its telework program, such as a reduction in rent, increases 
in employee satisfaction and retention, and a workforce much less affected by severe weather 
and traffic, this and other OIG efforts show that these programs also carry risks for abuse. 

II. Executive Summary 

In 2008, Examiner A joined the USPTO as a patent examiner and worked on patent 
applications. He appeared to perform adequately for his first four years with the agency. In 
2012, however, his performance declined dramatically, and he received the lowest possible 
performance rating for three consecutive years. During that time, his failure to produce an 
acceptable level of work also elicited nine oral and written warnings. In addition, the OIG 
identified numerous complaints from patent applicants and their representatives, who 
communicated to the USPTO management and complained  

 that Examiner A was not responsive to e-mails or phone calls.  

The OIG investigated the time and attendance allegations by interviewing witnesses, reviewing 
the hours Examiner A claimed to have worked in fiscal year (FY) 2014,6 and cross-referencing 
those hours with multiple USPTO databases: controlled-access turnstile records; secured 
virtual private network (VPN) access records; and laptop activity records. Generally speaking, 
the OIG interpreted the data in the light most favorable to Examiner A, giving him credit for 
hours he certified, unless there was evidence to the contrary.  

The OIG’s investigation substantiated that Examiner A committed at least 730 hours of time 
and attendance abuse, resulting in the payment of approximately $25,500 for hours not worked 
in FY 2014 alone. The number of Examiner A’s unsupported hours in FY 2014 amounted to 
approximately 43 percent of the total hours he certified for the fiscal year. Considering that 
Examiner A was given the benefit of the doubt, our analysis likely gave him credit for many 
hours that he did not work. 

The OIG found that 613 of the 730 unsupported hours claimed by Examiner A (85 percent) 
stemmed from days where there was no evidence that he visited his USPTO campus, 
connected to the USPTO network from off campus, or performed any work on his 
government-issued laptop when connected to the network.  

                                                           
6 The OIG was unable to investigate prior fiscal years because USPTO keeps certain data necessary for a time and 
attendance analysis for a period of only one year due to space limitations on their servers. 

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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The remaining 117 unsupported hours stemmed from days in which Examiner A appeared to 
visit the USPTO campus or logged in to the VPN—but only for a limited amount of time. The 
OIG also reviewed Examiner A’s official USPTO e-mail and instant messages (IMs) to determine 
how long he worked on certain days with limited data. In several instances, Examiner A 
informed colleagues that he was leaving work to hit golf balls at Golf Bar, 7  play pool, or 
socialize at restaurants, though he certified a full day in the time and attendance management 
system. For example, on one such occasion, Examiner A appeared to leave work after spending 
less than three hours at the USPTO campus, telling a co-worker at USPTO: 

Examiner A [12:57 PM]: ok, did u wanna [hit golf balls at Golf Bar] today at all? 

Examiner Y [12:58 PM]: actually yeah, let's just go there now? 

Examiner A [12:58 PM]: yeah i'm down, 

Examiner Y [12:58 PM]: aright cool, like now now? my car's in front of [a building on 
the USPTO campus] 

Examiner A [12:59 PM]: i'll walk over lemme just hit the restroom 

Examiner Y [12:59 PM]: aright, see ya out there 

The OIG did not identify any other data that would indicate work took place after the IM 
conversation, yet Examiner A certified a full day of work. 

In light of the evidence obtained over the course of the investigation, the OIG concluded that 
there was sufficient evidence to support a finding that Examiner A violated 18 U.S.C. §§ 287, 
641, and 1001, 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101, and the USPTO’s policy on work schedules. The OIG 
referred the case to the U.S. Attorney’s Office, Eastern District of Virginia, which declined to 
pursue the matter.  

Examiner A resigned from his position immediately prior to a scheduled interview with OIG 
investigators. In an IM to a co-worker on the day of his resignation, Examiner A stated that the 
Patent Office Professional Association (POPA), the union representing patent examiners, 
advised him that he could keep his official personnel file free of any derogatory information if he 
resigned before the OIG interview. At the conclusion of the investigation, Examiner A declined 
an opportunity to review the draft report and provide comments. 

The evidence regarding Examiner A’s actions raise concerns about whether the agency’s 
internal controls to prevent such misconduct are adequate and function properly. Despite 
numerous red flags and the USPTO’s internal controls, the agency did not review Examiner A’s 
time and attendance records to determine if he was claiming time for work he did not perform. 
According to the evidence, Examiner A received payment for over 18 full weeks of work, in 
aggregate, that he did not actually work. Ultimately, USPTO management’s system of internal 
controls did not detect Examiner A’s time and attendance abuse; to the contrary, these issues 

                                                           
7 Golf Bar is a pseudonym for a driving range amusement and bar complex.   
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did not come to light until a whistleblower submitted anonymous notes to the examiner’s 
supervisor and another manager. 

In light of Examiner A’s egregious time and attendance abuse, the OIG is recommending that 
the USPTO consider legal avenues to recover approximately $25,500 paid to Examiner A as a 
result of his time and attendance abuse in FY 2014, review Examiner A’s records for fiscal year 
2015, and recover any funds improperly paid to Examiner A for FY 2015 as well. The OIG 
further recommends that the USPTO (1) review its policies to determine whether adequate 
controls are in place to monitor the time and attendance of its employees and ensure the 
controls are functioning properly, and (11) review the related policies that currently inhibit its 
ability to pursue time and attendance abuse. 

III. Legal and Regulatory Overview 

Theft, False Claims and False Statements 

All federal employees have a duty to accurately record their time and attendance. Employees 
are subject to criminal penalties if they fail to uphold that duty by improperly recording their 
hours in order to receive payment for time not actually worked.8 Similar penalties apply to false 
statements or claims made by employees in furtherance of time and attendance abuse or in an 
attempt to cover up such abuse.9 Federal employees may also be civilly liable for knowingly 
submitting false claims to the government to be paid for time not actually worked.10 

Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch 

The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch (Standards of Ethical 
Conduct), 5 C.F.R. Pt. 2635, recognize that “[p]ublic service is a public trust” and that each 
officer or employee of a federal agency “has a responsibility to the United States Government 
and its citizens to place loyalty to the Constitution, laws and ethical principles above private 
gain.”11 To ensure public confidence in the integrity of the federal government, the Standards of 

                                                           
8 See 18 U.S.C. § 641 (Theft of public money, property, or records) (“Whoever . . . steals . . . money, or thing of 
value of the United States or of any department or agency thereof . . . [s]hall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned not more than ten years, or both.”). 
9 See 18 U.S.C. § 287 (False, fictitious or fraudulent claims) (“Whoever makes or presents . . . to any department 
or agency thereof, any claim upon or against the United States, or any department or agency thereof, knowing 
such claim to be false, fictitious, or fraudulent, shall be imprisoned not more than five years and shall be subject to 
a fine in the amount provided in this title.”); 18 U.S.C. § 1001(False statements or entries) (“[W]hoever, in any 
matter within the jurisdiction of the executive . . . branch of the Government of the United States, knowingly and 
willfully . . . makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation; or . . . makes or uses 
any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement 
or entry; shall be fined [and] imprisoned not more than 5 years.”). 
10 See 31 U.S.C. § 3729 (“In general . . . any person who—(A) knowingly presents, or causes to be presented, a 
false or fraudulent claim for payment or approval; (B) knowingly makes, uses, or causes to be made or used, a false 
record or statement material to a false or fraudulent claim . . . is liable to the United States Government for a civil 
penalty of not less than $5,000 and not more than $10,000 . . . plus 3 times the amount of damages which the 
Government sustains because of the act of that person.”). 
11 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(a). 
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Ethical Conduct set forth both general principles that government employees are required to 
adhere to, as well as regulations governing employee conduct in certain specified circumstances. 

Section 101(b)(5) of the Standards of Ethical Conduct provides that “[e]mployees shall put 
forth an honest effort in the performance of their duties.”12 Section 101(b)(14) sets forth that 
an “[e]mployee shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are 
violating the law” or the Standards of Ethical Conduct.13  

The USPTO’s Policy on Work Schedules 

Section IV.2 of the USPTO’s Policy on Work Schedules requires that “employees are 
responsible for maintaining and keeping accurate time records of the hours they work and for 
validating their own time on a biweekly basis.” 

  

                                                           
12 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(5). 
13 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(5) and (14). 
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Chapter 2: Background 
I. Examiner A’s Career at USPTO 

Examiner A was hired as a patent examiner by the USPTO in 2008. He was awarded 
compensation at the GS-5 level, earning an annual salary of more than $50,000 and also 
received a recruitment bonus of approximately $20,000 upon joining the agency. Examiner A 
received a number of promotions over his first three years of employment with the USPTO. 
He was promoted from a GS-5 to GS-7 in 2009, to a GS-9 in 2009, and to a GS-11 in 2010. 

Examiner A also received time-in-grade step increases in 2010 and 2011, but was denied time-
in-grade increases in 2012 and 2013, because of performance issues. Examiner A remained a 
GS-11 from 2011 until he resigned from the USPTO. His annual salary as of January 2015 was 
more than $70,000.  

The USPTO conducts annual performance reviews of patent examiners and assigns each 
examiner a rating between 100 and 500.14 Examiner A’s annual performance reviews indicate 
that he was an adequate examiner during his early years at the agency, receiving “Fully 
Successful” ratings each fiscal year from 2008-2010. In FY 2011, Examiner A’s performance 
improved and he received a rating of “Commendable,” his highest rating, with a score of 430 
out of 500.  

Examiner A’s performance rating dropped to “Unacceptable” in FYs 2012, 2013, and 2014. 
During those three years, Examiner A received a performance rating score of 100—the lowest 
possible score. From FY 2012 until his resignation in 2015, Examiner A also received nine 
warnings due to his performance falling below certain thresholds. 15 In mid-2014, the USPTO 
uncovered, and Examiner A later admitted, 13 separate instances of work-related misconduct, 
commonly referred to as “work credit abuse.”16 These 13 instances of work credit abuse took 
place in FY 2013 and FY 2014.17 The OIG also identified multiple complaints submitted in FY 
2012-2014 by patent applicants and attorneys, alleging that Examiner A did not respond to their 
e-mails and phone calls.  

                                                           
14 The USPTO ratings are as follows: Unacceptable (100-199); Marginal (200-289); Fully Successful (290-379); 
Commendable (380-459); and Outstanding (439-500). 
15 See App. B, infra. Written warnings are the USPTO’s version of Performance Improvement Plans for patent 
examiners.  
16 Work credit abuse, also referred to as mortgaging, is an offense that occurs when an examiner knowingly posts 
an action for credit that is incomplete in order to improve the score for the production, docket management, or 
quality elements in the examiner’s Performance Appraisal Plan (PAP). In most cases, Examiner A engaged in this 
abuse in order to avoid written or oral warnings for production or docket management deficiencies, to avoid 
safety zone notices (i.e. notice that an examiner is close to receiving a warning in one of the PAP elements), or to 
become eligible to receive an award. 
17 There is evidence suggesting that Examiner A had been engaged in this activity since at least 2011.  
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Examiner A Resigns from the USPTO Immediately Prior to the OIG Interview 

The OIG initiated an investigation into Examiner A on  2014, and found credible 
evidence that Examiner A had violated federal criminal statutes. We referred this matter to the 
U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) for the Eastern District of Virginia for review. The USAO 
declined to pursue the matter.  

On  2015, the OIG requested a voluntary interview with Examiner A, which Examiner 
A declined, citing advice he received from POPA. The OIG then scheduled a compelled 
interview with Examiner A, as authorized by the Department of Commerce Administrative 
Order DAO-207-10. 18  The OIG informed Examiner A that this interview would explore 
allegations of work credit abuse, as well as time and attendance issues.19 Examiner A resigned 
from the USPTO the following day, , 2015, two hours before his interview with OIG 
investigators. On the day of his resignation, Examiner A stated in an IM to a co-worker that 
“popa [Examiner A’s patent examiner union] said i should resign today to have a clean slate 
[with] no conduct or performance record.” The OIG provided Examiner A with an opportunity 
to review and comment on the report, however, Examiner A declined. 

  

                                                           
18 Examiner A asserted his Weingarten right to have a union representative present at the interview. 
19 Examiner A raised the issue of work credit abuse during an earlier telephone conversation with the OIG.  

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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Chapter 3: Data Analysis 
I. OIG’s Review of Examiner A’s Time and Attendance Data 

The OIG examined the following records during the investigation. 

• Time and Attendance Data: The Department of Commerce maintains a time and 
attendance system that employees use to report and certify work and leave hours. The 
OIG reviewed the hours Examiner A certified in the time and attendance system for 
FY 2014 to determine the amount of work hours Examiner A actually performed each 
day during the fiscal year.  

• USPTO Turnstile Records: Controlled-access turnstiles are used to gain entry in to 
the USPTO campus. The turnstiles can be activated only when an employee swipes a 
valid USPTO identification badge at the badge reader, which also records the date and 
time an employee enters a campus building. The USPTO previously recorded the date 
and time that an employee exited campus buildings, but disabled that function in May 
2008.20 As a result, the OIG was able to determine what time Examiner A entered a 
campus building, but not generally what time he left.21  

• Virtual Private Network (VPN) Events: The USPTO’s private network can be 
accessed securely outside of the USPTO campus using a VPN. The USPTO records the 
time and type of VPN events, such as when an examiner connects or disconnects to the 
VPN. This data is recorded regardless of whether the examiner connects to the VPN 
using a government-issued laptop or a personal computer. For purposes of our analysis, 
the OIG focused on two VPN data points—the earliest and latest VPN events in any 
given day—to determine when Examiner A could have performed his duties from 
somewhere other than his normal place of duty.22 We could not review VPN events 
prior to FY 2014 because the USPTO retains such data for only one year due to space 
limitations on their servers.23 

• Events Performed on Government Computer: Whenever a government-issued 
computer is connected to the USPTO network, either at the USPTO headquarters or 
remotely through the VPN, the network records and preserves the date, time, and 
numerous computer-related events. Our analysis focused on four events that a user can 
perform on his or her government-issued computer: (1) logging in to a computer with a 
username and password; (2) logging off of the computer; (3) locking the computer’s 

                                                           
20 See App. C, infra. 
21 On weekdays, the USPTO records when employees exit campus buildings on Monday through Friday between 
the hours of 10:31 p.m. and 5:29 a.m. 
22 In cases when the VPN use was unclear based on the first or last event of the day, the OIG reviewed whether 
VPN use carried over from a previous day or into the following day. 
23 The OIG requested VPN and computer data as far back as 2012 in order to perform a thorough investigation of 
Examiner A’s time, but the USPTO does not preserve data on their servers longer than one year.  
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screen to prevent unauthorized access; and (4) unlocking the computer. The OIG 
reviewed Examiner A’s computer event data in order to determine whether the data 
supports Examiner A’s certified work hours. We could not review computer events 
prior to FY 2014 because the USPTO retains such data for only one year due to space 
limitations on their servers. 

• E-mails and Instant Messages (IMs): The OIG reviewed official USPTO e-mails and 
IMs to corroborate the other data sources noted above. 

In general, the OIG interpreted the data in the light most favorable to Examiner A. For 
instance, the OIG gave Examiner A credit for hours he certified unless there was evidence to 
the contrary. If the amount of time Examiner A was logged in to his laptop from the time of log 
in through 10:00 p.m.—the end of Examiner A’s workday under his IFP work schedule—was 
equal to or greater than the amount of hours that he certified for that day, then we presumed 
that Examiner A worked the entire time certified. We followed the same process regarding 
VPN records, and when there was a combination of VPN data and turnstile data on a particular 
day. The exception to this approach was when a laptop or VPN event indicated that Examiner 
A logged off, shut down his laptop, or disconnected from the VPN, prior to 10:00 p.m. In those 
instances, we concluded that Examiner A stopped working at the logoff or shut down time. 
Although Examiner A was neither approved to telework nor work on campus between the 
hours of 10:01 p.m. and 5:29 a.m., we nevertheless credited him for those hours if it was 
supported by the data. 24 Additionally, we credited Examiner A for all of the hours he certified 
on days with turnstile data, even when there was little to no additional evidence supporting the 
certified hours. By interpreting the data in the light most favorable to Examiner A, the OIG’s 
analysis gave him credit for many hours that he likely did not work.25 Our analysis indicates that 
the total number of unsupported hours in FY 2014 would increase significantly if our approach 
was less conservative.  

By cross-referencing and analyzing the four data sets, the OIG identified Examiner A’s 
unsupported hours and placed them into one of the following two groups: 

• Category 1: Unsupported certified hours in the time and attendance system on days 
with no records indicating that Examiner A entered the USPTO building, logged in to his 
government-issued laptop while connecting to the USPTO network either on-site or 
remotely, or connected to the VPN using a personal computer. 

• Category 2: Unsupported hours certified in the time and attendance system on days 
with limited records.  

                                                           
24 In addition to viewing the data in the light most favorable to Examiner A, our approach did not account for the 
USPTO requirement that all examiners must take a 30-minute lunch break. Accounting for the 30-minute lunch 
break would have increased the number of unsupported hours. 
25 If the USTPO had required employees to use their badge at the turnstile when exiting the building, we would 
have been able to verify, to a virtual certainty, whether or not Examiner A was present in his building for the 
amount of hours he claimed on any given day. 
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identification badge to access the USPTO campus at any point during that day, or that he 
connected to the VPN.  

VPN Data (2 of 15 days) 27 

The OIG found that two of the 15 days had only a single VPN event: (1) a VPN logoff, which is 
a user-generated event, or (2) a user idle timeout, which indicates that there was no inter-
activity between Examiner A and the VPN connection during the previous 12 hours. On days in 
which a VPN user idle timeout took place, we concluded that Examiner A was not working 
during the 12 hours prior to the timeout, unless evidence such as turnstile records proved 
otherwise.  

For instance, on May  2014, Examiner A certified to have worked for ten hours. The sole 
data point for that day is a VPN user idle timeout at 8:01 a.m. The user idle timeout is evidence 
that the VPN connection was not active prior to 12:00 a.m. that day. If Examiner A worked on 
his laptop while connected to the VPN prior to 8:01 a.m., laptop records or VPN events would 
necessarily reflect some level of activity, indicating that he was either working in the office or 
teleworking, and a user idle timeout would not have been recorded.28 As a result, there is no 
evidence to support that he worked the hours certified for that day.  

Turnstile Data and Instant Messages (8 of 15 days) 

The OIG also found that eight of the 15 days had both turnstile data and IMs to and from 
Examiner A, but lacked other forms of data. The turnstile data showed that Examiner A 
entered the office each day, but his IM communications suggest that he stayed only a short time 
before leaving.29 On some of the days with turnstile data and IMs only, Examiner A appeared to 
leave the office to hit golf balls at Golf Bar, play pool, or socialize with co-workers at a 
restaurant. Despite his limited time in the office on these days, Examiner A certified ten or 
more hours in each instance.  

For example, on October  2013, turnstile data indicate that Examiner A entered the USPTO 
campus at 1:59 p.m. and quickly began instant messaging with USPTO colleagues that he was 
bored. Shortly after 3:40 p.m., Examiner A informed a co-worker that he was leaving to go play 
pool and asked if co-worker wanted to join.  

Examiner A [3:43 PM]: I’m gonna leave a [sic] play some pool u down? 

Examiner X [3:43 PM]: writing up a case. Can try to join later? Where you headed? 

Examiner A [3:43 PM]: dunno yet call me later if you wanna chill. 

                                                           
27 Another day in this category had both a user initiated logoff and user idle timeout. 
28 Such VPN events include “Session Start,” “Session End,” “Log Auth Success,” “Login1,” or “Logout1.”  
29 The OIG’s review of Examiner A’s IMs also identified numerous instances where he made inappropriate and 
insensitive remarks concerning race, gender, and sexual orientation. These statements are unbecoming of a federal 
employee.  

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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Around the same time, Examiner A asked two other examiners if they wanted to play pool 
outside of the office. The OIG’s review of Examiner A’s IMs and e-mails did not identify any 
other data to support the additional hours certified by Examiner A. The OIG’s review of 
Examiner A’s IMs and e-mails confirmed that he sent no messages or e-mails after 3:43 p.m., 
suggesting that he left the office at that time. Examiner A certified ten hours for this day, 
however, we credited him only 1.75 hours for his time at the campus.  

Furthermore, on October  2013, turnstile data indicated that Examiner A entered the 
USPTO campus at 10:33 a.m.; however, his IMs suggest that he left the office around 1:00 p.m. 
to go to Golf Bar with a colleague.  

Examiner A [12:55 PM]: lol, os [sic] u leaving soon? 

Examiner Y [12:55 PM]: probably[.] godda go watch walking dead, etc. 

Examiner A [12:56 PM]: haha, let me know when u leave i may catch a ride with you 
if that is ok 

Examiner Y [12:56 PM]: ok cool[.] shouldn't be long, within the hour? 

Examiner A [12:57 PM]: ok, did u wanna do [Golf Bar] today at all? 

Examiner Y [12:58 PM]: actually yeah, let's just go there now? 

Examiner A [12:58 PM]: yeah i'm down, 

Examiner Y [12:58 PM]: aright cool, like now now? my car's in front of [a building on 
the USPTO campus] 

Examiner A [12:59 PM]: i'll walk over lemme just hit the restroom 

Examiner Y [12:59 PM]: aright, see ya out there 

Within minutes, Examiner A IMs another co-worker saying he is “gonna go to [Golf Bar] with 
[Examiner Y], then home, work out, maybe come back if u do happy hour.” His co-worker 
responds: 

Examiner W [1:00 PM]: yeah im doing [happy hour.] so far, its me, you, [and other 
colleagues] 

Examiner A [1:00 PM]: k txt me when ur bout to go down [to the restaurant]? kool 

According to the evidence established, Examiner A was in the office for only 2.5 hours prior to 
leaving campus to hit golf balls at Golf Bar, work out, and then attend a social event with his 
work colleagues—Examiner A certified ten hours of work for this day. The OIG’s review of 
Examiner A’s IMs and e-mails did not identify any other data to support the additional hours 
certified by Examiner A. 

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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Additionally, on November , 2013, Examiner A appeared to leave the USPTO campus after 
two hours of work to go to a nearby restaurant.  

Examiner A [4:06 PM]: ru back? [Golf Bar]? 

. . . 

Examiner Y [4:14 PM]: I kind of do [want to go to Golf Bar] 

Examiner A [4:14 PM]: lets rol [sic] 

Examiner Y [4:14 PM]: but I think I better get back home 

Examiner A [4:15 PM]: come on 

Examiner Y [4:15 PM]: I still have two nonfinals to turn in before I go 

Examiner A [4:15 PM]: do it tmw 

Examiner Y [4:15 PM]: and I want to do them today so I know what hours to claim 

Examiner A [4:15 PM]: do it tonight at home 

Examiner Y [4:15 PM]: I'm like borderline w/ leave, relying on the accumulated 
while I'm gone just to take the trip[.] oh, actually there's no 
way I can hit a ball, I got [a medical condition.] however, I 
will go to [a restaurant] for a bit if you're down 

Examiner A [4:17 PM]: eh i could eat lol 

Examiner Y [4:17 PM]: ha sweet 

Examiner A [4:17 PM]: go now/ ? 

Examiner Y [4:17 PM]: I'll see you outside 

Examiner A [4:17 PM]: k 

Examiner Y [4:17 PM]: bye 

Examiner A certified ten hours of work that day, but the evidence indicated that Examiner A 
was in the office for only two hours. There is no evidence to support any of the hours 
Examiner A certified after his final IM at approximately 4:17 p.m.30 

                                                           
30 Examiner A received IMs between 4:17 p.m. and 4:23 p.m., but apparently did not respond. 

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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Turnstile Data Only (1 of 15 days) 

The OIG identified one day, October , 2013, when Examiner A entered the building, but did 
not appear to use his computer at all. Although Examiner A certified ten hours of work, and 
turnstile data shows that Examiner A entered the USPTO building that day, the lack of 
workstation data, e-mails or IMs on that day indicate that Examiner A did not perform any 
work. Examiner A’s second-line supervisor (Supervisor 2) suggested to the OIG that a 
reasonable interpretation of this data would be that the “individual in that situation swiped in 
and left.” The OIG considered that it is possible for examiners to print out documents and read 
them offline, but witnesses told the OIG that such an explanation is unlikely. Notably, 
Supervisor 2 stated that the hours a patent examiner spends reading documents offline “has to 
be quite small.” Supervisor 1 agreed with this principle, stating that the percentage of examiners 
at a grade of GS-11 and above who print out references for review is low, adding that “it 
doesn't occur very often.”31 In consideration of the statements from Examiner A’s first- and 
second-line supervisors, and the lack of any data indicating otherwise, the OIG did not credit 
the hours Examiner A certified for that day. 

The OIG Identified 47 Hours that Examiner A Worked Outside of His Work Schedule 

Under Examiner A’s IFP work schedule, he was permitted to work between the hours of 5:30 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, to meet his 80-hour work requirement. His 
work schedule did not permit him to record time in the time and attendance system for work 
completed outside of those hours. Even when viewing the certified hours in the light most 
favorable to Examiner A, the OIG identified at least 47 hours with some evidence to support 
that Examiner A worked outside of his designated work hours, in violation of this policy. These 
hours were, in theory, time that Examiner A actually worked, and therefore did not fit into 
either of the two categories discussed above.32 The USPTO considers employees who work 
outside of their approved work hours to be absent without official leave. 

In determining the amount of hours Examiner A worked outside of his approved work hours, 
the OIG assumed Examiner A worked from the time the turnstile records indicated that he 
entered the campus, or, alternatively, logged in to the VPN, until he met the hours certified, 
absent evidence to the contrary. Hours that were worked after 10:00 p.m. in order to meet the 
hours certified were still tallied. For example, Examiner A certified ten hours of work on March 

 2014. The records indicate that Examiner A entered the office at 4:45 p.m. and logged in to 
his laptop at 4:47 p.m. In order to complete ten hours of work on March , Examiner A would 

                                                           
31 OIG Investigative Record Form: Informal Interview with Supervisor 1 (Apr. 27, 2015). According to Supervisor 
1, printing out documents makes logical sense for junior examiners who are learning the examination process 
because it is easier to share when seeking guidance from, or asking questions of, more senior examiners. On the 
other hand, Supervisor 1 stated, printing out documents is counterproductive to more senior examiners because 
they have less time to complete their tasks than their junior counterparts.  
32 In noting the IFP work schedule violation, the OIG recognizes that working outside of the required hours is 
significantly different than claiming hours that were not worked. However, the majority of hours in this group 
were claimed on days for which we gave Examiner A the benefit of the doubt when determining whether the 
evidence supported the hours claimed within the regular work hours.  

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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have had to work from 4:45 p.m. to 3:15 a.m., 4.75 hours more than was authorized for that 
day, under this work schedule.33  

  

                                                           
33 The hours worked must exclude the 30-minute meal period. Thus, an examiner who claims ten hours of work 
must be in the office for 10.5 hours.  
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Chapter 4: Legal Analysis and Findings 
The OIG concluded that sufficient evidence exists to support the findings that Examiner A 
violated certain criminal statutes prohibiting fraud and theft, regulations covering the basic 
obligations of public service, and the agency’s policy on work schedules. 

I. Examiner A Violated 18 U.S.C. §§ 287, 641, and 1001 When He Certified and 
Affirmed Time That He Did Not Work 

Examiner A’s conduct implicates three criminal statutes: 18 U.S.C. § 287 (false claims), 18 
U.S.C. § 641 (theft), and 18 U.S.C. § 1001 (false statements). A false claims violation requires 
two elements: making or presenting a claim to any agency of the United States government, and 
knowing such claim to be false, fictitious, or fraudulent.34 Theft requires that the money was 
stolen or converted for use by another, that the money belonged to the United States 
government, and that the money was stolen knowingly with the intent to deprive the owner of 
the use or benefit of the money.35 A false statement occurs when a false statement is made 
knowingly or willfully to a governmental agency as part of an official proceeding, and the false 
statement was material to that proceeding.36  

The OIG found that Examiner A certified approximately 730 hours of work that he did not 
actually perform, and that his entries into the time and attendance system were false claims 
made to the United States government. We also found that Examiner A received approximately 
$25,50037 as a direct result of his false claims, thereby converting United States government 
money for his own use. Therefore, the analysis for each of these statutes hinges on whether 
Examiner A knew that the hours he submitted were inaccurate.  

Given both the sheer amount of inaccurate hours for which the data indicates that Examiner A 
was not present at work or did not log in to his computer, and his frequent, consistent pattern 
of claiming inaccurate hours, the OIG concluded that Examiner A must have known that the 
information he submitted and certified into the time and attendance system were false. In 
making this determination, the OIG considered that there may be times when an innocent 
mistake could result in a disparity between actual hours worked and hours submitted, e.g., 
typographical errors or that the employee forgot that s/he was out of the office for an hour or 
two during a biweek. All things considered, the OIG believes it is implausible to attribute such a 
large, consistent, pattern of errors to simple mistakes.  

Examiner A’s own actions support the conclusion that he knew his time and attendance 
certifications were false. Examiner A’s IMs show that he left work after only a few hours, yet he 

                                                           
34 United States v. Ewing, 957 F.2d 115, 119 (4th Cir. 1992) (citing 18 U.S.C. § 287). 
35 United States v. Ayesh, 702 F.3d 162, 169 (4th Cir. 2012) (citing United States v. Rehak, 589 F.3d 965, 973 (8th Cir. 
2009), cert. denied, 130 S. Ct. 2130, 176 L. Ed. 2d 727 (2010)). 
36 United States v. Ismail, 97 F.3d 50, 61 (4th Cir. 1996) (citing United States v. Arch Trading Co., 987 F.2d 1087, 1095 
(4th Cir. 1993)). 
37 This amount was calculated using Examiner A’s 2014 regular hourly rate.  
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certified hours that he did not work. His actions demonstrate that he knew that the hours he 
submitted, and the United States government subsequently paid for, were not accurate. 

Moreover, Examiner A’s actions following the initiation of the OIG investigation reinforce that 
he knowingly falsified his time and attendance records. In particular, when the OIG first 
compelled Examiner A’s testimony, the OIG informed him that we were aware of his work 
credit abuse. It was not until after Examiner A learned that he would also be questioned about 
time and attendance issues that he resigned. Furthermore, on the day of the interview, 
Examiner A informed a co-worker that POPA recommended that he resign in order to “have a 
clean slate [with] no conduct or performance record.” Additionally, Examiner A declined the 
OIG’s offer to review and comment on the draft report concerning his time and attendance. 

The OIG concluded that the evidence described above, coupled with the POPA’s suggestion, 
supports our finding that Examiner A’s conduct violated 18 U.S.C. §§ 287, 641, and 1001. 

II. Examiner A Violated 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101 When He Certified and Affirmed 
Time That He Did Not Work 

The OIG also found that Examiner A violated the basic obligations of public service, codified at 
5 C.F.R. § 2635.101, by committing time and attendance abuse. Section 2635.101(b)(5) requires 
that federal government employees perform their duties honestly. 38  Similarly, Section 
2635.101(b)(14) requires that an employee attempt to avoid actions that create the appearance 
of violating the law or ethical standards. Examiner A engaged in a persistent pattern of 
knowingly and intentionally submitting fraudulent time for the purpose of receiving tens of 
thousands of dollars in payment for work he never performed. Time and attendance abuse, by 
its very nature, is based on dishonesty. Such conduct is contrary to the public trust placed in 
government officials. The OIG concluded that Examiner A’s actions were in violation of 5 C.F.R. 
§ 2635.101(b)(5) and (14).39 

III. Evidence Raises Concerns That the USPTO Does Not Have Adequate 
Internal Controls to Prevent Time and Attendance Abuse 

Examiner A’s time and attendance abuse, and the evidence supporting it, raises concerns that 
the USPTO does not have adequate internal controls in place or those controls are not 
functioning properly to prevent such abuse. In interviews with the OIG, several USPTO 
managers discussed three primary tools available to monitor and prevent time and attendance 
abuse, regardless of whether the examiner is in a telework status. One tool available to USPTO 
management is the examiner’s production metrics, which illustrate how close an examiner is to 

                                                           
38 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(5). 
39 Examiner A also violated the USPTO’s Policy on Work Schedules and his specific IFP by claiming at least 47 
hours worked outside of his designated work hours. In addition, Examiner A’s actions violated Section 11.804(c) of 
USPTO Rules of Professional Conduct when he “[e]ngage[d] in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 
misrepresentation.” 37 C.F.R. § 11.804(c). 
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reaching his or her production goal for the biweek, quarter, and year.40 Complaints from patent 
attorneys or applicants about an examiner’s poor performance or lack of responsiveness are 
another tool available to monitor and prevent time and attendance abuse. A third tool available 
to USPTO management is measuring how quickly examiners respond to e-mail, IMs, meeting 
invites, and phone calls, and visiting examiners’ offices to determine whether they are present.41 

Despite the USPTO’s internal controls and numerous red flags, the agency did not review 
Examiner A’s time and attendance records to determine if he was claiming time that he did not 
work. With regard to the first tool—monitoring an examiner’s production metrics—Examiner 
A failed to meet his performance metrics for at least three years. As noted above, Examiner A 
received nine written and oral warnings for his failure to produce work at an acceptable level, 
and he received the lowest possible annual performance score during each of his last three 
years (2012-2014) of employment.42 In addition, the USPTO uncovered 13 instances of work 
credit abuse, which Examiner A admitted, yet USPTO management did not investigate potential 
time and attendance issues. Although they used the first tool to identify performance issues, 
USPTO managers still did not scrutinize Examiner A’s certified working hours. Beyond 
reviewing his time and attendance, Examiner A’s extended poor performance raises a legitimate 
concern regarding how his employment with the USPTO continued for as long as it did.  

Similarly, the evidence established that the USPTO also received red flags regarding Examiner 
A’s time and attendance with regard to the second tool described above—monitoring 
complaints from patent applicants and their attorneys. In particular, the evidence showed that 
numerous patent applicants and their attorneys complained about Examiner A’s performance 
and responsiveness. For example, on November , 2013, Supervisor 1 e-mailed Examiner A to 
explain that an attorney for a patent applicant called because “[the attorney] has been trying to 
reach [Examiner A] since October.” Despite receiving these and numerous other complaints 
about Examiner A’s responsiveness, the relevant managers did not initiate a review of Examiner 
A’s time and attendance data.  

Lastly, the evidence showed that USPTO supervisors’ third tool, which includes routine office 
visits by a supervisor, as well as monitoring the timeliness of an examiner’s responses to phone 
calls, e-mails, meeting invites, and IMs from management, failed to identify Examiner A’s time 

                                                           
40 In order to avoid a warning, an examiner must perform at a “marginal” level. The USPTO defines “marginal” as 
reaching 88 percent of the production goal for the docket management and production elements. A score 
between 80 percent and 87 percent at the end of the quarter would trigger a “safety letter,” which is essentially a 
pre-warning. An oral warning would be issued for a score below 80 percent, or, alternatively, a written warning if 
the examiner received an oral warning for the same performance metric in the prior quarter.  
41 One senior manager noted that supervisory patent examiners should leave notes in the office for subordinates 
who are on-site employees as a means to determine how often those examiners are present. Supervisor 1 
confirmed that they were directed to use notes: 

You know, we've been told, especially more recently, that you know, if -- you know, if you're -- if you 
think someone is not there, maybe go by the office, you know, and see, you know, maybe leave a 
note or something like that on their chair or something. “Hey, I came by to see you on this and this 
day.” Those are the kind of directions we've been given. 

42 It is important to note that the USPTO disciplines examiners based on quarterly performance evaluations. As a 
result, there is no USPTO policy regarding the discipline of examiners who receive consecutive “Unacceptable” 
annual performance ratings, such as Examiner A. 

ALL WITHHOLDINGS PURSUANT TO EXEMPTIONS (B)(6) & (B)(7)(C)
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and attendance abuse. Supervisor I stated that he would stop by Examiner A’s office on 
occasion, and nothing seemed to be amiss. 

OIG: [D]id you ever get the impression that he should have been in the office and . . . 
wasn't? 

Supervisor 1: Well, I -- there would be a light on. He's got an office mate. Sometimes 
she'd be in there. Sometimes I'd go; he'd be in there. Sometimes he wouldn't be in 
there. 

Additionally, Supervisor 2 told the OIG that Supervisor 1 would reach out by phone on 
occasion and that Examiner A would “generally call him back.” Examiner A’s responsiveness to 
communications from his supervisor demonstrate a weakness in the third tool—examiners who 
are not working can periodically monitor their e-mail and respond to specific messages in order 
to create the appearance that they are in an active work status. Moreover, as we discuss below, 
witness statements reflect that the utility of this tool is limited because the USPTO does not 
require that employees notify their supervisors when they are or will be working. For example, 
if a supervisor e-mails an employee with a question on Monday at 10:00 a.m., the employee may 
not respond immediately because he or she is not actually scheduled to be working at that 
time. The employee might not start working until 2:00 p.m., or might not be scheduled to work 
at all that day. Because the supervisor may not know the employee’s schedule, it is difficult, if 
not impossible, to interpret his or her lack of responsiveness at that time.  

In order to successfully employ this third tool, supervisors would need to track how timely 
examiners respond to e-mails or other forms of communication and then compare this with 
their time and attendance certifications. Doing so requires an extensive amount of time and 
effort on the part of the supervisor, who already has a multitude of competing responsibilities. 
The OIG asked Supervisor 2 whether supervisors have the capacity to track patent examiners’ 
activities in this way, and he replied that “a lot of the [supervisors] have upwards of 20 
Examiners, and [monitoring whether they are or aren’t working at any given time] – you know, 
it’s just not feasible.” Supervisor 1 echoed this sentiment. When asked how much time he spent 
monitoring his examiners’ time and attendance, he indicated that there was “[n]ot much time 
for that.”  

The USPTO supervisors with whom we spoke identified additional tools that would assist in 
identifying time and attendance abuse. Currently, examiners are not required to provide their 
supervisors with their planned work schedule prior to each biweek, e.g., when they plan to 
work on any given day, per an agreement with POPA. Examiners provide their supervisors with 
only the total number of hours they intend to work in a given biweekly period. Examiner A’s  
first-, second-, and third-line supervisors indicated that knowing an examiner’s work schedule in 
advance would help with monitoring time and attendance. Supervisor 1 explained that, without 
knowledge of an examiner’s work schedule, “[t]here's no way to verify [that an examiner is 
working when he or she says they are working] . . . unless I spent the time every day to try to 
log when every person [appeared to be working from their online presence] . . . or whether 
they were in their office or whether they weren't in their office.”  
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Most examiners are permitted to work Monday through Saturday, between the hours of 5:30 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 43  Considering that an examiner can work anytime within a 16.5-hour 
workday under the IFP, an examiner could easily say that they were working at a time when the 
supervisor was offline. Supervisor 1 also indicated that reaching out to examiners blindly for the 
purpose of monitoring whether examiners are working was extremely difficult, if not 
impossible.44 

According to the witnesses we interviewed, advance knowledge of the patent examiners’ work 
schedules would allow supervisors to cross-reference those schedules with their actual work 
status. Witnesses told the OIG that determining actual work status is difficult to do when 
either or both the examiner and the supervisor are on a telework schedule. The USPTO 
provides its employees with a “presence indicator” as part of its instant messaging software.45 
Examiners are required to log in to the presence indicator during working hours, but USPTO’s 
Policy on Work Schedule Notification, Communication, and Collaboration, which was implemented 
as a result of negotiations with POPA, states that the presence indicator may be used only for 
the purpose of facilitating communications between other examiners and their supervisors—
and supervisors are not permitted to use the presence indicator to determine whether 
examiners are in working status. If supervisors were able to verify whether off-campus 
examiners are “at work” using the presence indicator, similar to how they verify on-campus 
employee status, then they could compare the work status indicator with an examiner’s work 
schedule to verify that the examiner is working as scheduled. 

For the reasons stated above, it appears that the USPTO’s internal control system used to 
monitor and prevent time and attendance abuse is insufficient. The three tools identified during 
our investigation that are used to monitor and detect time and attendance abuse were not 
successful identifying Examiner A as a time and attendance abuser, despite the fact that he did 
not work for at least 43 percent of his claimed hours for FY 2014. The OIG’s analysis suggests 
that the USPTO’s current monitoring system will likely fail to detect future time and attendance 
abusers. Examiner A engaged in egregious time and attendance abuse, likely lasting over several 
years, which was uncovered only due to an anonymous note by an employee who witnessed 
Examiner A’s conduct and had the courage to blow the whistle.46 A robust and fully functioning 
system of internal controls should have identified Examiner A’s abuse long before he was able 
to fraudulently claim approximately $25,500 in falsified working hours.   
                                                           
43 Examiners can work no more than 12 hours and no less than 15 minutes per day.  
44 While discussing the difficulty in monitoring the working status of patent examiners, Supervisor 1 stated that it 
was challenging to tell if patent examiners “worked three hours and did a midday flex . . . and then logged back on 
and worked later. . . . Or if they worked on Saturday because I might be [doing something with my family] on 
Saturday, and I don't—like I said, that I don't know.” 
45 The USPTO provides its employees with the Microsoft Lync communication platform, an instant messaging-type 
program that allows employees to send real-time IMs, make phone calls, or video conference with one another, 
and also includes the presence indicator. The colored presence indicator informs others whether an employee is 
online and “available” (green light), online but “busy” or “in a meeting” (red light), online but “away” from their 
computer for a certain amount of time (yellow light), or offline. 
46 A few weeks after the two supervisors received the anonymous note, a third supervisor in Examiner A’s unit 
raised concerns about potential time and attendance abuse upon noticing that Examiner A claimed time for two 
days when Examiner A was not in the office.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
Even when viewed in the light most favorable to Examiner A, the evidence gathered by the OIG 
reveals that Examiner A defrauded the United States government and taxpayers out of 
approximately $25,500 by submitting fraudulent claims for 730 hours of work he did not 
perform in FY 2014. Finding no evidence to explain or excuse the questionable hours, we 
concluded that there is sufficient evidence to support Examiner A violated 18 U.S.C. §§ 287, 
641, and 1001; 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101; and the USPTO’s policy on work schedules. We also 
concluded that the internal control system in place at the USPTO to monitor and prevent time 
and attendance abuse is insufficient to catch misconduct and may be inadequate to prevent 
comparable abuses by other patent examiners, both currently and in the future.  

In light of the findings contained in this report, the OIG makes the following recommendations: 

1. USPTO management should consider investigating whether Examiner A fraudulently 
certified hours in FY 2015.  

2. USPTO management should consider consulting with the relevant USPTO officials, 
including legal counsel and POPA, to implement a plan to legally recover—voluntary or 
involuntarily—the funds Examiner A fraudulently received in FY 2014, and any other 
payments for work that he did not perform during FY 2015.  

3. USPTO management should consider the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of 
(I) restoring backup tapes containing the VPN and workstation data from FYs 2012 and 
2013, (II) investigating whether Examiner A fraudulently certified hours in those years, 
and (III) recovering funds Examiner A fraudulently received, if applicable.  In assessing 
these issues, USPTO management should also consider the benefits that such 
restoration would provide in connection with future investigations.  

4. In light of Examiner A’s apparent decision to resign to preserve “a clean slate [with] no 
conduct or performance record,” USPTO management should consider taking action 
that would note these findings in Examiner A’s personnel file.  

5. USPTO management should consider reassessing the current controls to monitor the 
time and attendance of its employees, providing supervisors with patent examiner 
schedules, and requiring the presence indicator to reflect actual work presence. 

6. USPTO management, in conjunction with the Office of the Chief Information Officer 
(OCIO), should consider retaining the data stored in its servers, including VPN and 
workstation event data, for at least a three-year period, as the current retention period 
of one year severely limits both agency and OIG investigations.  

7. The USPTO should consider reinstating the USPTO requirement that employees use 
their USPTO-issued ID badges to exit through the access control turnstiles during 
weekday working hours. 
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8. The USPTO should consider implementing a semi-annual or annual review of the time 
and attendance of employees who receive an “Unacceptable” annual performance rating. 

9. The USPTO should consider modifying its Performance Appraisal Plan and applicable 
Human Resources policies regarding employees with below standard performance to 
address individuals who receive consecutive “Unacceptable” annual performance ratings.  
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