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THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S HANDLING OF
ALLEGATIONS OF VISA FRAUD AND OTHER
IRREGULARITIES AT THE UNITED STATES
EMBASSY IN BEIJING

THURSDAY, JULY 29, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Burton, Morella, Shays, McHugh, Horn,
Mica, McIntosh, Scarborough, Barr, Miller, Hutchinson, Terry,
Biggert, Ose, Vitter, Waxman, Maloney, Kucinich, and
Schakowsky.

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Barbara Comstock,
chief counsel; James Wilson, chief investigative counsel; David
Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Kristi Remington, sen-
ior counsel; Kevin Davis, senior investigator; Marc Chretien, senior
investigative counsel; Mark Corallo, director of communications;
John Williams, deputy communications director; Corinne
Zaccagnini, systems administrator; Robin Butler, office manager;
Michelle White, counsel; Carla J. Martin, chief clerk; Lisa Smith-
Arafune, deputy chief clerk; Phil Schiliro, minority staff director;
Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority
chief investigative counsel; Michael Raphael and Michael Yeager,
minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Jean
Gosa, minority staff assistant.

Mr. BURTON. The committee will be in order. We have some mo-
Eions we have to go through before I make my opening statement

ere.

A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform
will come to order, and before the distinguished ranking member
and I deliver our opening statements, the committee must first dis-
pose of some procedural issues.

I would first like to take a moment to welcome the newest mem-
ber of our committee, David Vitter from New Orleans.

David, welcome. Glad to have you with us. I know that my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle are really glad to have you on
the committee, and we look forward to working with you.

I move that the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy,
and Human Resources be expanded from 16 members to 18 mem-
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bers with 10 members from the majority and 8 members from the
minority party. All in favor of the motion will signify by saying aye.

Those opposed will signify by saying no.

In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it and the motion is
agreed to.

I also move that Mr. Vitter of Louisiana be appointed to the ma-
jority vacancies on the Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human
Resources Subcommittee and the National Economic Growth, Nat-
ural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs Subcommittee. All in favor
of the motion will indicate by saying aye.

All opposed will signify by saying no.

In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it and the motion is
agreed to.

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ writ-
ten opening statements be included in the record, and without ob-
jection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits, and extra-
neous or tabular material referred to, be included in the record,
and without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that one staff report and compilation of
exhibits regarding this hearing be included in the record.

[NOTE.—The majority report and exhibits referred to may be
found at the end of the hearing.]

Mr. WAXMAN. If I may inquire, Mr. Chair, I think our staffs were
%n consultation about holding back one of the staff reports until
ater.

I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

I also ask unanimous consent that a statement from the Amer-
ican Foreign Service Association be included in the record, and
without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN NALAND, ACTING PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN FOREIGN SERVICE ASSOCIATION
TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM

July 29, 1999

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee:

Thank you for this opportunity to testify about the Foreign Service discipline system.
Ever since Congress established the modern U.S. Foreign Service 75 years ago, the American
Foreign Service Association (AFSA) has been the voice of the professionals who devote their
careers to advancing America’s vital interests around the world. For the last 25 of those years,
AFSA has also been a federal labor union. We now represent the 10,000 active duty Foreign
Service Officers and Specialists in five federal agencies, as well as some 13,000 Foreign Service
retirees.

M. Chairman, let me say at the outset that we deplore the rare instances of misconduct
which occur in our ranks. We deplore them because we believe Americans are entitled to the
highest standards of personal conduct in their diplomatic corps. Just as importantly, we deplore
them because these isolated incidents besmirch the reputation of the overwhelming majority of
Foreign Service people who conduct themselves with absolute integrity under difficult and often
dangerous circumstances.

We believe that when incidents of corruption are alleged, the foreign affairs agencies
should investigate them promptly and thoroughly. This is particularly crucial in the rare cases

involving potentially criminal activity, where investigators must collect evidence sufficient to



win a conviction. If they collect sufficient evidence of misconduct, the Department of Justice
should vigorously prosecute. It is critical not only to punish misconduct, but also to deter others

who might be tempted.

STENGTHENING THE DISCIPLINE SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman, last year AFSA embarked on a project to strengthen the Foreign Service
discipline system in the State Department, where about three-fourths of the Foreign Service
works. We consulted with law enforcement officials, federal prosecutors, private defense
attorneys, current and former federal Inspectors General, Foreign Service employees, and
Congres§ional staff members. Our goal was to promote a system in which (1) any warranted
punishment is swift, certain, and proportional and (2) employees enjoy the same due process
rights as their fellow American citizens.

On this second point, let me emphasize that as an active duty Foreign Service Officer
myself, I have lived in countries which do‘not provide their citizens with legal protections which
we enjoy in America. I can attest personally to how important those protections are to a just
society.

Our study found that the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) and the Diplomatic
Security Service (DS) refer an average of 46 Foreign Service cases each year for disciplinary
action to the State Department. I would note that very few cases -- only seven in the past five
years -- involve allegations of visa fraud or malfeasance. Almost all of our diplomats serve for
decades with unblemished records, and have no contact with the discipline system.

Indeed, we found great support among Foreign Service members for ensuring that the

discipline system operates swiftly. They believe, as does AFSA, that unpunished misconduct
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damages morale and undermines our profession. Moreover, most employees are eager to resolve
guestions about their conduct. Until an investigation is closed or a discipline case resolved, a

Foreign Service employee's tenuring, promotion and, in some cases, assi ent is put on hold.
gn p 8 P g p

SPEEDING UP THE DISCIPLINE SYSTEM: APPEALS PROCEDURES

. In reviewing the record, AFSA concluded that lengthy delays occur in the investigative
process. Once the report of investigation is issued its report and the Department proposes
discipline, most employees respond quickly.

In July 1998, AFSA made a number of recommendations to State Department
management to make the time frames for investigating and resolving Foreign Service discipline
cases tighter. Significantly, we proposed shortening the discipline process by cutting out one
level of the two-step appeal process. In making that recommendation, AFSA became one of the
only unions in the country that was actually trying to reduce the avenues of appeal available to
our members. But since so few of us have any contact with the discipline system, it is not

. sur;irising that Foreign Service Officers and Specialists support such efforts to secure swift
justice.

AFSA’s proposal was accepted by State Department management-and we concluded a
Memorandum of Understanding dated June 15, 1999 instituting this new streamlined processing

procedure in a one year Pilot Program.

NEED FOR QUICKER INVESTIGATIONS
In looking for ways to speed up-the process, we also concluded that the State Department

1 needs to improve their investigative process. Investigations take too long, quite often more



than 18 months. This is particularly true in administrative cases, where criminal misconduct is
not an issue. In January 1998, the IG issued a report that charged lengthy delays in the State
Department’s handling of Foreign Service discipline cases. The IG auditors apparently did not
look at the IG’s own investigations staff.

To speed up the process, we proposed that the IG either complete administrative (non-
criminal) investigations within 12 months, or else report to the Secretary of State on what steps
were underway to finish the inquiry. The purpose was to establish some administrative
accountability in the system. The IG disagreed with this recommendation, but she told us that
she has instructed the investigations staff to make tangible progress in this area. We would

welcome such progress.

REMOVING INCENTIVES

We also supported législative action to reform the appeals procedures. In the Senate
version of this year's Foreign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, S.
886, AFSA supported a provision stating that the Secretary can stop paying a Foreign Service
employee being fired for misconduct while the individual pursues an appeal. Of course, if the
cause for separation is not established, then the individual is entitled to be made whole
subsequently. It is extremely uncommon for misconduct to rise to the level where a person is
fired — certainly less than one case per year. When it does happen, we believe the Department
should not have to retain the employee in a paid status pending the outcome of the appeal. This

is demoralizing for other employees and casts the Foreign Service in an unfavorable light.



CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, AFSA firmly believes that, in the rare cases where misconduct is alleged,
thorough but swift investigations are essential. It is only fair to the individual under
investigation, and essential to the morale of the Service. Finally, when misconduct is proven, we
insist on appropriate disciplinary action, including, when necessary, expulsion from the Service
and criminal prosecution. Only by taking a hard line against the corrupt few can we maintain the
high standards for personal integrity, which have characterized America’s diplomats for the past
seventy-five years.

Thank you.
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Mr. BURTON. And finally, I ask unanimous consent that ques-
tioning in the matter under consideration proceed under clause
2(g)(2) of House rule 11 and committee rule 14, in which the chair-
man and ranking minority member allocate time to committee
counsel or members as they deem appropriate for extended ques-
tioning, not to exceed 60 minutes, divided equally between the ma-
jority and minority; and without objection, so ordered.

As I said earlier, I have been involved in a number of congres-
sional hearings and investigations over the years. I have learned
a few things along the way. One thing I have learned is that some-
times you begin investigating one problem, and in the process, you
uncover other problems you weren’t even aware of. By exposing the
problem, shining the light of day on it, hopefully you begin the
process of fixing it.

That’s what happened under my predecessor Bill Clinger. We
began investigating the firing of seven Travel Office employees. In
the process, we discovered that the Clinton White House had ob-
tained over 900 confidential FBI files of Republicans who no longer
worked there.

It happened again during our investigation into illegal foreign
fundraising. When Johnny Chung appeared here in May, he testi-
fied that a general in charge of China’s military intelligence agency
gave him $300,000 to donate to the President’s campaign. They
said they liked the President and they wanted to see him get re-
elected. But Mr. Chung also testified about another problem, one
we were not expecting, visa fraud. Mr. Chung testified that he saw
one of the senior officials at the United States consulate in Beijing,
Charles Parish, accept a shopping bag full of cash in exchange for
providing visas to Chinese nationals. Now, that’s a very disturbing
allegation.

Mr. Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $500 to pay
for a computer class for his secretary. Chung said he did it. Chung
testified that Mr. Parish asked for $7,000 to pay for tuition for sev-
eral Chinese students studying in California. Mr. Chung said he
did that, as well. This happened at a time when Mr. Parish was
approving 25 to 30 visas for Chung’s business associates.

My staff called Johnny Chung this week to ask him for more in-
formation about this. He told us that he was riding in a car with
Mr. Parish in Beijjing. He said that Mr. Parish didn’t really ask for
the money; he demanded it. Chung said that the tone in Mr.
Parish’s voice sent a very clear message, “I want you to do it, you
have to do it.” Chung said that Mr. Parish was so insistent that
Chung called his wife on the cell phone in the car and told her to
go to the bank right away and get a cashier’s check and take it to
the school.

Mr. Chung says he provided his copy of this check to the Justice
Department. We have asked the Justice Department to provide this
documentation to us. We asked Janet Reno and the Justice Depart-
ment almost 2 months ago. We are still waiting. Once again, we
are getting no cooperation from the Justice Department and Attor-
ney General Reno.

Mr. Parish is here today, and we are going to ask him about all
of these issues.
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A U.S. visa is a very difficult thing to get. People line up for
blocks outside U.S. Embassies all over the world. They wait all day
to ask for a visa, some all night. Most of them get turned down.

It has been estimated that the street value of a visa in some
countries is worth as much as $20,000.

If a Foreign Service Officer is taking advantage of his position
by accepting bribes or illegal gratuities in exchange for visas, that
is a very serious problem, a crime. So we started looking into it.

What we found out was that Johnny Chung wasn’t the only one
making allegations about Mr. Parish. Employees at the consulate
had been filing complaints about him for over a year and a half.
American citizens complained to senior Embassy officials. Articles
started to appear about him in the Chinese press, in the Chinese
papers. We have a copy of a State Department cable. It says that
a Chinese Government official approached an Embassy staffer at a
reception. The Chinese official told him that he was amazed at how
many unqualified Chinese were getting visas. He said it was com-
mon knowledge that if you took the right Embassy official to dinner
and bought him a gift, you were guaranteed to get a visa. It seems
like the only ones who weren’t asleep at the switch were the Chi-
nese.

So what happened with Mr. Parish? Was he fired? No. Was he
prosecuted? No. Was he disciplined in any way? No. He was trans-
ferred back to Washington. He was given other sensitive assign-
ments. Instead of getting fired, he got a raise. In fact, he got four
raises.

We took a hard look at the State Department’s investigation of
Mr. Parish. What we found was very disappointing. Three separate
offices conducted investigations of Mr. Parish, and all three
dropped the ball. Documents were destroyed without being re-
viewed. Witnesses were not even interviewed. Bank records were
not subpoenaed. We found allegations of serious wrongdoing that
weren’t even checked out in a cursory way.

The result was that a Foreign Service Officer who had been ac-
cused of serious wrongdoing got shifted from one job to another
without any action taken against him whatsoever. It looks to me
liﬁ{ebnﬂoody wanted to deal with this problem. Everyone dropped
the ball.

Mr. Parish was put to work reviewing visa applications from Iraq
and Iran. In his employee evaluation form—in which he received
a glowing rating, by the way—it says that his position, “coordinates
with the intelligence and law enforcement communities in the han-
dling of the most sensitive visa applications, those from persons
suspected of terrorism, espionage, or other serious threats to U.S.
national interests.”

When Mr. Parish was placed in this job, was it known that he
was under criminal investigation?

Now, if this was just an isolated incident, maybe it would not be
such a big deal. One of the reasons I called this hearing today is
to try to find out just how widespread the problem is. There are
signs that it may not be an isolated incident at all.

I was talking to one of my caseworkers just the other day, and
she was trying to help a constituent get a visa for a relative in Ro-
mania. They were denied. But I learned that there are rumors
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about Embassy officials taking bribes in Romania. I have no idea
if they are true or not. But these are things we need to look into
because we have that oversight responsibility.

I was reading an article in the Los Angeles Times. They have
done an excellent job reporting on this issue. I want to read a cou-
ple of quotes from the article. “Of a dozen cases known to the
Times, a majority of diplomats, suspected of wrongdoing in issuing
of visas, retired or were moved to another post. Cases that were
opened took years to develop and usually ended up being dropped.”

“Those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifts or
sexual favors often are allowed to retire or move to another post
rather than face extensive investigation or prosecution.” The Times
article cited cases of fraud that happened in Asia, Africa, South
America, all over the world.

I wanted to say something as a matter of fairness. People who
work in U.S. consulates have a tough, tough job. They face tremen-
dous pressure. They face lines of hundreds, even thousands, of peo-
ple who want visas every day, and they have to make snap deci-
sions. I think that most of our consular officers are honest and
hardworking, and do their jobs under very difficult circumstances,
but it is fairly obvious that there is a very small minority that are
willing to take advantage of this situation.

I have a statement from the acting president of the American
Foreign Service Association. They represent all of the Foreign Serv-
ice Officers. I would like to submit this statement for the record.
He says, “We deplore them, corrupt diplomats, because these iso-
lated incidents besmirch the reputation of the overwhelming major-
ity of Foreign Service people who conduct themselves with absolute
integrity.”

If the State Department doesn’t have the resources or the will to
punish corrupt officials, then these problems are only going to get
worse. The consequences are serious. We have a serious illegal im-
migration problem. We have a problem with international ter-
rorism. We have a problem with international drug trafficking. If
Embassy officials can be tempted or bribed, these people that I just
mentioned are going to take advantage of the situation.

Mr. Parish is here today. I issued a subpoena for him to be here.
I know he doesn’t want to be here. I am sorry to put him in this
situation, but nobody else has seen fit to ask him about these alle-
gations under oath, so we are going to do it today. I have also
asked several people from the State Department to appear and an-
swer questions about their investigations of Mr. Parish. We are
going to ask them some tough questions about whether an ade-
quate job was done. Looking at the record, I think it would be pret-
ty hard for an objective person to say yes to that question.

I want to say one thing in their defense before we get started.
We have had a difficult time with the State Department in the
past. We have had senior officials refuse to testify. My colleague,
Mr. Gilman, at the International Relations Committee, has had
similar problems. I have had to issue subpoenas just to get wit-
nesses for hearings. That should never have to happen, and it
hasn’t happened this time.

I doubt if our witnesses really want to be here today. Nobody
likes having their work questioned. But they have come, they have
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agreed to testify and answer the committee’s questions without a
subpoena, and I appreciate that. Under Secretary Cohen has
agreed to testify. I understand that she has been traveling recently,
and I appreciate that she is here today. I hope that she will be able
to shed some light on how widespread the problem is. I also hope
that she will be able to inform us about what, if anything, is being
done to improve the State Department’s efforts to investigate these
cases. We have had pretty good cooperation from the State Depart-
ment this week, and as I said, I compliment them for that.

I wish I could say the same thing for the Justice Department. I
am absolutely furious about what happened yesterday as we were
preparing for this hearing. The Inspector General is here today.
Her office worked with the Justice Department to investigate the
Parish matter. She got a call from the Justice Department yester-
day. They told her that she couldn’t testify about the work her of-
fice has done because it is covered by grand jury secrecy laws.

I have it on pretty good authority that the Justice Department
has a plan to close this case, but is keeping it open, I believe, to
keep us from having the Inspector General testify; and I believe I
know of a number of other cases where the Justice Department is
deliberately keeping cases open so this committee cannot have ac-
cess to witnesses. I say to my colleagues that I think this goes be-
yond being unconscionable. It is an obstruction of justice. If the
Justice Department plans to close a case, and they keep it open
only for the purpose of keeping Congress from doing its investiga-
tions, then that is almost criminal.

This is absolutely the most ridiculous thing I have ever heard.
It is typical of the kind of stonewalling that Janet Reno’s Justice
Department has engaged in. For 2 years, they have hidden behind
the so-called 6(e) rule. They won’t share any information with Con-
gress. They won’t let us immunize witnesses. They won’t let us
interview Charlie Trie or John Huang, and now they want to say
that other agencies can’t share information with us. Janet Reno is
doing a disservice to the Congress, and she is doing a disservice to
the American people who are represented by the Congress of the
United States.

I would like to make two final points before I yield to my col-
league, Mr. Waxman.

First, for most people from other countries, the first place they
come into contact with anyone from the United States is at one of
our Embassies. If they are confronted by corruption at the Em-
bassy, think about the message that sends about our entire coun-
try. Think about how that reflects on all of the dedicated Foreign
Service Officers who are following the rules and doing their jobs
well. That is why I think this is a very important issue.

Second, this particular case is important because of where it hap-
pened. Mr. Parish wasn’t working in Canada or France or Israel.
He was working in China. China has been conducting very aggres-
sive espionage at some of our nuclear facilities. They have stolen
nuclear weapons secrets from us, thus endangering every man,
woman, and child, at some point in the future. China has illegally
funneled millions of dollars into the United States to try to influ-
ence our elections. China has been exporting nuclear technology
and missile technology to rogue nations.
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The United States Embassy in Beijing is one of our most sen-
sitive posts. If allegations of corruption weren’t being followed up
in Beijing, I don’t have a lot of confidence that they are being pur-
sued more diligently elsewhere. I hope that our witnesses today
can persuade us otherwise.

I now yield to my colleague from California, Mr. Waxman, for his
opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:]
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Opening Statement
Chairman Dan Burton
Committee on Government Reform
July 29, 1999

I’ve been involved in a number of Congressional investigations over the years. I’ve
learned a few things along the way. One thing I’ve learned is that sometimes you begin
investigating one problem, and in the process, you uncover other problems you weren’t even
aware of. By exposing the problem, and shining the light of day on it, hopefully you begin the
process of fixing it.

That’s what happened under my predecessor, Bill Clinger. We began investigating the
firing of the seven travel office employees. In the process, we discovered that the Clinton White
House had obtained over 900 confidential FBI files of Republicans who no longer worked there.

It happened again during our investigation into illegal foreign fundraising. When Johnny
Chung appeared bere in May, he testified that a general in charge of China’s military intelligence
agency gave him $300,000 to donate to the President’s campaign. They liked President Clinton,
and they wanted to see him get re-clected.

But Mr. Chung also testified about another problem — one we weren’t expecting — visa
fraud. Mr. Chung testified that he saw one of the senior officials at the U.S. consulate in Beijing
— Charles Parish -- accept a shopping bag full of cash in exchange for providing visas to
Chinese nationals.

That’s 2 disturbing allegation. But that’s not all.

Mr. Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $500 to pay for a computer class for his
secretary. Chung did it.

Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $7,000 to pay for tuition for several
Chinese students studying in California. He did it. This happened at a time when Mr. Parish was
approving 25 to 30 visas for Chung’s business associates.

My staff called Johnny Chung this week to ask him for more information about this. He
told us that he was riding in a car with Mr. Parish in Beijing. He said that Mr. Parish didn’t
really ask for the money — he demanded it. Chung said that the tone in Mr. Parish’s voice seat a
very clear message -- “1 want you to do it. You have to do it.” Chung said that Mr. Parish was
so insistent that Chung called his wife on his cell phone from the car and told her to go to the
bank right away and get a cashier’s check and take it to the school.

Mr. Chung says he provided his copy of this check to the Justice Department. We've

Page -1-
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asked the Justice Department to provide this documentation to us. We asked them two months
ago. We’re still waiting. Once again, we’re getting no cooperation from Attorney General Reno.

Mr. Parish is here today. We’re going to ask him about all of these issues.

A U.S. visa is a very difficult thing to get. People line up for blocks outside U S,

ernbassies all over the world. They wait all day to ask for a visa. Most of them get turned down.

It’s been estimated that the street value of a visa in some countries is as much as $20,000.

If a foreign service officer is taking advantage of his position by accepting bribes or

illegal gratuities in exchange for visas, that’s a serious problem. So we started looking into it.

What we found out was that Johnny Chung wasn’t the only one making allegations about

Mr. Parish:

Employees at the consulate had been filing complaints about him for a year and a half.
American citizens complained to senior embassy officials.

Articles started to appear about him in the Chinese press.

‘We have a copy of a State Department cable. It says that a Chinese governiment official
approached an Embassy staffer at a reception. The Chinese official told him that he was
amazed at how many unqualified Chinese were getting visas. He said it was common
knowledge that if you took the right Embassy official to dinner, and brought him a gift,
you were guaranteed to get a visa. It seems like the only ones who weren’t asleep at the
switch were the Chinese.

So what happened to Mr. Parish?

‘Was he fired? No.

Was he prosecuted? No.

Was he disciplined in any way? No.

He was transferred back to Washington. He was given other sensitive assignments.

Instead of geiting fired, he got a raise. In fact, he got four raises.

We took a good hard look at the State Department’s investigation of Charles Parish.

‘What we found was very disappointing. Three separate offices conducted investigations of Mr.
Parish. All three dropped the ball:

Documents were destroyed without being reviewed.

Page -2-
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I think that most of our consular officers are honest and hard-working and do their jobs
under difficult circumstances. But it is fairly obvious that there is a very small minority that is
willing to take advantage of the situation.

1 have a statement from the Acting President of the American Foreign Service
Association. They represent all the foreign service officers. I'd like to submit this statement for
the record. He says:

“We deplore them (corrupt diplomats) because these isolated incidents besmirch
the reputation of the overwhelming majority of Foreign Service people who
conduct themselves with absolute integrity.”

If the State Department doesn’t have the resources or the will to punish corrupt officials,
then these problems are only going to get worse. The consequences are serious:

. We have a serious illegal immigration problem.
o We have a problem with international terrorism.
. We have a problem with international drug trafficking.

If Embassy officials can be tempted or bribed, these people are going to take advantage of
the situation.

M. Parish is here today. I've issued a squoena for him to be here. 1know he doesn’t
want to be here. I'm sorry to put him in this situation. But nobody else has seen fit to ask him
about these allegations under oath, so we’re going to do it today.

I’ve also asked several people from the State Department to appear and answer questions
about their investigations of Mr. Parish. We’re going to ask them some tough questions about
whether an adequate job was done. Looking at the record, I think it would be pretty hard for an
objective person to say ‘yes’ to that question.

I want to say one thing in their defense before we get started. We’ve had a difficult time
with the State Department in the past. We’ve had senior officials refuse to testify. My colleague,
Mr. Gilman, at the International Relations Commiittee, has had similar problems. I’ve had to
issue subpoenas just to get witnesses for hearings. That should never have to happen — and it
hasn’t happened this time. I doubt if our witnesses really want to be here today.

Nobody likes having their work questioned. But they have come, they have agreed to testify and
to answer the Committee’s questions.

Undersecretary Cohen has agreed to testify. I understand that she has been traveling
recently, and I appreciate that she is here today. Ihope that she will be able to shed some light
on how widespread this problem is. I also hope that she will be able to inform us about what, if

Page -4-
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. Witnesses weren't interviewed.

. Bank records weren’t subpoenaed.

. We found allegations of serious wrongdoing that weren’t even checked out in a cursory
way.

The result was that a foreign service officer who had been accused of serious wrongdoing
got shifted from one job to another without any action taken against him whatsoever. It looks to
me like nobody wanted to deal with this problem. Everyone dropped the ball.

Mr. Parish was put to work reviewing visa applications from Iraq and Iran!  In his
employee evaluation form, in which he received a glowing rating by the way, it says that his
position “coordinates with the intelligence and law enforcement communities the handling of the
most sensitive visa applications, those from persons suspected of terrorism, espionage or other
serious threats to 11.S, national interests.” When Mr. Parish was placed in this job, was it known
that he was under criminal investigation?

Now, if this was just an isolated incident, maybe it’s not such a big deal. One of the
reasons I called this hearing today is to try to find out just how widespread this problem is.
There are signs that it may not be an isolated incident at all.

1 was talking to one of my caseworkers just the other day. She was trying to helpa
constituent get a visa for a relative in Romania. They were denied, But I leammed that there are
rumors about embassy officials taking bribes in Romania. I have no idea if they’re true or not.

1 was reading an article in the Los Angeles Times. They've done some excellent
reporting on this issue. I want to read a couple of quotes from this article:

“Of a dozen cases known to The Times, a majority of diplomats suspected of
wrongdoing in issuing of visas retired or were moved to another post. Cases that
were opened took years to develop and usually ended up being dropped.”

“Those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifts or sexual favors
aften are allowed to retire or move to another post rather than face extensive
investigation or prosecution.”

The Times article cited cases of fraud that happened in Asia, Africa, South America - all
over the world.

I want to say something as a matter of fairness. People who work in U.S. consulates have
atough, tough job. They face tremendous pressure. They face lines of hundreds, even thousands
of people who want visas every day. They have to make snap decisions.

Page -3-
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anything, is being done to improve the State Department’s efforts to investigate these cases.

‘We've had pretty good cooperation from the State Department this week. I compliment
them for that.

I wish I could say the same thing for the Justice Department. I'm absolutely furious
about what happened yesterday as we were preparing for this hearing. The Inspector General is
here today. Her office worked with the Justice Department to investigate the Parish matter. She
got a call from the Justice Department yesterday. They told her that she couldn’t testify about
the work her office has done because it’s covered by Grand Jury Secrecy laws.

This is absolutely the most ridiculous thing I’ve ever heard. It’s typical of the kind of
stonewalling Janet Reno’s Justice Department has engaged in. For two years, they’ve hidden
behind the so-called ‘6-E’ rule. They won’t share any information with Congress. They won’t
let us immunize witnesses. They won’t let us interview Charlie Trie or
John Huang. And now they want to say that other agencies can’t share information with us.
Janet Reno is doing a disservice to the Congress, and she is doing a disservice to the American
people.

I’d like to make two final points before I yield to my colleague, Mr. Waxman.

First, for most people from other countries, the first place they come into contact with
anyone from the United States is at our Embassy. If they are confronted by corruption at our
Embassy, think about the message that that sends about our entire country. Think about how that
reflects on all of the dedicated foreign service officers who are following the rules. That’s why I
think this is a very important issue.

Second, this particular case is important because of where it happened. Mr. Parish wasn’t
working in Canada, or France, or Israel. He was working in China. China has been conducting
very aggressive espionage against our nuclear facilities. They have stolen nuclear weapons
secrets from us. China has illegally funneled millions of dollars into the U.S. to try to influence
our elections. China has been exporting nuclear technology and missile technology to rogue
nations. The U.S. Embassy in Beijing is one of our most sensitive posts. If allegations of
corruption weren’t being followed up in Beijing, I don’t have a lot of confidence that they’re
being pursued more diligently elsewhere.

1 hope that our witnesses today can persuade us otherwise.

I now yield to Mr. Waxman for his opening statement.

Page -5-
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Mr. WAXMAN. We are here today to look into the State Depart-
ment’s response to allegations that one of its Foreign Service Offi-
cers, Charles Parish, may have accepted gifts from visa applicants
and their sponsors while he was posted in China, may have com-
mitted visa fraud or other crimes, and may have violated the State
Department’s code of ethical standards.

These are serious allegations against Mr. Parish. They have ap-
propriately been the subject of investigations by the State Depart-
ment’s Diplomatic Security Service, the State Department’s Office
of Inspector General, and the FBI. It appears that all these inves-
tigations determined that there is insufficient evidence to bring
charges against Mr. Parish, and now our committee is investigating
Mr. Parish.

This is not a situation where allegations of serious wrongdoing
went unnoticed or where political appointees allegedly interfered
with the normal processes of government. Apart from a tenuous
connection to Johnny Chung, the facts surrounding Mr. Parish ap-
pear to have nothing to do with the campaign finance investigation.

It appears that the State Department acted reasonably in the in-
vestigation of Mr. Parish. Junior officers raised concerns about his
management practices to the second in command of the U.S. Em-
bassy on April 11, 1996. By May 1, the regional security officer had
begun an investigation and confronted Mr. Parish with allegations
of misconduct. Shortly after that, Mr. Parish asked to curtail his
assignment in Beijing. By May 17th, he was out of China and reas-
signed to Washington while an investigation continued.

That is not to say there weren’t some problems with the inves-
tigations. Some documents and gifts found in Mr. Parish’s office
were retained as relevant to the investigation. Other material was
discarded. It obviously would have been preferable to retain the
material until the investigation was completed.

Mr. Parish was posted to Washington after he curtailed his as-
signment and may have had continued involvement in visa issues
during the investigation of this case. The State Department prob-
ably should not have put Mr. Parish in this position until all seri-
ous allegations were resolved.

Even though we can point to mistakes in retrospect, it is impor-
tant to keep the investigation of Mr. Parish in the proper perspec-
tive. Everyone involved in the investigation of his case had other
responsibilities. Unlike this committee, which can devote unlimited
resources to pursuing even the most fruitless inquiries, State De-
partment investigators have to make responsible choices about pri-
orities and how to allocate their scarce time and resources. The evi-
dence indicates that these career officials acted in good faith in de-
termining that there was insufficient evidence to pursue a criminal
investigation any further.

Now, I won’t take the time of the committee now to go and make
a point-by-point correction of a lot of factual inaccuracies in the
chairman’s statement. I will do so for the record, but let me say
that it lacked the judiciousness that we ought to apply when inves-
tigating anybody of wrongdoing.

The attack on the Justice Department seems to me to be particu-
larly unwarranted. If the Justice Department were continuing an
investigation, they obviously still think there is more for them to
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learn; and the chairman thinks there is more yet to learn. So they
are being criticized for continuing their investigation. The chair-
man says they are continuing their investigation but they should
close it and then he can continue to investigate it.

Well, that just seems to me contradictory. If they close their in-
vestigation, they would be criticized because it should be taken
more seriously. If they keep it open, they are criticized because
they haven’t closed it so that witnesses can come before this com-
mittee to give evidence that wouldn’t otherwise be permitted.

But the fact of the matter is, whether they opened it or closed
it or kept it going, there are some witnesses that are not permitted
to come, by court order—not in this case, but generally, to come
and comment, especially Inspector Generals, about information
that they derive from grand jury testimony. That would just be ille-
gal. So it seems unfair to me to criticize the Justice Department
for not allowing an IG to come in and give testimony, violating the
law with regard to grand jury testimony.

Well, I am interested in hearing the testimony of the witnesses
today. Perhaps we will learn something new and significant about
this case or in the way the State Department handles allegations
of wrongdoing; I hope so, and I will look forward to seeing whether
that would be the case.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time.

If we have no other Members who wish to speak, Mr. Parish,
would you come forward. Would you rise, Mr. Parish, please.

[Witness sworn.]

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Parish, do you have an opening statement?

Mr. PARISH. No, I don’t.

Mr. BURTON. I know you are the attorney, and I would like to
state for you, because I understand you would like to speak, House
rule 11(k)(3) provides that witnesses at investigative hearings may
be accompanied by their own counsel for the purpose of advising
them concerning their constitutional rights. As Mr. Lantos, one of
my predecessors—I guess it was on a subcommittee—told lawyers
for Secretary Pierce in the hearings he chaired in 1989, “In es-
sence, gentlemen, at this hearing you are in fact a potted plant.”
I don’t consider you a potted plant, but I do think it is important
that you understand that according to the rules you can confer
with your client, but you can’t make any kind of a statement. So
your client will have to speak for himself.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I appreciate that.

Mr. BURTON. Well, you are not a witness, and you are not al-
lowed to make any kind of a statement. You can confer with your
client, but your client is going to have to answer the questions or
invoke his constitutional rights. I just want you to understand
what I just said.

Now, I don’t want to press the point, but you are not a witness,
and you are not allowed to make any comments. You can confer
with your client, but you are not to speak to the committee, OK?

I will now yield to our counsel, who will start the questioning.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Parish, good morning.

Mr. PARISH. Good morning.



20

Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much for being here. My name is
Jim Wilson. I am the majority counsel for this hearing. Again,
thank you very much for being here.

For the record, you are here pursuant to a subpoena that was
issued by this committee, correct?

Mr. PARISH. Yes.

Mr. WILSON. Now, you worked at the United States Embassy in
Beijing from July 1994 until May 1996; is this correct?

Mr. PARISH. Mr. Chairman, on advice of my counsel, I must re-
spectfully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. WILSON. When you were at the Embassy in Beijing, what
was your title?

Mr. BARR. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, could I ask on what basis
is that privilege being invoked? Is it because the witness believes
that answering the question of whether or not he worked at the
Embassy may tend to incriminate him? I think that if the witness
is going to claim a privilege, he needs to be specific about the basis
on which it is invoked.

Mr. BURTON. The witness can speak for himself on that.

Mr. MARTIN. I gave the chairman the statement——

Mr. BARR. Counsel, you are not a witness here.

Mr. BURTON. I think that the witness will speak for himself re-
garding that, Mr. Barr.

Go ahead. Proceed.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Parish, when you were in Beijing at the Em-
bassy, how many bank accounts did you have?

Mr. PARISH. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke
my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. WiLsON. Will you at any time after this hearing provide the
committee with any information about your bank accounts in Bei-
jing?

Mr. PARISH. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke
my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. BURTON. Let me interrupt because I don’t want to prolong
your appearance here, Mr. Parish. Is it your intention on advice of
counsel to assert your fifth amendment privilege on every question
the committee puts to you today?

Mr. PARISH. Yes, it is.

Mr. BURTON. Well, I am very disappointed. You are a former
public servant of the U.S. Government; and to take the fifth
amendment when your salary has been paid by the taxpayers of
this country, and there are some allegations about alleged wrong-
doing that only you can possibly clarify, it is just very dis-
appointing that you will not talk to the elected Representatives of
the U.S. citizenry.

So I am really disappointed, but it is your position that you will
not answer any questions and you will assert your fifth amendment
privileges?

Mr. PARISH. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BARR. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Barr.

Mr. BARR. If I could again ask the witness if he could enlighten
us as to what are you asserting this privilege? Is it because you be-
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lieve that answering questions on your service as a former public
official will tend to incriminate you?

Mr. PARISH. Mr. Barr, on advice of my counsel, I must respect-
fully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. BARR. So you are refusing to tell this committee even the
basis on which you are asserting that privilege; is that correct?

Mr. PARISH. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke
my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. MARTIN. Counsel did submit that basis to the committee.

Mr. BURTON. Counsel, you need not make any comment. I think
based upon the—Mr. Waxman, we have the time, but we will yield
to you.

Go ahead. That’s all right. Go ahead.

Mr. WAXMAN. The witness is asserting a constitutional right to
refuse to testify against himself. That constitutional right applies
even if he is a government employee, because he is a citizen of the
United States. I am disappointed. I would rather have heard from
the witness and received information so that we could look into the
matter that is before us today; but the man does have a constitu-
tional right to assert that privilege not to give testimony against
himself. I guess if there is any further—Mr. Barr, as a prosecutor,
if he wants to know further, some legal matter, we ought to let the
lawyer speak. Otherwise, the Constitution speaks for itself, and the
man does have a right.

Mr. BURTON. Let me reclaim my time, and just say that in my
opening statement I mentioned that the Justice Department, I be-
lieve—and I think I have it on very good authority—that it has
been recommended, that the case on Mr. Parish be closed. If that
is the case, then the IG should be able to testify. Evidently, though,
there is more to this than Mr. Parish wants to divulge. If that is
the case, then I cannot understand why the Justice Department
has recommended that this case be closed.

If the Justice Department has recommended this case be closed
and the witness himself doesn’t wish to testify because he may in-
criminate himself, then the Justice Department is not doing its job,
in my opinion, because this case should be thoroughly investigated.
As you will hear as we go through the hearing today, Mr. Waxman,
I think you will hear from some of the witnesses some of the facts
that we have been able to get in our investigation, that there is a
lot more here that needs to be investigated that was not inves-
tigated; and on three separate occasions, the State Department, the
FBI, and others dropped the ball. That is why we are going on with
this investigation, not because we want to just prolong this thing,
but because an adequate job wasn’t done.

We have information that one of the people that was inves-
tigating this went into Mr. Parish’s office, destroyed a lot of docu-
ments that Parish shouldn’t have had in his office in the first place
and kept very few of the others. Now, those documents were rel-
evant to the investigation. Why they were destroyed may have
been an error in judgment, I don’t know, but we are going to try
to find out. But why those documents were destroyed when they
are relevant to the investigation is beyond me.
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We had, in Chinese newspapers, people at very high levels indi-
cating that there were bribes being paid at the consulate to a spe-
cific individual for visas. That was not pursued.

We had a letter from a Mr. Chen, which will be submitted for
the record, where Mr. Chen said it is very clear that the gentleman
in question, Mr. Parish, was involved in accepting bribes; and that
was not even followed up on.

[The letter referred to follows:]
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Mr. Ambassador David Chen
U.S.Embassy Chinese-American Association
People’s Republic of China 525 Market St. Suit 1008

September 28, 1995

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

When | was on vacation in Peking fast month | have gotten a lot complains regarding the illegal
activities in you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others
receive bribe.

This is involved not only the Chinese transiators but also the vice consul. They received the money
and the valuabie gift from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for varies
reasons included the economic criminal. The price of each visa is from $20,000 te¢ $30,000
(U.8.Dollars) that is 30 years' income of the average Chinese people.

Kindly make the necessary investigate and action against the iilegal actions, to defend the interest
of America as well as the Chinese peaple.

Very truly yours,

David Chen
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Mr. BURTON. Now, you know, you can criticize us for going on
with the investigation, but if it is apparent these things have not
been followed up on, and the integrity of the U.S. Government is
in question, and that people who are trying to get in this country
are getting the impression that if you pay a bribe, you can get in—
and this sends the wrong message around the world. In addition,
if China, which has been involved in espionage and illegal cam-
paign contributions, could get access to the United States through
bribery of an official of our Government, then, boy, we have got
real problems.

And so all I would like to say is that, and I will then yield back
our time unless Mr. Barr would like a minute, I think that this in-
vestigation is justified and warranted, and we intend to pursue it.

Mr. Barr.

Mr. BARR. Mr. Chairman, if I might inquire of the witness if he
has been interviewed by the State Department, by anybody at the
State Department, or any other Federal agency concerning the alle-
gations which were summarized earlier and you heard by the
chairman?

Mr. PARISH. The same answer, Mr. Barr.

Mr. BARR. Which is.

Mr. PARISH. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke
my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. BARR. Were you present, Mr. Parish, during the opening re-
marks of Chairman Burton, and did you hear them?

Mr. PARISH. Same answer.

Mr. BARR. Which is?

Mr. PARISH. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke
my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. BARR. Are you familiar with Title XVIII of the Criminal
Code, section 201, relating to bribery of public officials and wit-
nesses?

Mr. ParisH. Mr. Barr, on advice of my counsel, I must respect-
fully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer.

Mr. BURTON. Representative Barr, I understand the questions
that you want to ask, and I am just as concerned as you are about
this, but it doesn’t appear it is going to be fruitful to get Mr. Parish
to answer any questions because of his constitutional right.

Mr. BARR. Then would it be your intent, Mr. Parish, your un-
equivocal intent to not answer any question that I pose to you?

Mr. PARISH. That is correct, Mr. Barr.

Mr. BARR. Apparently it would be unfruitful, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Barr.

Unless other members have something they would like to say, 1
don’t think questions would be fruitful. Unless they have some-
thing they would like to say, I will yield back our time and yield
to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. There’s a vote on the House floor. The witness is
asserting his constitutional right not to answer questions. I have
nothing to ask.

Mr. BURTON. That being the case, Mr. Parish, you will be ex-
cused, and we will recess until the fall of the gavel right after this
vote. Chair stands in recess.
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[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. Committee will come to order. I ask unanimous
consent that a staff report regarding Mr. Parish’s improper actions
be included in the record, and without objection, so ordered.

[NOTE.—The majority report may be found at the end of the
hearing.]

Mr. BURTON. Let me just say that we have now Under Secretary
Bonnie Cohen, and I just told Ms. Cohen that my mother’s name
was Bonnie. I have a soft spot for that. It means very pretty. Under
Secretary Bonnie Cohen; Inspector General Jacquelyn Williams-
Bridgers; Acting Assistant Secretary Peter Bergin; and Donald
Schurman.

And Mr. Gnehm, are you going to add to their knowledge as this
goes on?

Mr. GNEHM. If they so desire.

Mr. BURTON. Well, then I probably ought to have you stand and
be sworn as well.

Would you all stand.

Ms. COHEN. Excuse me, could I add Mary Ryan.

Mr. BURTON. Well, not as a testifier, but as an adjunct. If she
is going to give you information, you can have her stand as well.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. BURTON. Be seated. We will start with you, Under Secretary
Cohen. You are recognized, if you like, to make an opening state-
ment.

STATEMENTS OF PETER BERGIN, ACTING ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY AND DIRECTOR OF DIPLOMATIC SECURITY; JAC-
QUELYN L. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS, INSPECTOR GENERAL;
BONNIE R. COHEN, UNDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGEMENT,
ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD W. GNEHM, DIRECTOR GENERAL
OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE; MARY A. RYAN, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR CONSULAR AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
STATE; AND DON SCHURMAN, REGIONAL SECURITY OFFI-
CER

Ms. CoHEN. Thank you very much. I think we are all pleased

Mr. BURTON. Pardon me, if we could, we would like, if it is pos-
sible, to keep your statements to 5 minutes because we have a lot
of ground to cover.

Ms. COHEN. We are pleased to be here to explain our visa oper-
ations and the procedures for investigation of consular malfea-
sance. You did introduce everyone. I think we would like to start
with a very brief statement from Pete Bergin, who is the Acting As-
sistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security. Then the Inspector Gen-
eral Jackie Williams-Bridgers, has a statement, and then I have a
statement.

Mr. BurToN. OK. Fine.

Mr. Bergin.

Mr. BERGIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would ask that my
written statement be made part of the official record, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. BERGIN. Thank you.

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee to
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discuss the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s role in investigating
Charles Parish.

Embassy Beijing’s management first became aware of the allega-
tions against Mr. Parish on April 11, 1996, from junior officers of
the Embassy, who expressed concern about the lack of managerial
controls in the consular section. The next day, the Deputy Chief of
Mission initiated an inquiry into the concerns and uncovered addi-
tional allegations that Mr. Parish gave special treatment to some
of the organizations that sponsored visa applicants and to his per-
sonal contacts and friends. These allegations stemmed from a
birthday party given by a Chinese national who was a friend of Mr.
Parish.

Embassy Beijing Regional Security Officer Don Schurman
promptly advised the Diplomatic Security Visa Fraud Branch in
Washington that post officials had received allegations of question-
able management practices and possible unethical activities by Mr.
Parish in his position as Chief of the Nonimmigrant Visa Section.
Post reported that they had no evidence that Mr. Parish might be
accepting money or other benefits in exchange for issuing visas.
Nevertheless, our Visa Fraud Branch opened a criminal investiga-
tion on Charles Parish based on these reported allegations con-
cerning his suspect managerial conduct and the potential for in-
volvement in visa malfeasance, which is a violation of the U.S.
Criminal Code.

The Visa Fraud Branch, working with Mr. Schurman, initiated
its investigation by reviewing all relevant visa documents and re-
lated information. The RSO conducted a thorough search and re-
trieved and forwarded copies of 27 visa applications from individ-
uals who were sponsored by a friend of Mr. Parish. In addition, the
RSO sent a list provided by post’s consular section containing anec-
dotal examples of alleged activities which gave the appearance of
impropriety, specific instances in which visas were allegedly issued
under questionable circumstances and cases where visas were
issued to individuals previously refused.

The Visa Fraud Branch in Washington reviewed the materials
and discovered sufficient anomalies to warrant further inquiry. The
investigation focused on the United States operations of two Chi-
nese nationals and their New York-based companies that appeared
to benefit from the issuance of the visas Mr. Parish had approved.
The two Chinese nationals provided information and documenta-
tion to the Visa Fraud Branch that they claimed supported the le-
gitimacy of their operations. The Visa Fraud Branch also obtained
official documentation from the Immigration and Naturalization
Service on the two companies. This documentation indicated that
INS had approved a number of petitions for Chinese nationals who
had been sponsored by these two companies. The Visa Fraud
Branch’s investigation found no indication of any involvement by
Mr. Parish in any criminal activities. In the absence of further
leads from Beijing, and given unproductive investigative results to
date, the status of the investigation into Mr. Parish was considered
inactive pending any additional information.

In January 1998, Mr. Chairman, the FBI and the Department’s
Office of Inspector General made inquiries about Mr. Parish and
complete access to Diplomatic Security files was provided to them.
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In March 1998, our Visa Fraud Branch also helped facilitate the
Inspector General’s investigation at post with the regional security
officer. The Federal Government actively pursued leads in the
Charles Parish case. However, the investigations did not reveal
criminal wrongdoing, nor did the Diplomatic Security investigation
find any basis for referral to the Bureau of Personnel for any fur-
ther administrative action.

Mr. Chairman, the Department does not generally discuss in
public the details of a personnel investigation in view of the Pri-
vacy Act. The Department is prepared to provide such details in
this case because of the committee’s strong interest and in response
to a specific request.

At this time, sir, I would like to turn the testimony over to Ms.
Bridgers. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bergin follows:]
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STATEMENT OF PETER E. BERGIN
ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DIPLOMATIC SECURITY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
JuLy 29, 1999

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee to discuss the Bureau of

Diplomatic Security’s role in investigating Charles Parish.

Embassy Beijing’s management first became aware of the allegations against Mr. Parish on
April 11, 1996 from junior officers of the embassy who expressed concern about the lack of
managerial controls in the consular section. The next day the Deputy Chief of Mission
initiated an inquiry into the concerns and uncovered additional allegations that Mr. Parish
gave special treatment to some of the organizations that sponsored visa applicants and to

his personal contacts and friends. Further allegations stemmed from a birthday party given
by a Chinese national who was friend of Mr. Parish.

Embassy Beijing Regional Security Officer (RSO) Don Schurman promptly-advised the DS
Visa Fraud Branch (DS/VF) in Washington that post officials had received allegations of
questionable management practices and possible unethical activities by Mr. Parish in his
position as chief of the Non-Immigrant Visa Section. Post reported that they had no
evidence that Mr. Parish might be accepting money or other benefits in eifchange for
issuing visas. Nevertheless, DS/VF opened a criminal investigation on éharles Parish
based on these reported allegations concerning his suspect managerial conduct and the
potential for involvement in visa malfeasance, which is a violation of United States

Criminal Code.

DS/VF, working with the RSO, initiated its investigation by reviewing all relevant visa
documents and related information. The RSO conducted a thorough search and retrieved
and forwarded copies of 27 visa applications from individuals who were sponsored by a

friend of Mr. Parish. In addition, the RSO also sent a list provided by post’s consular
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section containing anecdotal examples of alleged activities which gave the appearance of
impropriety, instances in which visas were allegedly issued under questionable

circumstances and cases where visas were issued to individuals previously refused.

DS/VF reviewed the materials and discovered sufficient anomalies to warrant further
inquiry. The investigation focused on the U.S. operations of two Chinese nationals and
their New York based companies that appeared to benefit from the issuance of the visas Mr.

Parish had approved.

The two Chinese nationals provided information and documentation to DS/VF that they
claimed supported the legitimacy of their operations. DS/VF also obtained official
documentation from the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) on the two
companies. This documentation indicated that INS had approved a number of petitions for
Chinese nationals who had been sponsored by the two companies. DS/VE’s investigation

found no indication of any involvement by Mr. Parish in any criminal activities.

In the absence of further leads from post, and given unproductive investigative results to
date, the status of the investigation into Mr. Parish was considered inactive pending any
additional information. In January 1998 the FBI and the Department’s Office of the
Inspector General (OIG) made inquiries about Mr. Parish and complete access to DS’s files
was provided to them. In March 1998 the DS Visa Fraud Branch also hgfped facilitate
OIG’s investigation at post with the RSO. -

This concludes my statement. I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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Mr. BURTON. Ms. Bridgers.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
for your invitation to testify before this committee on the role of my
office in the investigation of Mr. Parish.

For reasons that I will explain in a moment, I am unable to tes-
tify on the specifics of our investigation. I would, however, like to
provide both in my statement for the record and in oral summary,
information that the committee has requested regarding my office’s
investigations of visa fraud involving U.S. consular officers since
1990. I have also addressed in some detail in my written statement
the Office of Inspector General’s [OIG] general oversight of the De-
partment’s consular antifraud efforts.

I am unable to testify regarding OIG’s investigation of Mr. Par-
ish because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice
[DOJ] that my testimony would or could disclose information in
violation of rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief Judge
of the U.S. District Court of the District of Columbia. Originally
issued under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30,
1998, and has not been published in any official legal reporter. My
office was unaware of this decision and its full ramifications for my
testimony, until yesterday morning when Department of Justice at-
torneys, who had been given a draft of my testimony, provided
their final comments.

My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with
the FBI, which served as the lead agency. The investigation was
initiated as part of DOJ’s larger Campaign Contribution Task
Force probe for which a grand jury was impaneled. Based on the
recent court decision, DOJ has cautioned that any discussion of our
investigation could implicate rule 6(e) concerns. Thus, DOJ has ad-
vised me that even interviews conducted by my agents of witnesses
who were not called before the grand jury could be considered sub-
ject to the restrictions of rule 6(e) and, thus, grand jury protected.

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is
for me to err on the side of caution so that there cannot be any sug-
gestion that I have acted in a manner other than in full compliance
with the court’s decision. Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear be-
fore the committee to discuss my office’s oversight of consular
fraud.

My office’s Office of Investigations conducts passport and visa
fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of
the Department. Often the investigations involve cooperative ef-
forts with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and other law enforce-
ment agencies. Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over
25 percent of our workload. Our cases include a broad range of
malfeasance related to consular fraud.

Mr. Chairman, in your recent letter to Secretary Albright, you
requested information on our investigative cases of alleged visa
fraud by U.S. consular officers. Since 1990, our office has opened
283 consular fraud investigations. Of these, 206 were visa fraud in-
vestigations and 77 were passport fraud investigations. Some of the
subjects in these investigations are Foreign Service national em-
ployees in our Embassies. However, the majority are not employees
of the U.S. Government, but individuals in the United States or
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overseas who act as “brokers” to extort money from individuals in
exchange for visas.

Approximately 10 percent of the 283 investigations have involved
allegations against U.S. diplomats. Since 1990, we have opened 29
cases on Foreign Service Officers alleged to have engaged in visa
fraud. Four of these cases have resulted in a referral to the Depart-
ment of Justice for prosecutorial consideration. DOJ declined pros-
ecution on three, and one resulted in an indictment. However, this
individual was acquitted by a jury trial. Of the 29 cases, 2 resulted
in referrals to the Department’s Director General for administra-
tive action. According to our records, both employees who were the
subject of these two investigations received letters of reprimand for
appearances of impropriety and/or improper visa issuances.

The 283 cases, however, do not fully disclose the extent of our
efforts in the passport and visa fraud area. Any one case may in-
volve multiple subjects. For example, one case in 1998 resulted in
the indictment of 11 subjects, all nongovernment individuals.

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passports,
or to obtain genuine documents by fraudulent means are a constant
problem, both in the United States and overseas. Fraud associated
with these official documents focuses on either the document itself,
through counterfeiting or alteration, or on the issuance process
through bribery or trickery. Defeating these efforts requires secure
documents that are difficult to counterfeit and easy to detect when
they are altered. Additionally, countering fraud requires officials
who are well trained and informed about common methods of
fraud.

The Department has faced significant challenges in its visa proc-
essing operations over time. In recent years, the Department has
made significant progress in visa processing operations. The Office
of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has shifted focus from
looking at individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud-re-
lated issues across a large number of cases.

Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular anti-
fraud programs. While we have not yet issued our final report, my
written statement details more specific observations on our ongoing
review.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my summary. I would be happy to
answer questions at the appropriate time.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Williams-Bridgers follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for your invitation to testify before this Committee on
the role of my office in an investigation of Mr. Charles Parish.

For reasons that I will explain in a moment, I am unable to testify

. on the specifics of our investigation poncerning Mr. Parish. I would,

however, like to provide both in my statement for the record and in oral
summary, information that the Committee has requested regarding my
office’s investigations of visa fraud involving U.S. consular officials since
1990. T have aiso addressed in some detail in my written statement

OIG’s general oversight of the Department’s consular antifraud efforts.

I 2m unable to testify regarding OIG’s investigation of Mr. Parish
because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice that my
testimony would or could disclose information in violation of Rule 6(e)
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief J udge of
the United States District Court in the District of Columbia. Originally
issued under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30, 1998,
and has not been published in any official legal reporter. My office was
unaware of this decision and its full ramifications for my testimony until
yesterday morning when DOJ attorneys, who had been given a draft

of my testimony, provided their final comments.
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My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with
the FBI, which served as the lead agency. The investigation was
initiated as part of DOJ’s larger Campaign Contribution Task Force
probe for which a grand jury was impaneled. Based on the recent court
decision, DOJ has cautioned that any discussion of our investigation
could implicate Rule 6(e) concerns. Thus, DOJ has advised that even
interviews conducted by my agents of witnesses who were not called
before the grand jury could be considered subject to the restrictions of

Rule 6(e) and thus grand jury protected.

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is
for me to err on the side of caution so there cannot be any suggestion
that I have acted in a2 manner other than in full compliance with the

Court’s decision.

Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear before the Committee to

discuss my office’s oversight of consular fraud.

The OIG’s Office of Investigations conducts passport and visa
fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of the
Department. Often the investigations involve cooperative efforts with
the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and other law enforcement agencies.
Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over 25 percent of the
cases investigated by OXG. Our cases include a broad range of

malfeasance related to consular fraud.
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Mr. Chairman, in your recent letter to Secretary Albright, you
requested information on our investigative cases of alleged visa fraud by
U.S. consular officers. Since 1990 our office has opened 283 consular
fraud investigations. Of these, 206 were visa fraud investigations and 77
were passport fraud investigations. Some of the subjects in these

" investigations are Foreign Service National employees in our embassies
abroad. However, the majority are not employees of the U.S.
Government, but individuals in the United States or overseas who act as

“hrokers” to extort money from individuals in exchange for visas.

Approximately 10% of the 283 investigations have involved
allegations against U.S. diplomats. Since 1990, we have opened 29 cases
on Foreign Service Officers alleéed to have engaged in visa fraud. Four
of these cases have resulted in a referral to the Department of Justice
for prosecutorial consideration. The Department of Justice declined
prosecution on three and one resulted in an indictment. However, this
individual was acquitted by a jury trial. Two of the 29cases resulted in
referrals to the Department’s Director General for administrative
action. According to our records, both employees who were subject of
these 2 investigations, received letters of reprimand for appearances of

impropriety and/or improper visa issuances.

The 283 cases do not fully disclose the extent of our efforts in the
passport and visa fraud area. Any one case may involve many subjects.
For example, one case in 1998 resulted in the indictment of 11subjects,

all non-government individuals. Since 1990, 105 individuals have been

4
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indicted following an OIG visa fraud investigation. Five were Foreign

Service National employees and 99 were non-employee “brokers.”

On passport fraud cases since 1990, 15 individuals have been
criminally charged. Two of these individuals were civil service

" employees of the Department of State.

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passports, or
obtain génuine documents by fraudulent means are a constant problem
both within the United States and overseas. Fraud associated with these
official documents focuses on either the document itself through
counterfeiting or alterihg it, or on the issuance process through trickery
or bribery. Defeating these efforts requires secure documents that are
difficult to counterfeit and easy to detect when altered. Additionally,
countering fraud requires officials who are well trained and informed
about common methods of fraud. People are willing to pay a
tremendously high cost to obtain entry into the United States.
Depending on the locale, quality, and type of a counterfeit visa, the

peeple are willing to pay anywhere from $1,500 to $5,000.

The Department has faced significant challenges in its visa
processing operations over time. In recent years, the Department has
made significant progress in visa processing operations. It has installed
modernized consular systems worldwide, improved effectiveness of the
namecheck system, and increased efforts to counter document fraud.

The Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has shifted focus
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from looking at individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud-
related issues across a large number of cases. The Department has also
developed a model for ranking high-fraud posts and now issues a

monthly magazine devoted to global and regional fraud trends.

Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular
antifraud programs. While we have not yet issued a final report, my
written statement includes more detailed observations based on our

ongoing review.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my summary. I would be happy to
answer questions you or members of the Committee may have about

these or other matters regarding our consular fraud oversight efforts.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before your Committee regarding the
Department of State’s handling of allegations of visa fraud and other irregularities at the
U.S. Embassy in Beijing. Specifically, you have asked that I share with the Committee
the role played by my office in an investigation of M. Charles Parish, who was Chief of
the Non Immigrant Visa Section while at Embassy Beijing, aud the cooperation of my
office with your Committee in its review of the investigation of Mr. Parish.

Mr. Chairman, for reasons that I will éxplain in a moment, I aro unable to testify
on the specifics of our investigation concerning Mr. Parish. I would, however, like to
provide in my statement for the record, specific information which the Committee has
requested regarding the number of cases.of alleged visa fraud involving U.S. consular
officials investigated by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) since 1990, and the
number of cases we have referred to the Department of Justice for prosecution during that
time period. I would also like to provide for the record information concerning our
general oversight of the Department of State’s (the Department) consular antifraud efforts
as well as general information on OIG visa fraud investigations.

Mr. Chairman, in my telephone conversation with your staff early yesterday -
afternoon I advised the Committee that I am unable to testify regarding OIG’s.
investigation of Mr. Parish because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice :
(DOJ) that my testimony would or could disclose information in violation of Rule 6(¢) of
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. :

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief Judge of the United
States District Court in the District of Columbia, In Re Grand Jury Proceedings, Misc.
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No. 98-228, 199 8 U.S, Dist. LEXIS 17290 (September 25, 1998). Originally issued
under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30, 1998, and has not been
published in any official legal reporter. My office was unaware of this decision and its
full ramifications for my testimony and our document productions until yesterday
morning when DOJ attorneys, who had been provided a draft of my testimony, provided
their final comments.

My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with the FBI, which
served as the lead agency. The investigation was conducted as part of DOY's larger
Campaign Contribution Task Force probe for which a grand jury was impaneled. Based
on the recent court decision, DOJ has cautioned that any discussion of our investigation
could implicate Rule 6(¢) concerns. Thus, DOJ has-advised that even interviews of
witnesses who were not called before the grand jury and which were conducted by the
OIG agent alone conceivably could be considered to be “a matter cccurring before the
grand jury” and thus subject to the restrictions of Rule 6(e).

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is for me to err on
the side of caution so there cannot be any suggestion that I or this office have acted ina
manner other than in fuil compliance with the Court’s decision. :

Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear before the Committee to e)&plain the reasons
for my inability to testify about our Parish investigation, as discussed above, and more
generally on my office’s cversight of consular fraud.

OIG Investigations of Passport. and.Visa Fraud -,

OIG is mandated to prevent and detect waste, fraud, and mismanagement,
Specific allegations or other information indicating possible: violations of law.or . -
regulation are investigated by OIG special agents.supported by experts from other OIG
offices as appropriate. For the most part, O1G’s investigative caseload is reactive.

The Office of Investigations, for its part, historically has conducted passport and
visa fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of the Department
who are part of these schemes. Often the investigations involve cooperative efforts with
the Department’s Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) and with other Jaw enforcement

agencies.

Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over 25 percent of the cases being
investigated by OIG. Our cases include a broad range of malfeasance related to consular
fraud. For example, in 1998, OIG investigated a case involving “marriages of
convenience” for illegal aliens currently in the United States. OIG, working with the
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS} and the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
identified the marriage broker who had arranged at least 30 sham marriages-between .
aliens and U.S. citizens over a 5-year period. .
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In 1996, a joint investigation conducted by OIG and INS uncovered.an operation
run by an individual who was illegally obtaining nonimmigrant tourist visas, selling
fraudulent documents and U.S. passports, and smuggling aliens into the United States.
Also in 1996, OIG conducted a joint operation with INS, on a case involving visa
swindling, forgery, and passing fraudulent identity documents to defraud the INS. Using
an undercover operative, INS and OIG purchased numerous documents and a fraudulent
political asylumn package. It is believed that the subjects filed over 1,200 false political
asylum applications, with unreported income from the scheme in excess of $1 million. In
a passport fraud case, OIG conducted an undercover operation in which an individual
sold a fraudulent passport to a confidential informant. The individual had sold at least 20
such passports for $3,000 each. .

Some of OIG’s investigations also include fraud allegations in‘the H-1
nonimmigrant visa program. These investigations are typically brought to our attention
by informants and through contacts with other Federal, State and local law enforcement
agencies. The H-1B program permits eligible foreigners to enter the U.S. temporarily to
perform services in a specialty occupation that requires the theoretical and practical : . -
application of a body of highly specialized knowledge to fully perform the occupation. It
may require-a baccalaureate degree or equivalent experience in a specific occupational
specialty. . . [

Fraud involving the H-1 visa program often involves large.scale and complex.
operations. Joint investigations and the creationof task forces are particularly useful and
often necessary when dealing with H-1 visa fraud. Moreover, the:magnitude of the
smuggling:operations usually associated with these fraud cases.requires sighificant:
investigative resources.

In our latest semiannual report, I reported on a case involving selling fraudulent
H-1B nonimmigrant visas to illegal-aliens. A joint investigation was initiated with the
U.S. Customs Service, INS, the U.S. Social Security Administration’s Office of Inspector
General and my office. The investigation developed evidence that an individual, posing
as a financial and legal consultant in a storefront office, was manufacturing fraudulent H-
1B visas, as well as INS entry stamps and INS employment authorization stamps, and
was inserting them into passports supplied by the subject’s customers:: The passports
containing the fraudulent documents would then: be used as. documentation in support of
applications for social security cards and driver licenses. Judicial proceedings are
pending in U.S. District Court on this matter.

In your letter to Secretary Albright, dated July 23, 1999 you requestzd .
information on cases of alleged visa fraud involving U.S. consular officers mvesugated
by my office. Since 1990 our office has opened 283 consular fraud.investigations: Of
these, 206 were visa fraud investigations and 77 were passport fraud investigations.

Some of the subjects in these investigations are Foreign Service national employees in
our embassies abroad. However, the majority are not employees of the U.S. Government,




42

but individuals in the United States or overseas who act as “brokers” to extort money
from individuals in exchange for visas.

Approximately 10% of the 283 investigations have involved allegations against
U.S. diplomats. Since 1990 we have opened 29 cases on Foreign Service Officers alleged
to have been involved in visa fraud. Four of these cases have resulted in a referral to the
Department of Justice for prosecutive consideration. The Department of Justice declined
prosecution on three and one resulted in an indictment. However, this individual was
acquitted by a jury trial. Two of the 29 cases resulted in referrals to the Department’s
Director General for administrative action.

The 283 cases do not fully disclose the extent of our efforts in the passport and
visa fraud area. Any one case may involve many subjects. For example, one case in
1998 resulted in the indictment of 11 subjects, all non-govemment individuals, Since
1990, 105 individuals have been indicted following an OIG visa fraud investigation, Five
were Foreign Service National employees and 99 were non-employee “brokers.”

On passport fraud cases since 1990, 15 individnals have been criminally charged.
Two of these individuals were civil service employees of the Department of State.

Summary of O1G Consular Overéight k

Bach year, millions of individuals apply for passports and visas at more than 230
1.8, embassies and consulates throughout the world. During FY 1998, our overseas
missions processed over 311,000 passport applications, 700,000 immigrant visa
applications, and over 7 million nonimmigrant visa applications. Antifraud units at
overseas posts conducted aver 142,000 consuler fraud investigations.

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passports, or obtain genuine
documents by fraudulent means arc a constant problem both within the United States and
overseas. Fraud associated with these official documents focuses on either the document
itself through counterfeiting or altering it, or on th issuance process through trickery or
bribery. Defeating these efforts requires secure documents that are difficult to counterfeit
and easy to detect when altered. Additionally, countering fraud requires competent and
honest officials whe are well trained and informed about common methods.of fraud.
People are willing to pay a tremendously high cost to obtain entry into the United States.
Depending on the locale, quality, and type of a counterfeit visa, the cost can range
anywhere from $1,500 to $5,000.

The Department has faced significant challenges in ifs visa processing operations
over the years. Between 1987 and 1999, immigrant and nonimmigrant visa processing
was listed as a material weakness in the Department’s annual Federal Manager’s
Financial Integrity Act report. The Department has cited unfilled computer needs,
insufficient consular staffing, and inadequate interagency exchanges of intelligence on
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inadmissible aliens as problems that create a greater likelihood of fraud by wea.kemng
management controls over consular operations. .

Since 1988, my office has also identified a number of weaknesses in‘the
Departrnent’s consular operations, particularly in the areas of staffing, training, and
program management. Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular
antifraud programs. While we have not yet issued a final report, my statement includes
observations based on our review.

In recent years, the Department has made significant progress in enhancing visa
and passport processing operations. It has introduced a photodigitalized passport,
enhanced data sharing via the Interagency Border Inspection System, installed
meodemized consular systems worldwide, improved effectiveness of the namecheck
system, increased efforts to counter document fraud, and is introducing a more secure
border crossing card in Mexico. The Department reports that its TIPOFF program, using
all-source, U.S. intelligence information, has been used to deny U.S. visas to over 400
terrorists since 1997. In addition, the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has
shifted focus from looking at individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud-related
issues across a large number of cases. The Department has also developed a model for
ranking high-fraud posts and now issues a monthly magazine devoted to-global and
regional fraud trends.

In my statement today I will discuss ongoing challenges the Department faces in
preventing consular fraud. These include staffing shortages in key areas, inexperienced
staff, and insufficient training for consular line officers. I will also address problems in
the management of antifraud programs including a lack of support for.overseas post
operations, insufficient analysis of data to provide fraud trends, and inadequate
supervision in antifraud units overseas. Finally, I will discuss.our investigative work as it
pertains to passport and visa fraud cases. My.discussion of the Department’s antifraud
efforts is not limited to nonimmigrant visa (NIV) fraud, but rather apphes more broadly
to all types of consular fraud.

Consular Fraud

The Department’s antifraud programs are designed to deter applicants, including
terrorists, organized criminals, drug traffickers, foreign smuggling rings, and others
wanting to illegally immigrate to the United States, from illegally obtaining visas or
passports. In the Department, the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs is
responsible for developing policies and programs to ensure. the integrity of U.S, passports
and visas and to prevent consular fraud; coordinating passport, visa, and consular cases
involving document fraud; acting as a Haison with other government agencies on
fraudulent matters; and providing antifraud training for passport agents and consular
officers.
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At overseas posts, consular officers are the first line-of defense against consular
fraud. When consular officers become suspicious of an applicant or the documentation
used to support an application, they may refer the case to the antifraud officer for
investigation. The antifraud unit will attempt to verify the applicant’s identity and the
application documents by phone, mail, site visits, or a combination of these techniques.

Consular Staffing

In 1997, the Assistant Secretary of Consular Affairs testified before Congress and -
cited the importance of adequate staffing levels to effective fraud prevention. My office’s
1995 report on the nonimmigrant visa process, and 1997 report on the machine readable
visa program also stressed the importance of staffing and identified problems related to
inadequate staffing levels for consuiar operations.

Overseas consular offices and antifraud units continue to face staffing shortages.
High-fraud posts are rot able to attract enough experienced consular officers, or enough
full-time, experienced antifraud officers because these posts are generally in undesirable
locations and have heavy workloads. In addition, no correlation exists.between the fraud
level of a post and whether that post has a full-time antifraud officer.. In the.course of our
wotk we have found that many high-fraud posts lack full-time antifraud officers, while
many moderate- to low-fraud posts employ such officers on a full-time basis.. Of the 12
full-time antifraud officers in the Department, only 4 are assigned to high fraud posts,

Antifraud units also have difficulty retaining Foreign Service national
investigators because investigator positions are classified at 2 lower grade than ..
investigator positions for other agencies. High tumover of such staff, who leave for
better paying positions, has a negative xmpaci on the effectiveness of annfraud umts

The Department also needs to better match the experuse of its staﬂ‘ thh antn‘raud
program pricrities and workload. The overwhelming numbers of antifraid investigations
relate to visa applications at overseas posts, however the majority. of staff has experience
working primarily in domestic passport operations. [n addition, a 1995 reorganization of
the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs changed staff responsibilities from
reviewing individual cases 1o identifying trends and providing operational support, Many
employees did not have the skills necessary for the new msponmbxhnes

At overseas posts, inexperienced consular officers often rely teo heavﬂy on
antifraud unit staff for routine cases, limiting the time antifraud staff can devote to more
serious antifraud efforts. At posts we visited, we found a number of routine visa fraud
cases referred to the antifraud units that line officers should have been:able to recognize
and handle themselves. These types of fraud cases were forwarded to the antifraud unit
partly because posts lacked clear guidelines for case referrals. Also, insufficient trmmng
and experience caused consular officers to question their own judgement..
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Training

Inadequate training for consular officers has been a problem identified in several
past OIG reports. Our review of the Department’s consular fraud prevention programs
focused on the antifraud training provided to junior officers and passport specialists,
antifraud officers and passport fraud managers, and antifraud unit Foreign Service
national investigators. While the Department has made improvements in its antifraud
training efforts, deficiencies still exist. :

Antifraud training for the junior officers is inadequate. The Department’s basic
consular course, which all consular officers are required to attend prior to departing for
post, contains a 4-hour antiffaud training segment. Because fraud varies from country to
country, this training segment is general in nature. The Department relies on posts to
provide country-specific antifraud training. We found that officers were receiving
limited, or in some cases, nio country-specific antifraud training prior to serving on the
visa lines. Instead, officers were expected to learn on the job. As a result, we found that
officers did not have confidence in their ability to decide whether to approve visas and
were routinely sending applications to the antifraud unit, overwhelming the antifraud
officers with routine cases that should have been dealt with on.the line. .

In response to OIG’s review, the Department has already made some .
improvements to its antifraud officer training. The Department has initiated a 1-week
course for antifraud officers, which it plans to offer annually. Prior to this there was no
specific training related to this function. While this training is a good initiative, the
Department needs to ensure that those antifraud officers assigned to high fraud posts
attend this training. The Department has also initiated a series of regional training
conferences for Foreign Service national antifraud unit investigators. This is the first.
formal training for many of the investigators. .

The Department needs to expand the concept of regional training to the antifraud
officers. Although the Department frequently offers regional training conferences to. .
deliver and reinforce training for many jobs overseas, with the exception of one post-
initiated effort, no regional training has been devoted specifically for consular antifraud
officers. Regional training would help improve and coordinate posts’ antifraud efforts by
disseminating regional fraud trends and patterns that may otherwise go unnoticed,
allowing officers to share best practices and unique antifraud tools or techniques, and
improving communication among the officers.

Fraud Program Management

Support to Overseas Posts

The Bureau for Consular Affairs is responsible for providing antifraud guidance
and support to passport agencies and overseas posts. Site visits by Washington staff to
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posts and passport agencies are one method of support by identifying and correcting
antifraud operational deficiencies, providing training, obtaining hands-on knowledge of
fraud trends, and establishing working relationships between the Department and the post
or passport agency visited. However, site visits are infrequent and rarely include visits to
those posts with the highest fraud.

Instead of prioritizing site visits based on the fraud level, posts were. being
selected based on requests from a post and on invitations to consular or other
conferences. For example, of the 37 overseas site visits made by Washington staff during
FY 1997, only 2 wete to posts ranked in the top 10 high-fraud category, and only 4 were
ranked from 11 to 20 for high fraud. When site visits have been conducted, the quality of
the visits has been inconsistent, since there are no standardized written procedures for
reviewing the operations or reporting the results of the visits. As a resuit of the lack of
visits to these locations, deficiencies in antifraud operations continue, unnoticed by te
Department. By neglecting to make site visits, the Department missed opportunities to
improve its understanding of field operations and to train entire consular sections and
passport agencies. More recently, the Department has conducted site visits to more high-
fraud posts such as Manila, Kingston, and Santo Domingo. .

Antifraud officers at posts are also not provided with the basic guidance needed to
run an antifraud operation. Officers assigned as antifrand officers are often inexperienced
and untrained for the position and do not have the knowledge or background to do an
adequate job. Few posts overseas maintain fully-staffed antifraud units, therefore officers
must generally start from scratch in developing procedures. For example, at the sixth
highest ranked fraud post, the antifraud unit consisted of a part-time junior officer in a
rotational position and a newly hired, inexperienced Foreign Service national
investigator. Antifraud officers at-posts we have visited want to perform thieir jobs
effectively but were frustrated by the lack of guidance. Lack of guidance resulted in
serious management deficiencies, such as inadequate supervision of Foreign Service
national investigators, insufficient or nonexistent case management tracking systems,
poorly documented investigative files, and failure to set workload priorities and control

workflow.

Data Analysis and Verification

‘We also found that posts were not adequately monitoring their nonimmigrant visa
operations for fraud. There are several methods by which this can be done such as: .
analyzing INS data on applicants turned away at the border; sampling prior issuances to
determine whether the applicants returned to the host country as required; or routinely.
verifying the return of applicants who obtained visas under the posts’ referral programs.

‘When applicants are turned away from U.S. borders, documentation detailing the
action is routinely sent to the applicable post. While posts generally review this
documentation on an individual case basis, few posts we visited ever performed an
overall analysis of this information. One post began doing this at our suggestion and
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subsequently reported back that its analysis had helped develop information on a
smuggler who was able to enter the United States five times on a photosubstituted -
Machine Readable Visa. The analysis also led to the arrest of two visa vendors, provided
leads for future investigations of certain travel agencies, and resulted in post’s restricting
the use of the drop box for certain other suspect travel agencies. The review also
identified operational weaknesses on the visa line and helped the antifraud officer to
focus the training of the line officers. In fact, this particular post ended up recommending
such analysis to the Department as a best practice.

Conducting samples of prior issuances to identify which applicants remained
illegally in the United States is also a method to monitor fraud. These reviews, called
validation studies, are recommended by Washington as a best practice, but in actuality are
rarely conducted by posts. Those posts that have conducted studies have been able to use
the information to identify which categories of applicants that are higher risk and
therefore require interviews, and which categories of applicants can have interviews
waived. In many cases, this not only helps to identify frand patierns and trends, but also
helps to streamline nonimmigrant visa operations by reducing the riwmber of applicants
who are required to appear in person. The Department has reported that it has.completed
a statistical sampling model for validation studies, and has piloted it successfully at six
posts. However, unless the Department has an enforcement plan, effective
implementation of this practice by posts is doubtful. :

Consular sections often use referrals from travel agencies, businesses, universities,
and U.S. personne] at post to facilitate visa processing. This allows low-risk applicants to
bypass the interview process, thereby relieving consular officers of heavy workloads,
facilitating the visa process for host country officials, and allowing officers to help
important contacts. These programs, however useful, are extremely vulnerable to fraud
and need to be closely monitored for noncompliance and abuse. We have found that
posts rarely conduct spot-check verifications to determine whether the applicants *
rernained in the U.S. illegally.

Antifraud Unit Supervision

Supervision of Foreign Service national investigators is Jax at many posts, often
resulting in internal malfeasance. Investigators are especially vulnerable because of the
independent nature of their day-to-day work and their frequent direct contact with those
people who are committing fraud. American officers rarely, if ever, accompany the
investigators on their field investigations. Other supervisory controls are often lacking.
Officers often do not control the investigative process by establishing priorities, assigning
cases, and reviewing investigative reports, but instead delegate this function to the
supervisory investigator,

These weaknesses can often be attributed to the overall laék of full-time antifraud
officers at posts. Antifraud responsibilities are often ancillary and therefore officers have
little time to focus on antifraud work. As a result, there have been several instances of
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malfeasance, which have been identified through outside sources, not through
management controls. At one such post where my office identified serious supervisory
deficiencies, two of the investigators were subsequently fired due to evidence of visa
fixing.

Cooperation with Committee

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | would like to comment on the cooperation of my office
with your Committee in its review of the investigation concerning Mr. Parish. On May
10 of this year, we received a copy of the Committee’s subpoena of Department recerds
pertaining to Mr. Parish, Shortly thereafter, OIG contacted Committee Counsel to state
that my office would cooperate in whatever way we could to facilitate your review and
that a subpoena of OIG records would not be necessary.

On May 17, members of my staff met with Committee staff to provide a namrative
surnmary of our investigation. Shortly thereafter, Committee Counsel contacted O1G to
request all documents pertaining te our investigation of Mr. Parish.. During this
discussion, it was agreed that we would provide an index of OIG documents to facilitate
the identification of those docurnents that would be of most interest to the Commiftee.
Subsequently, members of our staffs met again to review the index and identify those
documents the Committee wanted to examine. Eighteen items listed on the OIG index
were identified. The following day, the Committee staff wrote to the OIG with questions
about the OlG investigative case file and we responded to these questions on June 29. On
July 1, we provided the 18 documents in response to the Committee’s request.

Subsequent telephone calls were exchanged concerning referénce to documents
that were not included in the OIG index which listed the documents contained in OIG’s
investigative case file. During the course of the investigation, OIG and FBI agents
reviewed numerous records received from DS and determined that these records provided
no new information for our investigation. As previously noted, these records had been
culled by the Regional Security Officer at post. OIG also received from DS a box of
personal items (letter openers, pens and neckties) that Mr. Parish left in his office,  Copies
of these docurents and the box of personal items were delivered to the Committee.

* .’ LI
This concludes my statemnent Mr. Chairman. Thatk you for the opportunity to

testify before the Committee. I look forward to answering any questions you may have
on our general oversight of counsular affairs, .

10
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Mr. BURTON. Ms. Cohen, were you going to go next?

Ms. COHEN. Yes, thank you. I will submit my complete statement
for the record.

I would like first to give you a larger perspective on the State
Department’s visa processing operations. We have about 800 con-
sular officials worldwide. They adjudicated 7.4 million non-
immigrant visas in 1998, including 156,000 in Beijing. In addition,
in 1998, our consular officers worldwide processed over 725,000 im-
migrant visas, handled over 6,000 deaths of Americans abroad, vis-
ited Americans in foreign prisons 4,800 times and orchestrated, in
1998, 13 evacuations of Americans from countries that had become
dangerous.

In cases where allegations of wrongdoing by government per-
sonnel do emerge, investigations, as Pete Bergin has said, are con-
ducted by the Department of Diplomatic Security Services, or DS,
whose job it is to enforce the laws of the United States pertaining
to U.S. visas. DS agents are trained law enforcement officers who,
in any investigation, follow codified procedures contained in the
U.S. Criminal Investigators Handbook.

The Department of State’s Office of the Inspector General, as Ms.
Williams-Bridgers has said, also has a mandated investigative role
concerning all employee misconduct, and DS and the OIG cooperate
to ensure that the law is enforced.

DS also works closely with the Bureau of Consular Affairs on
cases involving employee corruption, attempted bribery of consular
officials, and counterfeit issuances. Cases that implicate consular
employees most often involve illegal activities designed to facilitate
the travel of illegal aliens to the United States.

DS maintains a three-pronged strategy of deterrence, enforce-
ment, and education to maintain the integrity of the U.S. visa
issuance program worldwide. In addition, the training program for
all consular offices includes classes in internal controls and malfea-
sance. The value of U.S. travel documents, as you yourself have in-
dicated, the nature of the overseas environment, and the U.S. offi-
cial’s potential vulnerability are emphasized in training provided
every officer by the Office of Fraud Prevention Programs in Con-
sular Affairs. The Bureau of Consular Affairs also publishes a con-
sular management handbook that serves as a key reference guide
to all posts.

Finally, the regional security officer provides a mandatory ori-
entation on security and malfeasance to every arriving officer at
post. If an investigation of a consular employee by diplomatic secu-
rity reveals misconduct, but Justice declines to prosecute, the case
is referred to the Office of Employee Relations in the Bureau of
Personnel. That office reviews the information and drafts a pro-
posal for discipline, which is reviewed by the Office of the Legal
Adviser and the grievance staff for legal sufficiency.

The proposal for discipline is sent to the employee for response
and then forwarded to a senior Department official for decision. In
making a decision, the deciding official takes into account the re-
port of the investigation, the proposed discipline, all information
submitted by the employee and the aggravating factors, i.e., prior
discipline, seriousness of offense, or mitigating factors.
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The process for investigating allegations of wrongdoing and refer-
rals for disciplinary action for Foreign Service employees also has
built-in protection for the rights of the employee. Until the inves-
tigation is completed, no basis exists for taking adverse action
against the employee. This protects the employee against false alle-
gations and accusations. Except in very unusual cases, the Foreign
Service employee does continue to serve, to be assigned and evalu-
ated, and to compete for promotion during the investigation. How-
ever, the Department does monitor the employee’s assignment
carefully during any investigation to ensure that the people’s inter-
est is preserved.

Once investigation finds potential wrongdoing, appropriate dis-
ciplinary actions are taken by the Bureau of Personnel. These
range from admonition to suspension to termination, depending on
the seriousness of the offense.

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure you that the State Department
and all its career and political employees take visa malfeasance
very seriously. We have procedures in place to handle accusations
of malfeasance of consular officials, to investigate these cases and
to take disciplinary action if necessary. At the same time, the De-
partment has procedures to protect employees who have been
wrongly accused.

We welcome this hearing. I think you can tell by the number of
people and the expertise that I have here that we are ready to real-
ly answer any of the questions you have, to share with you how our
operation is implemented, to tell you the steps we've taken to im-
prove it, and to hear from you your ideas and questions. Thank
you.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Ms. Cohen.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cohen follows:]
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STATEMENT OF BONNIE R. COHEN
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
Jury 29, 1999

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today to discuss the
Department of State’s handling of the matter involving Charles Parish, who was Chief of
the Non-Immigrant Visa section at Embassy Beijing from July 1994 to May 1996, We
take every case of alleged wrongdoing by Department personnel very seriously, and I’m
happy to tell you about our procedures for investigating such cases and about the Parish

case in particular.

Your letter inviting me to this hearing inquired about the State Department’s operating

procedures for handling instances of consular malfeasance. I would like first to give you
a larger perspective on the State Department’s visa processing operations. Our Bureau of
Consular Affaus (CA) officers worldwide adjudicated 7.4 million non-immigrant visas in

1998, including over 156,000 in Beijing.

In total, 29 allegations of wrongdoing by State Department employees worldwide were
lodged with the Visa Fraud Branch of the Bureau of Diplomatic Security last year.
Twelve of these involved American Foreign Service Officers. Of these, four
investigations determined that there was no fraud, four remain active investigations, one
did not meet Department of Justice prosecutorial guidelines, two were referred to other
government agencies, and only one was referred to the Director General of Personnel for
disciplining action. So [’m here to assure you that cases of Department of State personnel
involved in consular malfeasance are minimal and also that they are pursued, as

appropriate.
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In cases where allegations of wrongdoing by government personnel do emerge,
investigations are conducted by the men and women of Diplomatic Security, whose job it
is to enforce the laws of the United States pertaining to U.S. visas. DS agents are trained
law enforcement officers who have a handbook of codified procedures to follow in any
investigation. The Department of State’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) also has
an investigative role concerning all employee misconduct and DS and the OIG cooperate
to ensure that thé law is enforced. DS also works closely with the Bureau of Consular
Affairs on cases involving employee corruption, attempted bribery of consular officers,
and counterfeit issuances. Cases that implicate consular employees most often involve
illegal activities designed to facilitate the travel of illegal aliens to the United States. DS
maintains a three-pronged strategy of deterrence, enforcement, and education to maintain

the integrity of the U.S. visa issuance program worldwide.

If an investigation of a consular employee by Diplomatic Security reveals misconduct,
but Justice declines prosecution, the case is referred to the Office of Employee Relations
in the Bureau of Personnel for action. That office reviews the information and drafts a
proposal for discipline, which is reviewed by the Office of the Legal Adviser and the
grievance staff for legal sufficiency. The proposal for discipline is sent to the employee
for response and then forwarded 1o a senior Department official for decision. In making a
decision, the deciding official takes into account the report of investigation, the proposed
discipline, all information submitted by the employee, aggravating factors (e.g., prior
discipline, seriousness of offense) and mitigating factors (e.g., first offense, good work

record).

The processes for investigating allegations of wrongdoing and referral for disciplinary
action for Foreign Service employees also have protections built in to protect the rights of
the employee. Only those cases in which allegations are proven and supported by
information gathered in the DS or OIG investigation are eventually referred to PER/ER

for possible disciplinary action. Until the investigation is completed, no basis exists for
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taking adverse action against the employee, This protects the employee against false

allegations and accusations.

Except in very unusual cases, the foreign service employee continues to serve, be
assigned, evaluated and compete for promotion during the investigation. The Department
does monitor the employee’s assignment carefully during any investigation to ensure that
the government’s interests are preserved if wrongdoing is found. Once the investigation
finds potential wrongdoing, appropriate disciplinary actions are taken by the Bureau of
Personnel. These range from admonition to suspension to termination depending on the

seriousness of the offence.

The federal government aggressively pursued leads in the Charles Parish case. However,
the investigation did not reveal criminal wrongdoing. Nor did the investigation find any

basis for referral to the Bureau of Personnel for any further administrative action.

M. Chairman, the Department does not generally discuss in public the details of a
personnel irivestigation in view of the Privacy Act. The Department is prepared to
provide such details in this case because of the Committee’s strong interest and in

response to a specific request.

On April 30, 1996 Mr. Parish returned to post from a trip to the U.S. The next day, post
management met with him to discuss the allegations of questionable conduct that had
been made against him. On May 21, Mr, Parish submitted a request for immediate

curtatiment with which the post concurred.

Mr. Parish returned to Washington, where he was assigned to the Coordination Division
of the Visa Office. The assignment officers in Personnel were familiar with the details of
Mr. Parish’s curtailment, and did not put him in a position where his alleged managerial
weaknesses or his alleged tendency to befriend visa applicants would impact his job

performance. Due to his consular background, Mr. Parish was assigned to assist in the
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Visa Office. In his new position, Mr. Parish served as a liaison between Consular
Officers and other U.S. Government agencies in Washington, such as the FB, to
determine the visa applicants’ eligibility for a U.S. visa. His position was transparent in
that he was not in daily contact with visa applicants, his work involved paper reviews of
cases, he was closely supervised in daily work, and he did not have major managerial
responsibilities similar to those in the Beijing position. As a matter of record, Mr. Parish
performed in an excellent manner while assigned to the Visa Office. He continued
working there without incident from July 1996 to September 1997. Subsequentiy he was
assigned to the Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Science from October 1997 until his

retirement in May 1998.
Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, the State Department takes visa malfeasance very seriously. We have
clear procedures in place to handle accusations of malfeasance by consular officials, to
investigate these cases, and to take disciplinary action if necessary. These procedures
were followed in the Parish case. At the same time, the Department also has procedures
to protect employees who have been wrongly accused. Because Diplomatic Security’s
investigation of Mr. I;arish did not reveal evidence of visa fraud, no referral for discipline

was made.

This concludes my statement. 1 and the other panel members would be happy to answer

any questions you may have.
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Mr. BURTON. Mr. Schurman.

Mr. Schurman, do you have an opening statement?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I do not have an opening statement.

Mr. BURTON. That being the case, we will start the extended
questioning. I will start by asking all of you, you talk about all of
the things that you did. Did you get his bank records, any of you?
Did you get Mr. Parish’s bank records?

Mr. BERGIN. Diplomatic Security did not get his bank records, be-
cause in the view of the agents who were conducting the case, in
consultation with the Assistant U.S. Attorney, the threshold for
prosecutorial merit of the case, there was insufficient probable
cause. So on the basis of that, there was no follow-on to request
a subpoena from the magistrate.

Mr. BURTON. Do you have any idea how many bank accounts he
had?

Mr. BERGIN. I do not, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Given all of these allegations, don’t you think that
it would have been wise to check into these things?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir, but in the course of the criminal investiga-
tion, it was determined that there was insufficient probable cause.

Mr. BURTON. Who made the determination that there was insuf-
ficient probable cause?

Mr. BERGIN. That decision was made by the case agents involved
in the investigation.

Mr. BURTON. For whom does the case agent work?

Mr. BERGIN. For the Chief of the Criminal Investigations Divi-
sion.

Mr. BURTON. What division oversees that, is that the Justice De-
partment?

Mr. BERGIN. No, sir, that is within DS.

Mr. BURTON. So this was a judgment call that there was not
enough probable cause to check his bank records?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Even though there were allegations in publications
and in letter form that he was taking bribes?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Mr. BURTON. What in the world do you need for probable cause?
My goodness.

Ms. Williams-Bridgers, you can’t answer anything. Are you
aware of any information that the task force and the FBI have
closed their investigation? Or are you aware that the Attorney Gen-
eral is—they are just waiting for her to finally close this case out?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Upon the concurrence of the Campaign
Contribution Task Force lead attorneys, the FBI has closed its case
on Mr. Parish.

Mr. BURTON. So the FBI has closed its case, and I understand
that the task force has agreed with that; is that correct?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. So it is only awaiting the Attorney General’s final
determination, right?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I am not sure.

Mr. BURTON. Trust me. It is very clear that the Attorney General
is holding this case open, and it has been pending for some time,
and now they are hiding behind 6(e) and will not let the committee
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talk to you because of 6(e). If that does not sound like an obstruc-
tion of information to the Congress and, I believe, an obstruction
of justice, I don’t know what is.

Did you get any bank records?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Respectfully, I cannot speak to the spe-
cific investigative steps that we may have taken during the course
of the joint investigation.

Mr. BURTON. Because of 6(e)?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Because Janet Reno and the Justice Department
says it is 6(e), even though the case by the task force and the FBI
has been closed, and it is sent to the AG for the final disposition?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. It is my understanding that the Chief
Judge’s opinion extends to disclosure of any information.

Mr. BURTON. I understand what you are saying. I wish the
American people could hear what is going on around here. The
Congress of the United States is being blocked by keeping cases
open and hiding behind 6(e) because of Judge Johnson’s decision
and their interpretation of it, so we can’t get information. I have
121 people that have taken the fifth amendment or fled the coun-
try, and many of them are hiding out in China.

Janet Reno must dislike me a lot, or she is working for somebody
that she should not be working for. This is terrible.

Mr. Schurman, you served as a regional security officer at the
Beijing Embassy, correct?

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. As part of that job you were in charge of deter-
mining whether any of the Embassy’s officers were breaking the
law? You were supposed to look into that?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. We know in April 1996 the Embassy commenced an
investigation of Charles Parish. Can you tell us how your investiga-
tion started?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I received a call from the Deputy Chief of Mis-
sion to come to a meeting in his office. That basically started the
inquiry into Mr. Parish.

Mr. BURTON. Is it not true that junior officers had been com-
plaining about Mr. Parish, people who were under his control, and
about him overstepping what decisions were made?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not aware—that is a fairly broad question.
Had they complained to me about Mr. Parish; is that what the
question is, sir?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. SCHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. Had they complained to anybody, to your knowl-
edge?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not aware that they complained to anybody
about—I mean, there were certainly—I am aware that there were
complaints that Mr. Parish was easier than the other visa officers
in terms of providing visas, but that was not necessarily a com-
plaint of criminal activity.

Mr. BURTON. But if we brought junior officers in here, we would
probably have some additional information, I am sure.
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Di(‘% you ever hear any complaints about Mr. Parish before April
19967

Mr. SCHURMAN. In terms of, he was easier to—getting a visa
from Mr. Parish was supposed to be easier than the other officers.

Mr. BURTON. Did you hear that Mr. Parish was more likely to
grant a visa to a young attractive woman than other candidates?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Did you see an article in a local Beijing magazine
about the Embassy’s nonimmigrant visa section?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. Did you see that it contained a statement that it
was easy to get a visa from Mr. Parish?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I didn’t see that article. I don’t read Chinese.

Mr. BURTON. Have you heard of the article?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Since then, yes.

Mr. BURTON. You were aware of the article?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Not at that time.

Mr. BURTON. Were you aware of it when you started your inves-
tigation?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Not at the start of the investigation.

?Mr. BURTON. As the investigation progressed, were you aware of
it?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Why didn’t you start an investigation of Mr. Parish
earlier based upon the information that you received about his ac-
tivities?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Being easier in terms of giving visas is not an
illegal activity.

Mr. BURTON. After the April 1996 meeting with Mr. Hallford and
the Embassy’s junior officers, you were ordered to investigate Mr.
Parish; is that correct?

Mr. SCHURMAN. After the meeting with Mr. Hallford and the con-
sul general, I prepared a telegram which I sent to Diplomatic Secu-
rity. Based upon that telegram, Diplomatic Security opened a case.
At that point, the official investigation began.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Hallford was indicating that there should be an
investigation? That is why you sent the wire?

Mr. ScHURMAN. Mr. Hallford—the primary purpose of the meet-
ing was to discuss management, internal controls, and some of the
ethics issues with Mr. Parish. After attending the meeting, I felt
that I should prepare my perceptions from the meeting and send
those to Diplomatic Security in a telegram.

Mr. BURTON. What triggered your feeling like that?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Because of the concerns about the ethical con-
duct of Mr. Parish.

Mr. BURTON. So they were discussed in that meeting?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. After the April—mow I want to talk about the de-
struction of documents. One of the first things that you did was
seal Mr. Parish’s office and change the locks.

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Why did you seal his office?

Mr. SCHURMAN. To ensure that if there were pieces of evidence
in there, I would be able to get them and——
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Mr. BURTON. And they would not be destroyed?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Or removed.

Mr. BURTON. Destroyed or removed; is that correct? You were
protecting them because you didn’t think that they should be de-
stroyed or removed?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Headquarters directed me. Headquarters was
running the investigation, and they asked me.

Mr. BURTON. If you seal an office, you are trying to protect the
evidence?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Possibilities of evidence, yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. So you want to make sure that no documents or
evidence is destroyed; is that correct?

Mr. SCHURMAN. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Did you have an opportunity to review what Mr.
Parish had in his office?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, I did.

Mr. BURTON. Did he have a lot of documents?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, there were a lot of documents in the office.

Mr. BURTON. How many?

Mr. ScCHURMAN. Thousands.

Mr. BURTON. Thousands, OK. In fact he had so many documents
in the office that you sent a cable to Diplomatic Security in Wash-
ington and asked them to send someone to help you review the ma-
terial, right?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. What was DS’s response to your request for help?

Mr. SCHURMAN. They asked me for specific pieces of information,
which I provided them.

Mr. BURTON. Did they send help?

Mr. ScHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. Why not?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I can’t answer that.

Mr. BURTON. Given that you had to do this investigation by your-
self, were you able to review all of that material?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I spent probably in excess of 50 hours going
through all of the material in the office.

Mr. BURTON. You went through every document?

Mr. SCHURMAN. At least on a cursory review, yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Did you look at them in any detail or did you just
kind of shuffle through them?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Diplomatic Security gave me guidelines for look-
ing through the material in the office, and that is basically what
I did. I used those guidelines.

Mr. BURTON. Were you able to take an inventory of all of the ma-
terials?

Mr. ScCHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. It is my understanding that you destroyed most of
the materials in Parish’s offices and saved only several stacks of
documents out of a whole room of documents. Why did you do that?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I did not destroy any document in the office.
After going through all of the documents in the office, I had it
sealed for about a month. The consulate wanted the office back be-
cause it is a very cramped office area; they really needed the space.
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I had basically felt that I had been through everything in the of-
fice and found anything that was—could have been obvious evi-
dence; and therefore, I turned it back over to the consulate. They
cleaned out the office themselves. I did not destroy any documents.

Mr. BUrRTON. What do they do with the documents, do you know?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Any of the documents that were official, I under-
stand they were going to file them. Anything else that they saw as
unnecessary, they disposed of it in whatever way they wanted to.

Mr. BURTON. It is my understanding, when you talked to our
staff, you told them you had not looked at all of the documents—
when you talked to our staff prior to this hearing.

Mr. SCHURMAN. There were many files. Some of the files were
basically brochures on companies. I reviewed the brochures and to
the extent that I believed they were promotional information on
Chinese companies. I didn’t go through those documents in detail.

Mr. BURTON. Of course, Mr. Schurman, you know that you are
under oath?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I understand.

Mr. BURTON. You told our staff you did not look at all of the doc-
uments. Did you look at all of the documents?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I looked at all of the documents, but not every
detail of each document.

Mr. BURTON. So you did a cursory look?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Now, when the documents were turned over to the
Embassy, did you say anything to them that the documents should
be kept secure because this was still an open investigation?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. So what happened to the documents?

Mr. SCHURMAN. They went into the normal files at the consulate.

Mr. BURTON. Are they still there?

Mr. SCHURMAN. It was the policy of the consulate to destroy visa
application records after 1 year.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know if they were destroyed?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t know.

Mr. BURTON. So they may still be there?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I have no information on that.

Mr. BURTON. Do you think that maybe those should have been
secured because the investigation was ongoing and there might
have been something in there that was relevant to the investiga-
tion? I mean, you are making this judgment call all by yourself,
and there were publications that said he was taking bribes and
there were letters that said he was taking bribes.

Didn’t you tell anybody that these documents ought to be kept
in a storeroom someplace for further review?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I did not.

Mr. BURTON. Why?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I felt I had looked through the information.

Mr. BURTON. You just said you did a cursory look. If you just did
that, why in the world would you not say I have not had time to
go into these in detail, they ought to be stored because this inves-
tigation is not closed? Why?

Mr. BERGIN. As I mentioned in my statement, the focus of the
investigation was on these two Chinese nationals, one, Ms. Zou-
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Mr. BURTON. Wait a minute. You are saying that the focus of the
investigation was on these two Chinese nationals, but the inves-
tigation was into Mr. Parish, and these documents were in Mr.
Parish’s office and they contained a lot of information regarding
visas; and there was some question about whether or not he was
tefl;{ing bribes. Why would you allow these documents to be disposed
of?

Mr. BERGIN. The instruction from Washington to Mr. Schurman
was to go through this information and locate that information
which Mr. Parish had in his office which was relevant to the rela-
tionships that he had with these two Chinese nationals.

Mr. BURTON. Why was it limited to just those two?

Mr. BERGIN. Sir, in my view, with 20/20 hindsight, this was not
a model investigation.

Mr. BURTON. You have got a guy who is accused of wrongdoing.
There is an investigation going on. There have been allegations
about this in Chinese publications. It is pretty well known. There
is a letter from Mr. Chen that says it is going on. It is no secret
he had people who were subordinates who said there was some-
thing funny going on, and an investigation has started and you
limit it to two people. I don’t understand that.

Mr. BERGIN. We were reacting to the allegations stemming from
the meeting that Mr. Schurman attended with Mr. Parish and the
DCM regarding the——

Mr. BURTON. Two people. I understand it was regarding two peo-
ple, but if he had hundreds and thousands of files in his office,
wouldn’t it be logical that there might be more? And if there were
more, you should keep those files so they could be reviewed thor-
oughly before you closed that investigation?

Mr. BERGIN. Mr. Chairman, we did some things right and we
could have done a lot better on other things.

Mr. BURTON. Who ordered from Washington that this be limited
to those two individuals?

Mr. BERGIN. This was a judgment made by special agents within
the Visa Fraud Branch.

Mr;) BURTON. Who were the special agents who made this judg-
ment?

Mr. BERGIN. Their names, sir?

Mr. BURTON. Yes. Who were they?

Mr. BERGIN. I would have to check, and I will get back with you.

Mr. BURTON. We would like that for the record.

Mr. BERGIN. The Visa Fraud Branch of Diplomatic Security today
has 14 agents assigned to it. They have global responsibilities. In
the case of Mr. Parish, in 1996, because of resources, there was one
agent, one special agent assigned to all East Asia and Pacific.

Mr. BURTON. I don’t want to get into that. I understand that they
had a very heavy workload and it was very difficult.

Mr. BERGIN. If I can just put it in some context.

Mr. BURTON. You can, but make it limited.

Mr. BERGIN. This agent was responsible for a case in Seoul
where he was TDY for 6 weeks. After that, he was assigned to the
Olympics, and he was involved in that.

So what I am suggesting, sir, he was involved in a number of ac-
tivities. Therefore, in terms of prioritizing of the case, it was de-
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cided to narrow the focus to Mr. Parish’s relationships with these
two Chinese nationals.

Mr. BURTON. Well, in those stacks of documents which were in
Mr. Parish’s office, there was a credenza that was full of files re-
garding Chinese companies and also an extensive set of visa appli-
cations in his office. Those were probably destroyed as well.

Now if there was some evidence that he had been involved with
two companies, and there were brochures and visa applications
from other companies, why would you limit the investigation to
those two and just shut the case down and send the boxes back to
the Embassy?

Mr. SCHURMAN. In addition to removing the material specifically
requested by DS, I went through and pulled out everything that
might have some interest, and I retrieved those and put those in
a box in my office.

At that point I felt I had gone through everything in sufficient
detail. And as I say, I put a number of hours in there myself. My
normal duties were basically taking up my full day, and I was
spending nights and weekends doing this.

Mr. BURTON. Was it normal for an employee who worked in Bei-
jing to have a bank account in Hong Kong?

Mr. ScHURMAN. Hong Kong was the medical evacuation point. It
was the nearest sort of First World city to Beijing. So I know that
a lot of members from the Embassy went down there on a regular
basis. I don’t know——

Mr. BURTON. When you went through the records, you found a
bank account of Mr. Parish’s in Hong Kong. You did not pursue
that at all?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I looked at the paper itself. It looked like it was
an insignificant amount of money, and therefore, I decided it was
not anything that was out of the ordinary for somebody to have an
account down there.

Mr. BURTON. I know it was an insignificant amount of money,
but how did you know that he might not have had $1 million in
there the week before?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I didn’t know that.

Mr. BURTON. But you put it in the box and it was destroyed, and
so we don’t have that bank account number. Here is a man who
is accused of taking bribes, and all of the evidence that might be
there is gone.

In retrospect, do you think that the statement of Mr. Parish’s
Hong Kong bank account might have been useful to see what kind
of balances there might have been in there from time to time?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Possibly.

Mr. BURTON. There is another category of documents that have
been destroyed, and the absence of these documents has harmed
the committee’s investigation. These are the Embassy’s copies of
visa applications processed by Mr. Parish.

The committee, along with the Inspector General’s Office, asked
the State Department to provide a list of all the visas approved by
Mr. Parish. It turns out we cannot be provided with this list be-
cause all of the visa applications were destroyed pursuant to an
Embassy policy of destroying old files after a year.

That was the policy, to destroy the old files after 1 year?
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Mr. SCHURMAN. That is my understanding.

Mr. BURTON. So if there was bribery that took place, and the per-
son got away with it for a year, the evidence would have been de-
stroyed in due course. It would have just been destroyed as a mat-
ter of regular actions of the Embassy, correct?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. I am not involved with the consulate’s nor-
mal policy and their normal

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Schurman, at the time the investigation was
going on, didn’t it occur to you to save the visa applications that
he had processed? You are investigating a man for possible bribery,
and you have visa applications and there are applications on record
during that year that have been processed. Did it not occur to you
to maybe save those visa applications just in case there might have
been a bribe paid on one of those during that current year?

Mr. ScCHURMAN. I saved all of the material that DS asked me to
save, and then I saved a bunch of additional material.

The consulate that year processed something in the neighborhood
of 125,000 visa applications. So I would assume that Mr. Parish
had a reasonable percentage of those.

Mr. BURTON. I know, but don’t they keep track of who approved
visas for record purposes? They have some record that Mr. Parish
or somebody approved it, don’t they?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The OF-156 form, which is the application form,
has a block on it for the individual, the officer who either approves
or disapproves it.

Mr. BURTON. Did you not think maybe it would be advisable to
pick out all of them for that current year, that had not yet been
destroyed, with Mr. Parish’s name on it—especially if a subordi-
nate had maybe disapproved it, and he approved it later for some
reason—and keep those with records so they could be reviewed
when the case was open?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Diplomatic Security was basically running the
case. If they had asked me to do that, I would have. I probably
would have asked for the help to do it. That would have been a
very significant undertaking.

Mr. BURTON. To find the ones with his name on?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Don’t they have a computer that lists which ones
were approved by each agent?

Mr. SCHURMAN. There were 125,000 processed that year. I would
assume that Parish had 30,000 of those, if not more.

Mr. BURTON. So why would it have been so difficult to have those
spit out and put into a box?

Ms. COHEN. Many of the committee members, especially Mr.
Horn, are familiar with the computer capabilities in the past of the
State Department; and there would have been no capability to spit
out this kind of information. We have Mary Ryan here, who can ad-
dress this in detail, but basically the State Department, with bipar-
tisan support, has been investing in computer systems for the last
2 to 3 years.

Mr. BURTON. Let me ask you this. If you have a corrupt employee
who is handling the visas and taking money, what you are telling
me if they get away with it for a year, they have gotten away with
it. And these visas are worth $10- to $20,000 on the street. So if
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a person is pretty slick and they can get away with it for a year
and the documents are destroyed, and they are sitting with a bank
account in Hong Kong that nobody is checking on, is that what you
are telling me, no check and balance?

Ms. COHEN. I am not saying that. All cases of visa malfeasance
are taken very seriously. There has been increased training both
for consular officers and for DS officers in the last couple of years.
In addition, people have access to a line to the Inspector General
to report these things themselves and we followup directly.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Schurman, did you interview the junior officers
in the nonimmigrant visa section as part of your investigation?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I did not formally interview anyone.

Mr. BURTON. Nobody?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Not formally.

Mr. BURTON. Did you talk to anybody?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. What did they say?

Mr. SCHURMAN. They basically had the same—told me the same
things that they had told Scott Hallford.

Mr. BurTON. That was?

Mr. SCHURMAN. There were concerns that he was overriding
some of the visas.

Mr. BURTON. Give me a few examples. Did they say it was be-
cause of a woman? Because she was pretty? Was it because of
money?

Mr. SCHURMAN. As I remember it, as you said, there were com-
plaints that he would more likely give a visa to a young pretty
woman than someone else.

Mr. BUrTON. OK. Did anybody ever say anything about money,
that there with a suspicion that he took money for visas?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. Nobody ever said that?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The visa officers, I do not recall them making
that statement.

Mr. BURTON. When you were doing the investigation, did any-
body say that there was a suspicion that he took money for visas?

Mr. ScCHURMAN. The consul general and the other gentleman who
was acting consul general, Dan Piccuta, both stated that they did
not believe that he was taking money for visas.

Mr. BURTON. Were you aware that he took his secretary and an-
other Chinese woman to Las Vegas and California, were you aware
that a maid went into his room and said she saw $10,000 lying on
the bed, and that he was there at the expense of a company?

Do you know who paid for that room? Is it legal for a company
to pay for those rooms? Isn’t there a limitation on how much a For-
eign Service Officer can take from a company?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The first part is—I was not aware of any of the
information in Las Vegas. I was aware that he went with his sec-
retary and another woman. That was reported in my first telegram
back to the Department. I was not aware—nothing was
reported——

Mr. BURTON. Did you find out who paid for their accommoda-
tions?
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Mr. ScHURMAN. I asked Mr. Parish in the first meeting, and he
said that he paid for his trip back there himself.

Mr. BURTON. Did anybody check to see if it was being paid for
by one of the people who had been the beneficiaries of his visas?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t know if anybody checked or asked.

Mr. BURTON. Did you ask him about whether he had violated the
Embassy’s nonfraternization policy with Chinese?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, I did.

Mr. BURTON. And what did he say?

Mr. SCHURMAN. He did not answer that question.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t pursue it? He just said that he wouldn’t
answer it?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not—he did not answer the question.

Mr. BURTON. When you interviewed him, did you talk to him
about the gifts that he had received and the value of those gifts
that were in his office?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Were they all under $20?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No.

Mr. BURTON. Were they expensive?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Some were.

Mr. BurTON. How much?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The one I recall, there was a pair of cuff links
grom one of the local department stores, and it was in excess of

200.

Mr. BURTON. After the interview, you and Mr. Hallford sent a
cable back to Washington stating that you thought Mr. Parish was
not accepting money for services. How did you come to that conclu-
sion?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Would you repeat that, please.

Mr. BURTON. How did you come to the conclusion that Mr. Parish
wasn’t getting money? You wired back to Washington stating that
you and Mr. Hallford thought that he was not accepting bribes for
visas.

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t recall stating that I thought that.

Mr. BURTON. Was there a cable sent back? Who sent the cable?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I originated all of the telegrams regarding the
case from Beijing.

Mr. BURTON. But you never searched his apartment or bank
records?

Mr. ScHURMAN. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. I see that my time has expired.

Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As I listened to the chairman’s questioning, it sounds like an au-
topsy of the investigation that took place, and perhaps we can
learn, for the future, how to handle these kinds of investigations
better.

Is it your position, each of you, that you tried to do your best,
given the resources you had available, given the fact that you had
to make some prioritization of all other things that you needed to
do, but now that we look at it perhaps it wasn’t a perfect investiga-
tion? Is that what we are hearing from all of you?
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Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir. I would say both the agents in Washington
and Mr. Schurman acted completely in good faith.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me ask you this. Were any punches pulled?
Was there any kind of sinister interference by anyone to try to pro-
tect Mr. Parish, to try to hinder the investigation?

Mr. BERGIN. From my reading of the record of the case, abso-
lutely none.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me ask all of the other witnesses. Do any of
you have any evidence or can you think of any kind of reason that
more wasn’t done in pursuing this investigation because of any-
thing other than lack of resources?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No one attempted to interfere with my investiga-
tion. My impression was that many of the officers would have liked
me to have found evidence, and if they had some, they would have
presented it.

You are correct, there was no interference at all with the inves-
tigation.

Mr. WAXMAN. In hindsight we can talk—yes.

Ms. COHEN. I wasn’t there at the time, but I have had the oppor-
tunity to look at this, and to remind everyone, this has now been
investigated three times: first by Mr. Schurman in DS, then by the
IG, and now by the FBI. To the best of my knowledge, no one has
found any criminal activity, and I think the chairman alluded to
that.

Obviously, we agree in hindsight that more could have been
done, and perhaps more done more carefully. But we are in the
process of addressing that.

We do have new leadership in DS, Peter Bergin. In addition, we
have for the first time a security professional as the Assistant Sec-
retary for Diplomatic Security.

Mr. WAXMAN. I think the best thing that we can do now is learn
for the future.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Mr. Waxman, as the Under Secretary
just mentioned, the Office of Inspector General conducted its inves-
tigation quite separate from that of the Bureau of Diplomatic Secu-
rity and subsequent to the investigation by Diplomatic Security.
And we pursued all viable leads and determined, in consultation
with the Justice Department and the FBI, that there was no evi-
dence to substantiate the allegations that we were pursuing.

Mr. WAXMAN. I know that. Did you find any evidence of anybody
interfering with the investigation so that all of the evidence
wouldn’t come forward and that Mr. Parish was going to be pro-
tected?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can say that no one interfered with
the course of our investigation.

Mr. WAXMAN. That is just not on the radar screen of anyone who
reviewed this investigation; is that correct?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I have not had any experience with in-
terference with any investigation that we have conducted.

Mr. WAXMAN. You would think that the Diplomatic Security
Service had nothing to do, but to devote all of its resources to in-
vestigating Charles Parish.

Mr. Schurman and Mr. Bergin, let me see what overseas diplo-
matic service personnel, and particularly a regional security officer,
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might be responsible for doing. You manage all of the programs to
protect State Department’s facilities; isn’t that right?

Mr. BERGIN. Correct.

Mr. WaXMAN. That means managing the security force and as-
sessing threats by terrorists or others against the Embassy, con-
sulate, and other buildings?

Mr. BERGIN. That is correct, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. You are also responsible for protecting all of the
State Department personnel from criminal or terrorist threats
while they are abroad?

Mr. BERGIN. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And you are responsible for safeguarding all of the
classified and sensitive information used by our diplomats every
day in their work?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. And you are also responsible for conducting inves-
tigations into all allegations of visa and passport fraud; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BERGIN. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And you serve as the principal adviser to the Am-
bassador on security matters; is that correct?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WaxMaN. That is obviously a lot of ground to cover and you
have to make a lot of hard decisions as to allocating your time and
resources; isn’t that a fair statement?

Mr. BERGIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. I am impressed to hear that for the whole world
we have 14 investigators who look at, what, diplomatic visa fraud?

Mr. BERGIN. We have 14 agents in our Visa Fraud Branch, and
their responsibility is global for every Embassy; and there are 200-
plus Embassies and consulates around the world where visas and
passports are issued, not to include the——

Mr. WAXMAN. Is there only one for East Asia?

Mr. BERGIN. Back in 1996, yes, that is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. So it seems to me if you didn’t have the resources,
it is unfair to criticize you for not making this the highest priority.
After all, we don’t have any basis for letting you appoint a special
prosecutor on Mr. Parish the way that we have special prosecutors
sift through people’s personal life for every possible wrongdoing,
from the President of the United States to members of the Cabinet;
and I hardly think an accusation against a person means that per-
son ought to be investigated for every possible crime that he may
have possibly committed.

Mr. BERGIN. Back in 1996, we had approximately 640 special
agents who were responsible on a worldwide basis for all of those
missions that we perform on behalf of the American public.

Today we are approaching 980, thanks to the Congress, thanks
to Secretary Albright. In the aftermath of the East African bomb-
ings, we have been given 200 special agents, and their first mission
is the protection of life. Protection of the integrity of our passports
and visas is a corollary responsibility.

Mr. WAXMAN. I am pleased to hear that.
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Now let’s go back to this case, and now we are looking at how
this case should have been a higher priority than everything else,
and so there were more resources devoted to it.

In this case, you received information that a midlevel officer may
have mismanaged his office and may have breached the State De-
partment’s Code of Ethical Conduct.

Mr. Schurman, you conducted an investigation into Mr. Parish’s
activities. Did you have unlimited time and resources to do that
job?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No, I didn’t.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you think you and your superiors made reason-
able decisions about the amount of investigative resources to put
into this investigation?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WaxMAN. It wasn’t just Mr. Schurman that was involved in
this inquiry. It was Ambassador Sasser and his Deputy Chief of
Mission, both of whom personally looked into the matter.

Ms. Cohen, would you say that our Embassy in China is one of
our more important posts in the world?

Ms. COHEN. It is critically important.

Mr. WAXMAN. In addition to worrying about personnel matters,
do the Ambassador and his DCM have to worry about a host of
other issues, some of which impact our foreign policy interests?

Ms. COHEN. Absolutely.

Mr. WAXMAN. In addition to Mr. Parish, they were spending time
thinking about most favored nation status, which was coming up
for a vote, and thinking about the imminent transfer of Hong Kong
to China’s control. They were probably thinking about sanction de-
cisions relating to China’s sale of nuclear technology to Pakistan.
And they might have been thinking about human rights issues,
nonproliferation, global environmental issues, tensions between
China and Taiwan, tensions between North and South Korea, and
a whole host of issues which are very important to the United
States; isn’t that correct?

Ms. COHEN. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. In light of everything going on in the United
States Embassy in Beijing, do you think that the State Department
acted too slowly or was derelict in its responsibility in investigating
Mr. Parish and resolving the accusations made against him?

Ms. CoHEN. I think the State Department acted very promptly.
Whether now, in hindsight, we need to tighten procedures or tight-
en training, which we have done, to make these kinds of investiga-
tions more thorough, we are looking at that.

Mr. WAXMAN. These hearings that we are having today, or this
hearing today, arose out of Johnny Chung’s testimony before the
committee in May. Mr. Chung made allegations that some people
told him information relating to Chinese attempts to influence our
elections. He also said that he had some dealings with Mr. Parish.
After hearing these allegations, our committee began to investigate
Mr. Parish to see if he was connected with the Chinese plot to in-
fluence our elections.

Let me ask, are any of you aware of any evidence that the Chi-
nese Government tried to influence our elections through Charles
Parish?
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Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I am not.

Mr. BERGIN. I am not.

Ms. COHEN. I am not.

Mr. WAXMAN. The investigation did not even concern violations
of our campaign fundraising laws at all, did it, that you conducted?
%n ogher words, did your investigations involve campaign finance
aws?

Mr. SCHURMAN. No, mine did not.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did any of yours?

Mr. BERGIN. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. The investigations by the Bureau of Diplomatic Se-
curity at the State Department and by the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral seem to have involved routine investigative decisions by career
employees such as, who do you interview and when do you stop in-
vestigating; was everyone involved in the investigation at the State
Department a career employee rather than a political appointee?

Mr. SCHURMAN. To my knowledge.

Mr. BERGIN. To my knowledge, yes, sir.

Ms. COHEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are any of you aware of any attempt by any polit-
ical appointee to stop or otherwise affect the investigation of Mr.
Parish?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I am not.

Mr. BERGIN. I am not aware.

Ms. COHEN. I am not aware.

Mr. WAXMAN. It seems to me what we have at this hearing is one
particular case which may not be much of anything. It does not
have to do with a Chinese plot to influence our elections. In fact,
it does not appear to have anything to do with political fundraising.
It seems to be about a routine investigation performed by the State
Department and by its Inspector General, and whether you did
enough in investigating what is a serious violation. If there were,
in fact, bribes being taken by Mr. Parish, or anybody that works
at Embassies, I would want it investigated, and it seems to me that
you did what you thought was appropriate.

Now I have a few questions for Ms. Williams-Bridgers about the
Inspector General’s investigation. Do I understand that the Office
of Inspector General opened an investigation into Mr. Parish’s pos-
sible misconduct on January 22, 19987

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And your agents conducted a number of interviews
in the course of the investigation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I cannot speak about specific investiga-
tive steps that we took during our Parish investigation, but it is
normal practice for us to conduct numerous interviews.

Mr. WaxMAN. Did your office investigate jointly with the FBI and
the INS?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We were engaged jointly with the FBI.

Mr. WAXMAN. And your investigators joined with the FBI to
interview Johnny Chung; is that correct?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I cannot speak about any specific inter-
views that we conducted, sir.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Is it the case your office closed the investigation
on February 23, 1999, and concluded that “No evidence had been
developed which substantiates criminal conduct by Parish in this
matter. Since all logical leads have been completed with a negative
result, no further investigative activity appears warranted,”?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Now the chairman has said that the Justice De-
partment has not officially closed its investigation, and he is accus-
ing the Justice Department about the motives of the Justice De-
partment in not concluding their investigation. He says that he
thinks that they don’t want this committee to be able to do its job.
Have you heard of any evidence that points to that conclusion?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. The FBI has officially closed their in-
vestigation of Mr. Parish with the concurrence of the Campaign
Contribution Task Force lead attorneys on this case.

I am sorry, was

Mr. WaAxMAN. The FBI has closed its investigation and the Jus-
tice Department still won’t allow you to testify?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Because of their interpretation of the
Chief Judge’s opinion, which would consider any and all informa-
tion collected during the course of the investigation as being 6(e)
protected, meaning I should not disclose any of that information.

Mr. WAXMAN. If the Justice Department officially closed its in-
vestigation, does it have discretion in any way to allow you, even
if the investigation were completed, to talk about 6(e) materials?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. It is my understanding that the 6(e)
protection extends indefinitely beyond the closure of the case.

Mr. WAXMAN. What is the reason for that? What is the rationale?
I know that there is a court case that said that, but what is the
rationale for a judge not allowing Congress to have grand jury in-
formation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I am not in a position to answer that,
but if the Chair indulges me, I would call upon OIG Counsel, Rick
Reback, or we can provide that information for the record.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Waxman has asked me a question that I am
not able to respond to accurately. But if I can call——

Mr. BURTON. For the record, you are welcome to respond.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me see if I can get the information another
way.

The Justice Department advised you not to discuss the Parish
matter because discussion could improperly disclose evidence taken
from the Federal grand jury. My understanding is that these con-
cerns aren’t just the imaginings of the Justice Department, but are
founded on rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure
and a ruling by Judge Norma Holloway-Johnson of the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia.

We have heard Chairman Burton accuse the Attorney General of
keeping a criminal case open on Mr. Parish just so the Inspector
General would be barred from discussing grand jury material pro-
tected by rule 6(e). Rule 6(e) imposes a broad blanket of secrecy
which under these circumstances can only be lifted by a court order
and only then upon a strong showing of particularized need and
the court’s careful balancing of whether the interests served by dis-
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closure will outweigh the interests in secrecy. The protection given
by rule 6(e) does not end when a criminal investigation closes.

And so what we have here is a matter that is irrelevant for pur-
poses of whether the Justice Department’s investigation of Mr. Par-
ish is open or closed; isn’t that correct?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. The guidance provided by the Justice
Department attorneys reflected on their interpretation of the Chief
Judge’s opinion and not on the existence of the investigation.

Mr. WaxXMAN. Well, we are committed to an oversight jurisdiction
over the State Department, Justice Department, over the whole
Government, and we want to be sure that our Government is doing
everything that it should be doing, and if need be, we change the
laws; if resources are needed, we provide additional resources.

It seems so strange that we are now taking on a congressional
investigation of allegations against one man—serious—but that
have been investigated three times and led to no criminal prosecu-
tion. And we bring him before a committee of Congress where he
asserts his constitutional right, which he has an opportunity as an
American citizen to do, and then you are brought before us and
criticized in retrospect on what it appears that you have done prop-
erly, maybe not as completely and not as perfectly as it could have
been done, but you had other things to do.

And so I guess the only thing that I can see of value in this hear-
ing is to see if you have any recommendations on how future inves-
tigations should be conducted, given that we don’t want to tolerate
any corruption or wrongdoing.

Do any of you want to respond now, or perhaps we can leave the
record open and have some further submissions to us? That seems
to me to be the value of this hearing when all is said and done.

Ms. CoHEN. I think that we all agree that is the value of the
hearing, and we welcome the hearing on that basis. We have been
evaluating our procedures. DS has been working with the Inspector
General, and we welcome the opportunity to submit for the record
the steps that we have taken and are taking and also would be
glad to hear any additional suggestions you all have.

Thank you very much.

[The information referred to follows:]
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INSERT

TESTIMONY OF BONNIE R. COHEN
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM

JULY 29, 1999

The Department of State has initiated a number of changes to our procedure for handling

cases of alleged consular malfeasance.

To ensure that the Bureau of Personnel (PER) and the Bureau of Consular
Affairs (CA) are informed of ongoing employee investigations of consular
malfeasance, we have established a working group from CA, the Bureau of
Diplomatic Security (DS), and the Office of the Director General. The group,.
which meets at the level of Deputy Assistant Secretary, convenes on the fourth

Monday of every month to review pending cases.

DS has implemented new internal procedures to ensure that information
developed in a criminal investigation is reviewed promptly by our personnel
security staff for suspension and possible revocation of the suspected
employee's security clearance. DS will also coordinate with PER to consider
reassigning the suspected employee to non-sensitive duties pending resolution

of criminal and administrative investigations, if appropriate.
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« DS will strive to complete as expeditiously as possible all criminal
malfeasance investigations within one year, recognizing that intervening

factors such as federal criminal proceedings can cause delays.
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Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I would be glad to submit our com-
ments for the record.

Mr. WAaxMAN. Do you know whether you need more resources to
do gl‘;e job and can you tell us how much more money you will
need?

Ms. CoHEN. I have said this in other forums.

This agency is strapped for resources on an operational basis. I
am not talking about foreign policy investment, but the costs of op-
erating around the world. We are certainly a great superpower, yet
on an operational basis, our Department of State is underfunded.

Any of you who take a trip—and I know that some of you have,
in the Dominican Republic or Haiti or China and have seen people
waiting for visa services, know what I’'m talking about. China is a
good example; people were storming the Embassy in China and we
only have a 10-foot setback. We are on record looking for more re-
sources, particularly for security operations. We are very appre-
ciative of the bipartisan support that we got for the emergency se-
curity supplemental this summer, but that is only a start in re-
building the infrastructure of this department.

Mr. WaxMAN. I think if Congress is going to call you in to re-
spond to the job that you have done, and then does not take seri-
ously the requests for additional resources so you can do the job,
I think that is somewhat hypocritical.

And none of us wants to see any kind of corruption go on in our
Embassies. We know that you have a lot of responsibilities, some-
times including taking care of Congressmen when we travel offi-
cially to meet with people. I think that is an appropriate function
for Members of Congress in doing our job, but certainly it doesn’t
seem fair to ask you to do everything and then not give you the
resources to do what is important to be done.

One last question: Do any of you think that we ought to look into
the idea of having an unlimited special prosecutor investigate any-
body who is accused of any offense, such as those offenses that
were alleged against Mr. Parish? Do you think that makes sense?

Ms. Williams-Bridgers, you are a prosecutor.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. No, I am not an attorney.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are any of you prosecutors? I guess you are not the
right ones to ask.

Ms. CoOHEN. This is not in response to that question, but I think
in this context it is helpful to know that allegations of visa fraud
come up all the time. I think if you think about it, perhaps even
where you are, people will say—will advertise or say that they can
get visas because they know somebody. People overseas say they
can get visas because they know somebody. It is a way for them
to take advantage of something which is in very short supply.

We do investigate all accusations that come to our attention. We
refer some to the IG. In addition, she gets words of allegations
through her own channels. So we take them very seriously. But
people like to portray themselves as connected to the visa system.

Mr. WAXMAN. I would imagine that when you have somebody
who can make the decision whether you get a visa or not, that is
an important decision. And if somebody who has that kind of dis-
cretion is corrupt, they can get bribes. That is why we need a whole
way to make sure that we are checking on people.
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Mr. BERGIN. Can I add something, Congressman? This particular
hearing focuses on a Foreign Service Officer who allegedly made
some bad decisions.

I had the very good fortune before taking this job of being the
RSO in India, and had the privilege of working with a Foreign
Service Officer, a consular officer by the name of James Waller,
who worked closely with us on a visa fraud case in which a travel
broker, using a foreign national employee of that consulate in Bom-
bay as an intermediary, tried to bribe Mr. Waller to issue 31 visas
for $130,000. It took a nanosecond for him to report this bribe to
the RSO in New Delhi. We acted swiftly and meaningfully and
were able to encourage this travel broker to travel back to Gal-
VeStO(Iil, TX, where she was interviewed and apprehended and ar-
rested.

In India, we filtered through hundreds of allegations of visa
fraud. These are very complex, complicated, time-consuming inves-
tigations. In many cases, we cannot get to the threshold that a
crime was committed. Yes, there was an appearance of impropri-
eties. And we have a relationship with the Director General of the
Foreign Service to ensure that these improprieties are dealt with
from a personnel perspective.

Mr. WAXMAN. I would hope that you can do everything possible
to stop these improprieties from happening because it is a serious
matter; but I have to tell you, from the perspective of a Member
of Congress, in my time, I have had people come forward with im-
migrants in my District and act as if they can represent them to
get me to do something that I would ordinarily do for anybody that
lives in my district, and we try to make it clear that no one is to
get compensation for the work that we do in our office.

We had a situation once where the caseworker received a gift
from an immigrant family because they were so grateful and they
thought that is what they were supposed to do. You have to be vigi-
lant. Sometimes it is the culture where people think that they are
supposed to pay as a way of showing appreciation or to get what
they want, but this should not be tolerated by our Embassies or
consulates or by our congressional offices or by the INS. The rules
should be followed and apply to everybody.

The counsel for Mr. Parish wanted to make a statement and you
properly ruled that he wouldn’t be permitted to speak, but I want
to submit for the record his statement.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Statement of Counsel to Charles M. Parish

Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph Martin. | represent Charles Parish in
connection with this proceeding. Mr. Parish only last Thursday received the
Committee’s invitation to appear today. This is hardly sufficient notice. The
Committee has indicated that it has heard or read outlandish allegations
about Mr. Parish -- allegations to which Mr. Parish would under the proper
circumstances like very much to respond. As the Committee knows, Mr.
Parish in the past has fully cooperated with investigations conducted by both
the State Department and the FBl. Nevertheless, given this Committee’s
recent public airing of unsubstantiated allegations regarding Mr. Parish, my
client now must invoke the protection of the Constitution.

Under these circumstances, | have advised my client that he has a
Fifth Amendment right to decline to answer any questions before this
Committee and that he should invoke that right at this time. He will do so.

it is improper to make a show or spectacle of a witness who will invoke
his Constitutional rights. Opinions of many courts and both the D.C. Bar and
the American Bar Association state that it is unethicai to require a witness
to invoke his privilege publicly after being informed that he will do so.

Therefore, | request that Mr. Parish be excused at this time.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Let me just ask any of you, is there anything else
that you want to add to the subject matter that is before this com-
mittee today on this hearing that you haven’t had a chance to talk
about?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. No.

Ms. CoHEN. Well, at the risk of overstaying my opportunity to
talk, again, having been there only 2 years, the people who apply
to the Foreign Service, who get selected, who dedicate themselves
to this career are extraordinary. Everyone is required to do 2 years
overseas in consular duty, and they are extraordinarily dedicated
to serving both America and to serving the communities in which
they find themselves.

I think an example of that is the consular official—again in
China, which seems to figure large these days—who in the midst
of the attacks on the American Embassy left the Embassy where
she was, managed to get out with the records of Americans who
were applying for adoptions of Chinese children and were waiting
in hotels in China with these children, and processed them even as
the attacks on the Embassy continued.

So while there are allegations, and they all have to be inves-
tigated, we have a very dedicated group of people joining the For-
eign Service.

Mr. WaxMAN. I think we all appreciate that and the chairman
made that comment, as well, in his opening statement. He knows
that most of our Foreign Service personnel all around the world do
a great deal of service to our country and we do appreciate it.

We need to hear from you your recommendations on how we can
help them do their job better. And if there is a problem, help you
do the job of dealing with those problems and investigating prop-
erly and prosecuting, if necessary, anybody who has acted cor-
ruptly.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Horn.

Mr. HORN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have been interested in the discussion so far. Let me try to get
a few things straight in my own mind.

Mr. Schurman, in the investigation of the office of Mr. Parish,
were the records all written in English or were there also Chinese
notations? Because we do have native personnel in every Embassy
in the world and not everybody can know the language. What did
you find on those records? Were the records in English or were the
records in Chinese, yes or no?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The official records, the official application, has
both English and Chinese on it.

Mr. HORN. What you were looking for, what kind of records did
they have, were they all in English or Chinese or a mixture there-
of?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Since I didn’t speak Chinese, I would have to say
I was looking for anything in English.

Mr. HoOrN. Did anybody translate what was on the documents,
whether they are just notations or not, of Chinese? You can’t read
Chinese characters?

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct. No one came in.
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Mr. HORN. So you couldn’t look at the cards that were being kept
or the visa applications and—they were not all in English; is that
correct?

Mr. SCHURMAN. That is correct.

Mr. HORN. Why didn’t you get somebody that could read Chinese
to help you with that?

Well, it is just obvious. You are looking like a blind man at the
cards and you don’t know what is there, and I don’t see how you
can even do an investigation.

Mr. BERGIN. Sir, if I may add, the official forms, the 156s, they
are in English. Those are the official applications for a visa.

Mr. HORN. And you feel that by going through those in just the
English part, you are going to find out whether Mr. Parish has
done what he has been accused of or not?

Well, Mr. Chairman—either you do or you don’t. You are telling
me all you did was look at was the English part of the record?

Mr. ScHURMAN. I looked at both the official records and other
documents in that office. I would say there were numerous docu-
ments.

Mr. HORN. What was the date that you looked into that office,
do you remember the date?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Not specifically, but it was between—toward the
end of May 1996, to the end of June 1996.

Mr. HORN. Do you have available there exhibit CP-29, and if we
can put that on the screen. That is a memorandum from the polit-
ical officer at the Embassy in Beijing to the Deputy Chief of Mis-
sion, the person who is acting in lieu of the Ambassador often when
the Ambassador is away on travel. Do you know at the time who
was the DCM for our Embassy there? It is redacted out on my
copy.

Let me just read the text of this. “At a May 30 dinner in
Qingdao, hosted by the local foreign affairs office,” that was our
people,

the political officer was told by Chinese officials, as well as local Chinese business-
man, that “everyone knew” that it was “very easy” to get a nonimmigrant visa from
the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. The Chinese said if you anticipated that you might
have difficulty in obtaining a visa—for instance, you were applying for a visa allow-
ing you to work in the United States, but you did not speak English—you simply

took “the black official” in the Embassy to dinner, gave him a gift and you were
guaranteed a visa.

The next paragraph,

Responding to a question, a Qingdao Foreign Affairs Office representative said he
had first learned of this “procedure” over a year ago when he was living in Los An-
geles. He stated that at that time he had met “many” obviously unqualified Chinese
people who, “he was surprised to learn,” had been issued PRC passports. He com-
mented that he was even more amazed, however, that the U.S. Government had
issued these people visas. According to the official, it should have been obvious that
these people were not qualified for certain types of visas which would normally go
to trained business people or scholars. He reportedly questioned a number of these
people as to how they were able to obtain U.S. visas and was told about “the black
official,” at the consular section in the U.S. Embassy in Beijing.

Now, did you see that memo at all?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t recall this memo.

Mr. HORN. Did anybody here at the top end in Washington?
Did you ever see that, Mr. Bergin?

Mr. BERGIN. This is the first time I have seen this, sir.
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Mr. HORN. What I am waiting for, and I finally got a little bit
of it, enough for a little finger, where is the outrage by the people
in charge of the Department of State? I am outraged and I don’t
need some Justice Department attorney or somebody else telling
me. If T had been there, that person would have been out of there
so fast that they wouldn’t have known what hit them.

Now, if you have allegations of $10,000 on beds in Las Vegas and
all of that nonsense, it seems to me that you move fast and you
get them out, whether they are stealing $10 or $10,000.

Mr. BERGIN. Yes. Congressman, this memo is dated June 5. I be-
lieve that Charles Parish departed post May 30 or 31, about a week
in advance.

Mr. HOrN. Well, here then the Embassy finally finds out that
they are the laughingstock of China by other Chinese who openly
tell our own Embassy personnel in Qingdao what is going on.

Then it seems to me, Mr. Schurman, you have got to make awful
sure those records are kept somewhere, and it looks like nobody
did. And I realize it is face and all that bureaucratic nonsense, but
if you have got somebody that is demeaning the United States and
demeaning their office after they take an oath and are a Foreign
Ser{yice Officer—I assume Mr. Parish was a Foreign Service Offi-
cer?

Mr. SCHURMAN. That’s correct.

Mr. HOorN. OK. What rank was he as a Foreign Service Officer?
Does anybody know?

Mr. GNEHM. He’s a 2.

Mr. HORN. He’s a 2, OK. And he was sort of in that consular
phase all new Foreign Service Officers are assigned to or what—
or was that his permanent station?

Mr. ScHURMAN. He was Chief of the Visa Section.

Mr. GNEHM. Sir, he was a consular officer within the terms of
the personnel system.

Mr. HOrN. Well, you know, I look at you all, and I don’t see any
outrage by it, and it just upsets me, I want to tell you. I just won-
der how much bureaucratic nonsense we can take like this, and
State doesn’t seem to be worried about it.

Sure, you don’t have enough people. Fine. You have enough peo-
ple to get a few people, and that is all you need to do in order to
tune up the organization. There ought to have been—the 5 you had
somewhere, or the 14, they ought to have descended on that Em-
bassy to help.

I don’t understand—I don’t think you were around then, Ms.
Cohen, but it just seems to me good management is dealing with
these things, and that is why we have an Inspector General who
can’t talk now because of the judicial ruling, and that is why we
have the General Accounting Office and a number of things to try
to safeguard what people are sworn to do and uphold the laws of
this land.

So, anyhow, I guess I would ask—none of you saw this memo,
so I guess no outrage was from you, but you did know a number
of things and allegations that were going on besides this memo.
Are there any memos you are aware of about this time?

Mr. GNEHM. Mr. Congressman, I would like to express my out-
rage.
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Mr. HORN. Yes.

Mr. GNEHM. I would like you to hear it from me, and I would
like to have the chairman——

Mr. HORN. Yes.

Mr. GNEHM. I work every day of my life. I have been 31 years
in the Foreign Service. I happen, thanks to the Secretary and the
President and the Senate, to be Director General of the Foreign
Service. I consider it my job, amongst many other things, to see
that these kinds of things are dealt with.

In this particular case, what I would say to you is, it isn’t al-
ways—and this is I think the point you all were trying to make
earlier—it doesn’t have to be criminal to still be bad. In fact, our
ethics regulations are quite clear about that, that perceptions are
critically important in the kind of work we do as public servants.
Unfortunately, I think, as the Under Secretary said, we don’t have
sufficient people. The numbers the Inspector General gave you——

Mr. HORN. I understand that, and I think you ought to get at
that point in the record what resources you have asked for, where
has it been chopped, either at the Secretary, at OMB, the Presi-
dent, Congress, wherever, let us get it in the record.

Mr. GNEHM. I wanted to respond particularly to the point that
there is a mechanism that a Chief of Mission has to remove an offi-
cer that is not performing or is creating a problem, particularly
even a perceptual, public problem, and he exercised that in this
case.

Mr. HoOrN. Yes. This Deputy Chief of Mission at least knew
about it around June 5th, might have known a bit earlier.

Well, let me move on here because time is limited.

Diplomatic Security began its investigation of Mr. Parish about
the same time, as I noted, as this memo, and then Mr. Schurman
informed the committee that when he was starting his investiga-
tion he requested help from Diplomatic Security to conduct his in-
vestigation. He was told that DS refused to send anyone to Beijing.
Why did DS refuse to assist him in the investigation?

Mr. BERGIN. That’s a very fair question. I think sir, there were
judgments made that the information that Diplomatic Security in
Washington needed could be obtained by the RSO there with the
assistance of the assistant RSO. Given that, they would make a de-
termination to provide Don Schurman additional support if needed
beyond that. They believed at the time that the RSO and his assist-
ant could carry out these functions, and that they would later be
able to re-evaluate the need for augmentation for Don.

Mr. HORN. Well, let me ask you, is it accurate to say that your
investigation focused on a company called Kwan Hau International
and several related companies in New York and whether they were
legitimate sponsors of visa applications?

Mr. BERGIN. That is my understanding, yes, sir.

Mr. HorN. OK. Did Diplomatic Security investigate the allega-
tions relating to whether Mr. Parish had received gratuities from,
do we pronounce it COFCO or BNU?

Mr. BERGIN. COFCO. I'm not aware of those companies, sir, no.
The only two companies that I'm aware of, Congressman, are
Bright City International and Guang Hua.
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Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. We will give you
more time, but let me just followup on that.

It is my understanding that there were 3 or 4 weeks in a row
that Mr. Parish was in the United States in Las Vegas, Los Ange-
les, I think Texas and some other places, and his expenses were
paid by COFCO. From what I have heard today, nobody has men-
tioned that. We are talking about thousands and thousands of dol-
lars of expenses paid. He had two women with him, one his
girlfriend and one his secretary. We don’t know who paid their ex-
penses. He said he paid his own travel expenses.

I don’t know that anybody has checked that out. Has anyone
checked that out, to see if he paid? Did he have receipts for that?
Did you check to find out if he paid his own way or did COFCO
pay that? Because flying from the Orient to all these places, stay-
ing at posh places, and allegedly $10,000 on the bed is a pretty
good chunk of money. It seems to me that should have been an in-
tegral part of the investigation.

Let me now yield to Mr. Hutchinson.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also want to iden-
tify with the remarks of Mr. Horn, who expressed his outrage, and
I am delighted that raised a response anyway.

I understand there are limited resources, but the problem with
limited resources is that you are unable to investigate everything.
In this case, you zeroed in on someone who had very serious allega-
tions, and generally you are able to focus resources at that par-
ticular point.

So I have been a Federal prosecutor. I know how to deal with
limited resources. I know that there are only certain cases you can
investigate. But when you zero in, you finish the job, and you do
it right, particularly whenever there are such serious allegations.
So I know some of you weren’t even around then, but this is very,
very disturbing whenever you see so many people who are seeking
visas and the fairness of that process, particularly whenever you
are dealing with our American citizens that are administrating
that process.

Now, Ms. Bridgers, you indicated in your testimony that you sub-
mitted to the Department of Justice an advance copy of your testi-
mony in which they objected to the testimony because, under their
impression of Judge Johnson’s decision, it violated rule 6(e). Is that
something you always do, is submit your testimony before a com-
mittee of the Department of Justice?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. No, it’s not routine, but in this case, be-
cause it was a joint investigation, we thought it prudent to share
our testimony with our partners.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. So it was not required?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. It’s not required, but actually, under
the IG community standards of conducting our work, it is prudent
that we share our testimony with all parties that might be affected
by public disclosure.

Mr. HurcHINSON. Well, whenever they objected, did you consider
going to Judge Johnson or asking the Department of Justice to go
to Judge Johnson to get a release from 6(e)?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. In fact, we do intend to pursue further
clarification of the interpretation by the Department of Justice, but
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time certainly did not permit it for this hearing, given that my con-
versation with Justice attorneys was at 12 noon yesterday.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. So it is your intention to pursue a release from
6(e) so that you can provide your testimony to us?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. It’s my intention to pursue clarification
of the interpretation of the Chief Judge’s opinion.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. How are you going to do that?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I will be working with my counsel and
the Department of Justice and the Chief Judge to pursue an appro-
priate course of action.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Well, let me just say that I think that is an
extraordinarily broad interpretation of rule 6(e). That is not appro-
priate, that is not the intent of rule 6(e), and I think that whenever
you are looking at testimony that would be totally appropriate be-
fore this body, I think it should be re-examined.

I think that you can re-examine the opinion. I think you can tes-
tify without any problem of violating rule 6(e). But, second, if you
did reach that conclusion, you need to go back to Judge Johnson
and get a release from it because that is an extraordinary imple-
mentation of rule 6(e) that hampers our legitimate work that we
are doing.

Now, I want to understand, your agency, OIG, you have adminis-
tration subpoena power, do you not?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes, we do, sir, via an IG subpoena.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. And so you don’t have to go to a Federal grand
jury in order to issue a subpoena.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That is correct, but in this instance,
since the Department of Justice was the lead, we were following
their instruction and guidance, and it was being conducted under
the Campaign Contribution Task Force. We adhered to their guid-
ance in this case. And, in fact, sir, I might add that none of the
information that our agents collected was pursuant to grand jury
subpoenas. None of the interviews that my agents conducted alone
were conducted under grand jury subpoena.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. You have a responsibility here, and you know,
if you are going to share your work and decisionmaking with an-
other agency you are, in essence, giving over to the Department of
Justice all control that you have. And whenever you are dealing
with a State Department employee that needs to be investigated—
you know, this is troublesome to me. And, you know, I respect in
many areas the Department of Justice, the work that they are
doing, but I think they are flat wrong on some things, and in this
case it doesn’t look good.

Now, you have got independent subpoena power, and all the sub-
poenas you issued were not issued pursuant to a grand jury sub-
poena. It looks to me like you should have severed that investiga-
tion so it wouldn’t hamper you and you can go ahead and pursue
it.

Now, when did you become aware of the allegations of Johnny
Chung?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. The allegations that we first became
aware of concerned Mr. Parish, and those allegations were brought
to our attention by the inspectors in the Office of Inspector General
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that were conducting a routine management inspection in the fall
of 1997.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Fall of 1997 you became aware of Johnny
Chung’s allegation in reference to Mr. Parish?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. No, sir. We became aware of the allega-
tions concerning Mr. Parish. The allegations concerning Mr. Chung
were part of the larger investigation that I am not in a position to
speak about.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Well, is there any reason you cannot at this
particular point in time conduct an independent IG investigation of
the allegations that have been made against Mr. Parish?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We have conducted such an investiga-
tion.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. And you have determined there is not any evi-
dence of criminal wrongdoing?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We closed our case because we found
there was no evidence of wrongdoing as alleged.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. And that includes the allegations of Mr.
Chung?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We did not investigate allegations
against Mr. Chung.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I am not saying against Mr. Chung, the allega-
tions that Mr. Chung made in reference to Mr. Parish.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I cannot speak about the specific alle-
gations that we investigated. I cannot provide you the details on
the specific allegations that we investigated because that is what
could be protected by rule 6(e).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Let me make it clear that I don’t want to pre-
judge any case, and I am not here to say that Mr. Parish com-
mitted any criminal acts. I wouldn’t want to do that. I think every-
body is entitled to a fair investigation.

But I did sit here and hear the testimony of Mr. Chung; and, as
a former Federal prosecutor, I believe there is credible evidence of
wrongdoing that has to be investigated. And, you know, for you to
shut down an investigation and say there is not any sufficient evi-
dence of wrongdoing that needs to be pursued, particularly even in
an administrative standpoint, is amazing to me.

Now, if you eliminate the criminal wrongdoing, though, and just
look at it from an administrative standpoint—because the IG has
that responsibility as well, do you not?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s correct, sir.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. And so you made the determination there is
not any criminal wrongdoing. Have you made a determination
there is not any basis for administrative action?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. There was no basis for us to pursue an
administrative investigation against Mr. Parish because he retired
within 4 months of the start of our investigation.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Which again makes no sense to me. This is
something of public interest, it is a matter of integrity, it is a mat-
ter of all the other employees that work for the Department of
State, and I think that, whether he is retired or not, you have a
responsibility to get to the bottom of them and make a determina-
tion.
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Ms. WiILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. There is no avenue for us to provide a
referral to the Department for them to take administrative action
once a person terminates their employment from the Department
of State. The only reason that we could pursue any allegations of
wrongdoing against Mr. Parish is if they were criminal in nature.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Well, that is an easy way out then.

OK. My time has expired.

Mr. BURTON. If you want more time for questioning, we will get
back to you in just a minute.

You didn’t investigate—you can’t tell whether you investigated
any of the allegations made by Mr. Chung.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s correct, sir.

Mr. BURTON. And you can’t tell us whether or not you inves-
tigated COFCO paying for all of his expenses when he came back
to the United States with those two ladies?

Ms. WiLLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. You can’t even tell us if you looked into that?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I cannot.

Mr. BURTON. God, I hope everybody in the country is watching
this. You have got the Congress of the United States trying to find
out if somebody was giving visas to people who may have been in-
volved in illegal campaign contributions or worse, and you can’t tell
the Congress of the United States anything about it, not because
of grand jury material—because this wasn’t done by a grand jury,
was it? None of this—these were all your subpoenas and your in-
vestigation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We did not issue any subpoenas in this
instance, but, under Justice’s interpretation, the information that
we collected——

Mr. BURTON. I know, but the point is that there really was no
grand jury involved.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. There were grand jury subpoenas—ex-
cuse me. There was a grand jury impaneled under the campaign
task force; and, therefore, that reaches into all information col-
lected in the course of this joint investigation.

Mr. BURTON. But the investigation that you conducted had noth-
ing to do with that grand jury.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. The interviews conducted by our agents
in our investigation were not subject to grand jury subpoena, that’s
correct.

Mr. BURTON. And so when you contacted the grand jury or when
you contacted the Justice Department, you expanded, actually,
those that were involved in your investigation because you really
didn’t have to contact the Justice Department, did you?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. You did? Why did you have to contact the Justice
Department?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. We are obliged by law to make early
consultation and coordination with the Department of Justice
whenever we are investigating allegations of criminal wrongdoing,
and we do that routinely on every case.

Mr. BURTON. And so, once you did that, then Justice said, well,
this falls under the broad interpretation of 6(e)?
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Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. No. Once we did—once we did that, it
fell within the Campaign Contribution Task Force, and then later,
during the course of the investigation by FBI, a grand jury was
impaneled.

Mr. BURTON. If the case were closed by Justice, the part of your
inves(;cigation that had nothing to do with the grand jury, we could

ave?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I wish that were the case, but the FBI
case is closed. Our case is closed and—and was closed as of Feb-
ruary 1999, and the Justice Department told me yesterday that
they still considered information that we collected as being poten-
tially subject to 6(e).

Mr. BURTON. I think that we need to write a letter to Judge
Johnson asking for a clarification of her interpretation of 6(e), be-
cause the Justice Department has made this so broad that they can
obstruct anything Congress does. There is absolutely nothing we
can do if Janet Reno says it is covered by grand jury or by 6(e).
I mean, we have got to get an interpretation out of the judge some
way to make sure that we have access. We have had 121 people
take the fifth amendment or flee the country, Congress is impotent,
we are impotent right now to do our job, and we represent the peo-
ple of the United States. This has never been done in the history
of the country that I know of.

Let me ask you a question. This is to Ms. Cohen. When Mr. Par-
ish was sent back to Washington, as your staff has stated, he was
under criminal investigation, correct?

Ms. COHEN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Yet he was immediately put into a very sensitive
position involving visas for Iran and Iraq. Why?

Ms. CoHEN. I really would like to have the opportunity to clarify
that, because I think specific knowledge of what he was doing
would help you understand the procedure that is followed when
someone is brought back. So I would like Mary Ryan to answer
that question since he was in her section.

Ms. RYAN. In the first place, I should say that the Bureau of
Consular Affairs was not aware that he was under investigation for
criminal activities. He had a full security clearance when he came
to us.

Mr. BURTON. Excuse me for interrupting. A man is coming back
from a post in China, he is under criminal investigation, and you
didn’t know about it, and therefore, he was put in this position?

Ms. RYAN. He had a—he had a full security clearance.

Mr. BURTON. Why were you not informed that he was under
criminal investigation?

Ms. RYAN. I believe it was to protect his rights.

Mr. BURTON. And so because you were protecting his rights or
his rights were being protected, he was put into another position
regarding visas for Iran and Iraq in the office in Washington?

Ms. RYAN. He was put into the visa office. We had a congres-
sional mandate to—we had to request—all of our posts overseas
had to request advisory opinions of the visa office on every Iranian
male over the age of 18.

Mr. BURTON. And he was making these advisory opinion deci-
sions?
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Ms. RYAN. He was canvassing the community who had an inter-
est in these cases and answering the post. He had no direct in-
volvement with the visa applicant. He had no—he had no way of
doing—he had no discretion.

Mr. BURTON. Let me just followup on that. If he was canvassing
people, what was he doing when he was canvassing people?

Ms. RyaN. He was asking the FBI, he was asking other agencies
if they had any derogatory information on the man whose name
was in the cable. The community would come back and say yes or
no, and then he would answer the post and say we have derogatory
information or we do not have derogatory information.

All the incoming cables went to all the agencies, and all of the
responses went to all of the agencies, so it was totally transparent.
Mr. Parish had no control whatsoever. He had no way of doing any-
thing wrong, of giving an opinion that was not the opinion of the
community.

Mr. BURTON. It just seems incredible to me that a man that is
under criminal investigation is put in a position where he is perus-
ing and checking with other agencies about criminal wrongdoing or
possible criminal wrongdoing of people who are applying for visas
and then giving a recommendation on that. It just boggles my
mind.

Ms. RyaN. He wasn’t giving a recommendation, Mr. Chairman.
He was giving—he was giving the answer from the communities,
the various agencies who had an interest in these cases, but he was
not giving a recommendation.

Mr. BURTON. He was compiling the information.

Ms. RyaN. He was compiling the information from the agencies
and telling the post what those agencies said.

Mr. BURTON. Whether or not these people may have been in-
volved in some nefarious activity?

Ms. RyaN. That’s right. Based on information that he got from
those agencies.

Mr. BURTON. And he was under criminal investigation, and you
didn’t know about it?

Ms. RvaN. I did not know he was under criminal investigation.

Mr. BURTON. I am going to yield to my counsel now. I don’t think
there is going to be any objection.

Mr. WiLsoN. I apologize, I did not catch your name at the begin-
ning.

Ms. RyaN. Ryan.

Mr. WiLsON. Ms. Ryan, if I could just followup on that, you men-
tioned that there was no way that Mr. Parish could do anything
wrong in the post that he was assigned once he came back to
Washington. Did he have a security clearance?

Ms. RYAN. He had a full security clearance.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Is it not possible that he could have done some-
thing wrong by misusing government information?

Ms. RyaN. That’s total speculation. I would not be able to specu-
late on that.

Mr. WILSON. My concern following up on that is you mentioned
there was no way he could do anything wrong.
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Ms. RYAN. There was no way he could do anything wrong in re-
sponding to those inquiries that came from the field on Iranian
visa cases.

Mr. WILSON. But he had come back under a cloud of other ethical
matters involving taking gratuities or bribes for visas. Would it not
be possible that there could be some possibility of doing something
wrong?

Ms. RYAN. It’s too hypothetical for me, sir. I can’t answer you.

Mr. WILsSON. I'd like to followup on one thing.

If we could take a document, CP-1, please, and put that up on
the screen, and if everybody could take a look at that in their docu-
ments. It’'s a document from a fundraiser held here in the United
States. It’s the very first document in the package. And if you look
down in the second column of names, the bottom three names are
Mr. Charles Parish, Ms. Fan Zhang, and Ms. Diana Douglas. And
my question here is, we have been told that Mr. Parish attended
a fundraiser that cost $1,000 per person. He took his girlfriend and
his sister to the fundraiser, and Diana Douglas is the sister. Mr.
Johnny Chung apparently paid the $1,000 admission fee for this
fundraiser.

The question simply is this, are you all, and I will go down the
line here, are you all aware of this document?

Mr. Schurman.

Mr. SCHURMAN. No, I am not.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Bergin.

Mr. BERGIN. This is the first time I have seen it, sir.

Mr. WiLsON. Ms. Cohen.

Ms. COHEN. No.

Mr. WILsSON. Ms. Ryan.

Ms. RYAN. No. First time I have seen it, too.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Now, Ms. Williams-Bridgers, I would like to
ask you the question. You mentioned that you had closed your in-
vestigation because you had found that nobody did anything wrong
or that you were unable to find anything wrong. The simple ques-
tion here would be, would it be acceptable to take a $1,000 gratuity
to attend a fundraiser?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Responding in generic terms, there is
certainly consular guidance which suggests that there’s impropriety
in accepting gifts in excess of certain amounts from those who are
potential visa applicants or with whom you are doing business.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Now are you aware of whether Mr. Parish did
or did not provide a visa for Fan Zhang?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can’t answer that, given the grand
jury protection.

Mr. WILSON. You can’t answer it?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can’t answer.

Mr. WILSON. You can’t answer it, but you’re not telling me that
you’re not aware or you are aware?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I am not telling you that I am not
aware.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Now, just speaking about this very generically
as we are right here, would it be a matter of impropriety, a statu-
tory violation if there was acceptance of a $1,000 gratuity in this
particular case?
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Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I'm not certain that there would be a
statutory violation. It would be a consideration of impropriety.

Mr. WiLsON. OK. Now this is something that—and I will ask you
this question—was or was it not taken into account in the closing
out of your investigation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can’t answer whether or not this in-
formation was taken into account.

Mr. WiLsON. OK. Turning to the question of whether the gratuity
was provided for people who were associated with Mr. Parish, was
that something that was considered by you in determining whether
there was an impropriety or not?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I cannot answer that question.

Mr. WILSON. OK. Turning to another matter, the issue of report-
ing contacts with Chinese citizens by Embassy officials, are you
aware of whether Mr. Parish did or did not report this particular
attendance at the fundraiser to Embassy officials?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can’t answer that question.

Mr. WILSON. Simply because you’re not able to due to 6(e)?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Because of the 6(e) protection, that’s
correct.

Mr. WILSON. Let us just ask somebody else.

Mr. Bergin, are you aware of whether the fact of the attendance
was even reported to Embassy personnel in Beijing?

Sl\é[)r. BERGIN. I'm not aware, but I defer to Don Schurman, the
RSO.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Mr. Schurman, are you aware of even the fact
of attendance at this expensive fundraiser?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t recall this being reported.

Mr. WILSON. OK. Turning to another subject, when Mr. Parish
returned to Washington, DC, and assumed the position that he was
given, it’s our understanding from personnel records that he was
given a series of raises; is that correct, Mr. Schurman?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I left Beijing in October 1997 so

Mr. WILSON. Maybe Mr. Gnehm—and I thank you very much for
coming back to the table. Perhaps you’re aware of whether Mr.
Parish was given raises when he returned to Washington, DC.

Mr. GNEHM. Sir, the year that he was serving in this job that you
asked about earlier in CA, his performance file went before the pro-
motion—Annual Promotion Board. That board did list him as a re-
cipient for a step increase, called, in the system, meritorious step
increase in salary, based on what was in his file at the time. I
should tell you for the record, they’re not under management con-
trol. The board is an independent board set up to make these deci-
sions, and management has no authority over the decisions.

Mr. WILSON. Are you aware of how many raises Mr. Parish re-
ceived from the time he returned from Beijing until the time he re-
tired from the Foreign Service?

Mr. GNEHM. I'm aware of the one you asked me about. There
may have been others, and I can check for you, but I wouldn’t want
to definitively say one way or the other.

Mr. WILSON. Thank you for that.

Mr. Bergin, I just wanted to ask you a question. You mentioned
in your statement a little while ago that when you served in India
you describe what appeared to be a sting operation involving some-
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body about whom there were allegations of impropriety. Was that
ever considered as an option for Mr. Parish?

Mr. BERGIN. In conducting a visa fraud case, there are several
steps.

First, you have to determine what is the credibility of the source?
Is what the source is providing you valid? Is it something that’s de-
tailed, that’s specific, that’s precise, that would lead to us launch-
ing a full-blown investigation?

Then you have to determine to whom were the visas issued and
can you identify those people? Because what you want to do in
these cases is to be able to establish a relationship between the
person who was given the visa

Mr. WILSON. If T could just interrupt you there, are you telling
us now that the visas issued in India were of greater sensitivity or
consequence than the visas issued in China?

Mr. BERGIN. Not at all. Not at all.

Mr. WILSON. Then there’s a difficulty there.

Mr. BERGIN. What I'm giving you is a generic sense of how you
conduct these investigations; and in the case in India, we had very
specific, very precise information. The consular officer volunteered
to us, as soon as it happened, the information that he was being
bribed.

In the case of Mr. Parish, there was a lot of information swirling
around about improprieties, apparent improprieties, and the
agents, when they were conducting this investigation, were not
able to determine whether there was criminal substance to this
swirling wave of allegations.

Mr. WiLsON. Well, I think our concern, Mr. Bergin, is that when
we have looked at the investigations, each sort of piece of each in-
vestigation looked at one piece of the puzzle, and when we
scratched beneath the surface, we found many more issues that
were easily obtained.

For example, allegations by the colleagues of Mr. Parish in this
case, who were talking about the trading of visas that followed
from personal relationships with women, acceptance of gratuities,
and there were indeed gratuities that were easily obtained from his
office. So there were certainly things that went beyond rank specu-
lation.

Mr. BERGIN. I think that’s fair, counsel. I would only remind the
counsel of my statement earlier that this was not a model inves-
tigation; and, in retrospect, 20/20 hindsight, those consular officers
should have been interviewed.

Mr. WILSON. I just wanted to followup on one other thing. In
terms of Mr. Parish’s tenure in Beijing, I think we have already
learned that he had high security clearances during the entire time
he was in Beijing. Are you aware of whether Mr. Parish was at the
time receiving classified documents from the Department of Justice
and the FBI about ongoing criminal investigations, Mr. Schurman?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I was not involved with that part of the consular
operation.

Mr. WILSON. Well, now we can’t get into the documents because
they are classified, but these are documents that have been turned
over from his own office. So did you review documents obtained
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from Mr. Parish’s office that were classified investigatory docu-
ments from the Department of Justice?

Mr. SCHURMAN. Mr. Parish’s office was a common area, and so
classified documents would not be kept in that area. I did not find
any classified documents in his office space.

Mr. WILsSON. Having just reviewed a number of them and gone
through a number of issues with the Department of State over doc-
uments that were provided to us—in fact, they were provided to us
in an open way, and we brought it to the Department of State’s at-
tention that they should have been classified. They had just been
turned over to us in a box.

Mr. BURTON. Let me just interrupt here. Mr. Schurman, you said
you looked at all these documents. Now, the documents that he is
referring to were given to us by the Department of State, and in
that box of documents were classified documents, and you just said
there were no classified documents. So are you telling me that you
looked at all the documents and you didn’t see those classified doc-
uments? They were there. We got them.

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not sure that the documents in that box all
came from that office. But I will say that when I was going through
the——

Mr. BURTON. The State Department said they did. The State De-
partment sent us those documents.

Mr. WILSON. Perhaps if we could follow with Ms. Williams-
Bridgers, I will ask the same question of you. Were you aware that
Mr. Parish was privy to classified documents from the Department
of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can say that, in the course of Mr.
Parish’s business, he more than likely came in contact with classi-
fied documents; and I do believe that the documents that you’re re-
ferring to were part of our collection of all documents from his of-
fice. They were included in the submission of documents that we
provided to the committee.

Mr. WILSON. So they would have been in the universe of docu-
ments that Mr. Schurman had access to when he had done his in-
vestigation?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. That’s my understanding, yes.

Mr. WILSON. Actually, just one more point of clarification for Ms.
Williams-Bridgers. As far as your negotiations with the Depart-
ment of Justice go, with whom were you dealing over at the De-
partment of Justice to come to the 6(e) determination that you ar-
rived at?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I was dealing with attorneys out of the
Attorney General’s office.

But I should also add that I, too, am terribly concerned about the
interpretation—the expansive interpretation the Department of
Justice has given. It has implications not just for this case but for
any other case in which grand jury subpoenas have been issued in
the District of Columbia. And because we have just become aware
of the expansive nature of this opinion, it has implications for how
we have handled documents in the past related to other investiga-
tions. So I do intend to seek some additional clarification from the
Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice and, poten-
tially, the Chief Judge.
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Mr. WILSON. Thank you for that answer. If you could—just for
the record’s sake, if you could provide the names of the people you
were working with at DOJ.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes, I can.

Mr. WILSON. If you could right now, that would be helpful.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can provide it for the record.

Mr. WILSON. OK. Do you know them now? Are you able to tell
us right now what they are?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. I can’t recall the last names of the indi-
viduals, I am sorry.

Mr. WiLsoN. OK. Fair enough.

Mr. BURTON. Does anyone with you have their name?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Craig Iscoe is the chief attorney that
we dealt with.

Mr. BURTON. OK. Let me end up by saying this.

First of all, I am disappointed, Mr. Schurman, because you told
us under oath that you looked at—did a cursory look at all these
documents and there were no classified documents. Ms. Williams-
Bridgers said that the documents that were turned over to us in
the box came from his office. So you didn’t look at all of them; and,
if you did, you didn’t look very well. And then all those documents
were turned over to somebody else, and ultimately they were de-
stroyed, and it was an ongoing investigation. This thing was
botched, and it is just unbelievable.

I would just like to say to the State Department people, who in
the future will be in charge of these investigations, for goodness
sake, if there is an ongoing investigation and you lock up an office,
don’t burn up or destroy anything until the investigation is con-
cluded. The Justice Department says this thing is still open, and
a lot of the documents that might be relevant are gone, and Parish
had classified documents in his office.

Now, the reason this is important, and you may think we have
been unduly critical today, but the reason this is important is peo-
ple were coming into this country that may have been involved in
espionage, that may have gotten visas illegally, and the espionage
that took place endangered every man, woman, and child in this
country. They got nuclear secrets from Los Alamos and other nu-
clear laboratories, and we don’t know what kind of connection there
might have been. So a sloppy job could have led to all kinds of
problems.

In addition to that, Johnny Chung was a main player in the con-
duit contributions that were coming in that affected the 1996 Presi-
dential election; and he has stated that Mr. Ji, the head of the Chi-
nese military intelligence, gave him $300,000, along with other con-
tributions that came in from Communist China, to affect our elec-
tions in this country. And if visas that were requested by Johnny
Chung from Mr. Parish were bringing people in who were affecting
our elections by giving illegal campaign contributions, then that is
criminal, and to do a sloppy job on investigating Mr. Parish, who
may have been involved in doing all this, is just unconscionable.

And T just tell you, I am really frustrated by this, because none
of this should have happened. If you need more money, we will try
to get it for you, if you need more personnel. We are not talking
about Ireland. We are not talking about England. We are not talk-
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ing about South America. We are talking about the biggest country
in the world population-wise that is one of our potential major ad-
versaries down the way, and they were getting illegal visas from
a person who was involved in some nefarious activities, Mr. Chung,
who is helping get those visas, at least that is what he said, and
it is just unfortunate.

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Mr. Chairman, may I just interject
please and add one point of possible clarification?

For the documents that we received, the classified documents
that we received, it is conceivable that they could have come from
Diplomatic Security and not from—mnot necessarily from Mr.
Parish’s office. Because in our attempt to collect any and all docu-
mentation, we asked for all the contents from Mr. Parish’s office as
well as all DS investigative files and any other information that
Mr. Parish may have had in his possession.

Mr. BURTON. Well, where would it have come from if it didn’t
come from his office?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Conceivably, it could have come from
elsewhere outside of Mr. Parish’s office at the Embassy or from
Washington from the DS files. We asked for the collection of docu-
ments from DS. All of the contents of Mr. Parish’s office in Em-
bassy Beijing were sent first to DS in Washington, and then DS
transmitted that information to us. So it is possible that classified
information did not come from Mr. Parish’s office.

Mr. BURTON. It is possible?

Ms. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. But you don’t know that?

Mr. SCHURMAN. I did have classified files in Beijing, as well as
the unclassified files, and I assume that when they asked for the
files relating to Charles Parish in Beijing they give them both, both
the materials that were out of my safe and the materials that were
stored in a closet.

Mr. BURTON. So you had stuff in your safe relating to Charles
Parish and classified material?

Mr. SCHURMAN. The official file was in the safe.

Mr. BURTON. And it had classified material in it?

Mr. ScCHURMAN. That’s correct.

Mr. WILSON. Relating to Charles Parish and some of the things
he was doing?

Mr. ScHURMAN. That’s correct.

Ms. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, if we’re concluding, could I say a few
things?

Mr. BURTON. Sure.

Ms. CoHEN. Thank you very much. You did allude to the fact
that it’s difficult to come up here to testify, but I think nonetheless
it’s important. We recognize that this committee is performing an
important function, and it does help to have us review what we
have done to find weaknesses in what we’ve done and improve. We
have tried to do that, and we will continue to try to do that.

I want to correct, I think, two impressions that we might have
left. The first concerns our limited resources. I never meant to
imply, and I don’t think I did imply, that limited resources ever
justify not doing a very thorough job in an investigation, and I
think we would all agree here that procedures needed to be tight-
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ened. We're in the process of tightening them. We need additional
resources, but when we find a problem, we are prepared to direct
resources to deal with it.

The final point I'd like the make is as to whether or not we’re
all outraged. Again, I have only been there 2 years but in those 2
years, I have not found an instance where people have been ac-
cused of something that their fellow workers and the people who
are investigating it and really everyone who knows about it are not
outraged. It would be the same thing as if someone were inves-
tigating a Congressman or a member of somebody’s staff. It casts
aspersions on everyone, and it’s been my impression that the State
Department is outraged when one of their fellow workers is in-
volved in something like this, and the Department does its best to
clean it up and improve it.

Mr. BURTON. Well, let me conclude by saying I appreciate you all
being here and that we in the Congress believe that 99.9 percent
of the people who serve this country at home and abroad do an out-
standing job. It is that one-tenth of 1 percent that we are talking
about, and in this particular case, it was in a very sensitive area,
in China, and it is really unfortunate that happened.

I would just urge you, though, in the future if there is an ongoing
criminal investigation of anybody, if you need to store the docu-
ments and you can’t find a place for them, call me. We will find
a place to store the documents. Don’t destroy documents or any-
thing that is potential evidence until the case is closed.

And, with that, I want to thank you for being here. We stand ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]

[The two majority staff reports and exhibits referred to follow:]
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MISTAKES MADE IN THE INVESTIGATION
OF CHARLES PARISH

MAIJORITY STAFF REPORT
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM

The Comnittee has learned that the investigation of Charles Parish was severely
mishandled by every agency involved in it. Four different entities investigated Parish:
(1) the Regional Security Officer at the Beijing Embassy; (2) The Diplomatic Security
Service at the State Department; (3) the State Department Inspector General; and (4) the
FBI. Complaints were first made about Parish shortly after his arrival in Beijing in July
1994, and continued for 16 months until an investigation of Parish was finally
commenced. The investigation of Parish at the Embassy was then badly botched. The
Regional Security Officer failed to preserve most of the key documents, and failed to
speak to key witnesses, Then, when the State Department’s Diplomatic Security Service
{“DS”) began an investigation of Parish in the United States in 1996, it failed to
investigate many of the key allegations against Parish. Finally, Parish was investigated
again by the State Department’s Inspector General (“OIG”) and the FBI in 1998. 1t
appears that the Inspector General failed to interview many key witnesses or investigate
the key leads to see if Parish committed visa fraud.

As a result of the failure to aggressively investigate Parish, he was neither
diseiplined nor fired. Instead, he was returned to Washington for additional sensitive
assignments, given a merit pay raise, and allowed to retire with a full pension in 1998,

L COMPLAINTS WERE MADE, ABOUT PARISH FOR 16 MONTHS
BEFORE ANY ACTION WAS TAKEN

The Committee has learned that there were many complaints about Charles
Parish’s handling of visa applications, dating back to even before Parish arrived at the
Beijing Embassy. These serious complaints were never acted upon by the Embassy,
allowing Parish to mismanage the visa section for over ayear. Finally, in April 1996, the
junior consular officers complained en masse at a dinner held by the Embassy’s number
two officer, the Deputy Chief of Mission, Scott Hallford. Hallford claims that this dinner
was the first time that he heard any complaints about Parish, and responded by
commencing an investigation of Parish.

A. Parish’s Track Record Before Beijing

Documents produced to the Committee by the State Department indicate that
Charles Parish had been under suspicion for visa fraud while serving as a visa officer in
Bangladesh and Nepal in the early 1990°s. Many of the documents regarding these
investigations are classified, so few details are available. However, it is clear that a
number of allegations were made against Parish, but the charges were never proven,
allowing Parish to receive a promotion to a sensitive position in Beijing.



94

B. Complaints By Junior Officers in Beijing

The Committee has interviewed several junior officers who served under Parish
who told the Committee that they complained about Parish’s conduct. Paul Horowitz, a
junior officer who served under Parish, told us that complaints about Parish began shortly
after Parish arrived in Beijing. Horowitz personally complained to the Consul General,
Arturo Macias, in November of 1994, and likely complained to other Embassy personnel
earlier. (Attachment 1.) Chris Hegadorn, another junior officer, confirmed that the
junior officers lodged complaints about Parish with a number of supervisors in Beijing,
including Macias, and the head of the American Citizen Services section, Dan Piccuta.
(Attachment 2.) Mr. Horowitz stated that Parish tried to “crush anyone who complained”
about him, and therefore, most of the junior officers tried to maneuver behind his back,
rather than complain to Parish directly.

The complaints made by the junior officers generally consisted of the following:

o Parish frequently overturned junior officers’ decisions to reject visa applicants
without explanation.

« Parish kept original visa files in his office for unknown reasons.

« Parish accepted gifts from visa applicants.

« Parish issued visas to applicants from outside of Beijing’s consular district, in
violation of the Embassy’s rules.

» Parish issued visas to unqualified individuals.

C. Chinese Magazine Article about Parish

In April 1996, the Beijing Chronicle published an article about the U.S.
Embassy’s visa section. (Attachment 3.) That article contained the following quote:

“How many times have you been here for the visa?” “Is it not easy during
these days?” “It depends on which diplomat! The ‘black’ one is easier
and it’s hard to say for the ‘white’ one.”

Parish was the only black visa officer at the Embassy, and the article obviously referred
to him. All of the officers at the Embassy were aware of the article, and knew that it
referred to Parish. The Embassy’s Regional Security Officer (“RSO”) was also aware of
it, but did not think that it merited investigation, as it alleged only leniency, and not
ocutright criminal wrongdoing. However, in light of all of the allegations that were
mounting about Parish, this kind of notoriety with the Beijing press certainly should have
raised concern for the Embassy’s security officer. Shortly after this article was
published, the RSO did begin an investigation in response to the mass complaints by the
junior officers to the Embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission.
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D. Complaint Regarding Visa Fraud by David Chen

On September 28, 1995, David Chen of the Chinese-American Asscciation in San
Francisco wrote to Ambassador Sasser, and alleged that when he was in China, Chen
learned that the Vice Consul at the Embassy was granting visas for bribes. (Attachment
4.) Chen alleged that the vice consul was receiving $20,000-$30,000 for a visa. Itis
unclear if this allegation refers to Parish, as his title was “Consul and First Secretary.”
However, Schurman told the Committee that there were never any other allegations of
visa fraud against other visa officers in Beijing. The Embassy did not undertake any
investigation as a result of the Chen letter.

E. Failure to Act by Parish’s Superiors

It appears that Parish’s superiors were aware of the complaints made about
Parish’s conduct, but they failed to undertake an investigation of Parish, or remove him
from his position of responsibility. Paul Horowitz told us that Arturo Macias, Parish’s
direct superior, had a number of “closed-door” sessions with Parish, criticizing him for
his management of the visa section. (Attachment 1.) We have also received one
document from the State Department where Macias criticized Parish for issuing visasto a
group of unqualified individuals. (Attachment 5.) Rather than remove Parish from his
position of power, Macias tried to limit the damage that Parish was causing. Horowitz
told Committee staff that by the end of Parish’s tenure, he, Dan Piccuta, and Macias
would meet to discuss how they could limit Parish’s power. One of the changes that
Macias made was to change the visa application form to require an explanation if Parish
overturned a junior officer’s decision to reject a visa application. However, neither
Macias, nor any of Parish’s other superiors, ever tried to initiate an investigation of Parish
until April 1996.

Additionally, the RSO, Don Schurman, was aware of complaints regarding Parish.
While being debriefed by Schurman, a visa officer who was leaving the Embassy stated
that Parish was lenient in granting visas, especially to attractive young women.
{Attachment 6.) Schurman heard this rumor elsewhere among Embassy personnel, and
looked into Parish’s conduct. In doing so, he learned about the Chinese magazine article
as well. However, Schurman decided that because the visa process was so discretionary,
he could not act on allegations of Parish’s leniency toward young attractive women.

There is also documentary proof that Parish’s superiors were aware of the
allegations against Parish. At some point before the investigation actually started, Dan
Piccuta, the head of American Citizen Services section, prepared a list of Parish’s
questionable activities. (Attachment 7.) When the investigation of Parish began, Don
Schurman, the lead investigator, found that most of the charges against Parish had
already been listed by Piccuta. However, they had not been passed on to Schurman at
any earlier date.

All of these facts, rather than showing responsiveness by the State Department,
show that Parish’s superiors at the Embassy were aware that Parish was a problem, and
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failed to take real action to stop them. Rather than forward the complaints for
investigation, the Embassy’s leadership tried to deal with Parish internally. This decision
allowed Parish’s mismanagement to continue unimpeded until April 1996, when an
investigation was finally begun.

IL. THE STATE DEPARTMENT’S INVESTIGATION WAS INADEQUATE

‘When the State Department did finally begin an investigation of Parish, it was
fraught with mistakes. The State Department’s investigation was conducted in two
different phases: first, an investigation at the Embassy by the RSO; and second, an
investigation in the United States by the Diplomatic Security Service.

A. The Investigation at the Embassy Was Inadequat

The investigation of Parish at the Embassy was initiated in April 1996, after the
Jjunior officers in the non-immigrant visa section complained en masse at a dinner held by
the DCM, Scott Hallford. After the dinner, Hallford asked Don Schurman, the RSO, to
start an investigation. As described below, Schurman made a number of critical mistakes
during his investigation.

1. DS Failed to Provide Assistance

The first step that Schurman took in the investigation was to seal Charles Parish’s
office, and change the locks. Schurman then began reviewing the materials in Parish’s
office, and found that Parish kept a large number of files in his office. Parish had files on
Chinese companies, a large number of duplicate visa applications that he had granted, a
number of original visa applications, which he was not supposed to have, and
correspondence and e-mail with Chinese individuals he had granted visas to. There was
such a volume of materials that Schurman realized he would need assistance to conduct
the investigation. He immediately sent a cable to Diplomatic Security in Washington,
and asked that they send someone to assist him with the investigation. Diplomatic
Security refused to send anyone. Schurman did not press the matter, and concluded that
Diplomatic Security did not believe that Parish was a major problem. However, given
the fact that no one had reviewed any documents or interviewed any witnesses relating to
Parish, such a conclusion was obviously premature and unjustified.

Because of this decision by DS, Schurman was never able to review all of the
materials in Parish’s office. Schurman was responsible for a wide array of matters,
including embassy security, counterintelligence, and American citizen security, and
accordingly did not have time to conduct a full investigation. He spent several weekends
and evenings in Parish’s office, but never completed even a basic review of all of the
materials in the office.
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2, Destruction of Documents

‘While he did keep Parish’s office sealed for several weeks, Schurman soon found
that the Embassy’s personnel wanted to use Parish’s office. Therefore, Schurman
decided to destroy most of the documents in Parish’s office. Schurman saved only
several stacks of documents that he found most relevant, and several gifts that Parish had
received from Chinese citizens. Schurman destroyed the majority of documents in
Parish’s office, including most of his duplicate visa applications, correspondence, and
files on Chinese companies. Schurman isn’t certain if he had Diplomatic Security’s
permission before destroying these records. He told Committee staff that he “would like
to think™ that he asked for permission from Diplomatic Security in Washington before he
destroyed the records. Schurman’s main defense for destroying the records is that “the
investigation appeared to be going nowhere.” However, at the time that the records were
destroyed, most of them had never been reviewed, and almost no witnesses had been
interviewed. Therefore, it is difficult to discern the basis for Schurman’s judgment
regarding the progress of the investigation.

Moreover; Schurman never conducted an inventory. or took photographs of the
office. Therefore, future investigators have had no way of reconstructing the records or
files that Parish kept, This has hampered the ability of investigators to determine why
Parish was tracking certain visa recipients, or corresponding with certain individuals.

3. Hong Kong Bank Account

Among the documents destroyed by Mr. Schurman was a statement from a Hong
Kong bank account held by Charles Parish. Schurman reviewed a bank statement from
the account when he was searching Parish’s office. Schurman conceded that it was odd
for a visa officer in China to. have a bank account in Hong Kong, however, he deemed it
not to be of investigative value because the statement only indicated $100 in the account.
Therefore, Schurman destroyed the statement, and failed to keep any record of the
account number. Schurman made no effort to determine why Parish held the account, or
if it contained more money at other times.

4. Failure to Preserve Visa Applications

Due to space limitations, the Beijing Embassy retained original visa files for only
one year after they were granted. When the investigation of Parish began, Schurman
made no effort to determine which visas Parish had issued over the last year, or even
more significantly, which visas Parish had issued over the objection of a junior officer.

In addition, Schurman failed to halt the destruction of old visa files by the Embassy.
Therefore, by May-1997, every visa file that had been handled by Charles Parish had
“been destroyed (with the exception of the small number of applications saved by
Schurman), and it was impossible to recreate a list of visas issued by Parish. Such a list
has been requested by several investigative bodies, including the OIG and the Committee,
and the State Department has not been able to provide it.
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s. No Search of Parish’s Apartment

Another basic investigative step that the RSO failed to take was a search of
Parish’s apartment. It is possible that Parish kept gifts or cash at his apartment, but
Schurman stated that it would be a “touchy” matter to carry out a search in Beijing.

6. Limited Witness Interviews

Schurman never conducted any formal interviews of the junior officers under
Parish as part of the investigation. He believes that Dan Piccuta, the head of American
Citizen Services, did “informally collect” the officers’ complaints. However,
Schurman’s failure to conduct formal interviews of the main complainants against Parish
is indicative of the sloppy investigation which he supervised.

7. Incomplete Interview of Charles Parish

As the culmination of his investigation, RSO Schurman interviewed Charles
Parish. A summary of the interview was cabled to Washington (Attachment 8.) The
following issues were covered with Parish:

o Parish was questioned about his trip to the U.S. with his secretary and a girlfriend,
both Chinese citizens. Parish stated that he paid for his own ticket, but did not
know how his companions paid for their tickets.

o Schurman reminded Parish of the Embassy’s non-fraternization policy, which
required all Embassy officers to report personal relationships with Chinese.
Parish did not respond to Schurman’s reminder.

« Schurman then asked Parish if he accepted any gifts of material value from any
party that had interests before him. Parish stated that he had received gifts, but
none of significant value. When asked about his visa issuances on behalf of the
travel agency that hosted his birthday party, Parish claimed that he did not know
that the individual who hosted his party had sponsored the visa requests.

o Parish was then asked about his relationships with other Chinese people. Parish
stated that “he was no monk,” but declined to answer whether he had ever had an
intimate relationship with someone to whom he had issued a visa. (Later, Parish
claimed that he did not answer this question because he did not want to discuss
his personal life in front of a number of officers, and then admitted that he had an
intimate relationship with one Chinese woman, but did not know if he had issued
her a visa.)

After this interview, the Embassy concluded that Parish “was not accepting money for
services. This would be difficult to prove or disprove given the past lack of controls and
the high volume of visa actions.” However, it is unclear how Hallford, Schurman, and
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the other Embassy officials could reach this conclusion after their incomplete
investigation, and cursory interview with Parish.

Even more critical though, it appears that Schurman limited his interview upon
orders from Diplomatic Security in Washington. A cable from DS told Schurman that
“the subject [Parish] should not be questioned in any way about his possible criminal
activity, Any questions related to his possible criminal involvement could jeopardize a
future prosecution. Headquarters® main concern is that the subject could claim that he
was compelled to answer any guestion asked of him during the meeting.” (See
Attachment 9.) Accordingly, the interview was very limited, and failed to ask Parish the
most difficult questions. Diplomatic Security’s concerns that a future prosecution of
Parish be preserved were baseless, as a serious investigation of Parish was never
undertaken.

B. The Investigation by Diplomatic Security in the U.8, Was Too Narrow

After Schurman concluded his investigation at the Embassy, Ambassador Sasser
reluctantly agreed to ask Parish to leave the Embassy and go back to Washington for
reassignment. At the time that Parish was leaving the Embassy in May 1996, Diplomatic
Security in Washington continued fo conduct an investigation of Parish. This
investigation, like the one conducted at the Embassy, was deeply flawed, and failed to
examine a number of basic issues.

1. Focused Only on One Set of Companies

Diplomatic Security investigated allegations only relating to one set of related
companies: Cuang Hua International, Bright City International, Light City International,
and Palm Coast Corp. It appears that DS did perform a relatively thorough investigation
of these companies. They interviewed the principals of these companies, and were
satisfied that they were legitimate companies. They also discovered that most of the
individuals who came to the U.S. sponsored by these companies returned to China.
However, these companies were only one small set of companies to which Parish issued
visas. DS failed to investigate possible leads relating to a mumber of other companies.
To a certain extent, this failure was caused by Schurman’s destruction of relevant
documents. After Schurman destroyed most of the documents in Parish’s office, DS was
deprived of a number of possible investigative leads.

However, there were a number of documents that were preserved that DS didn’t
even review. ‘For example, documents were available to DS showing that Parish issued
visas to groups sponsored by companies like BNU Corp., Velur Investments, LCP
International Institute, SINOPEC, and others. Files were also preserved showing that
Parish issued visas to-a number of Chinese students, and then stayed in frequent contact
with them once they arrived in the U.S. DS apparently failed to interview individuals at
any of these companies, or speak to any of the individuals to whom Parish issued visas.
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By failing to follow these available leads, DS may have missed obvious cases
where Parish issued visas for improper considerations, and they may have also missed
developing possible counterintelligence leads. For example, one of the major
beneficiaries of Parish’s largess, BNU, a Chinese-owned company in Phoenix, Arizona,
has extensive ties with the Chinese military, including Robert Ma and Wang Jun, two
figures believed to be involved in an illegal scheme to smuggle automatic weapons into
the U.S.

2. DS Was Too Quick to Clear Parish

To the extent that Diplomatic Security did conduct an investigation, it appears to
have been too quick to clear Parish. The DS investigation focused on showing that
Guang Hua and the other companies to which Parish granted visas were legitimate
businesses. DS also sought to show that all of the recipients of visas returned to China.
As explained by DS staff, this gave them a comfort level that visa fraud had not occurred.
However, legally, visa fraud has nothing to do with whether or not the recipient of the
visa returns to China, or whether the sponsoring company is legitimate. Rather, the sole
consideration is whether the visa was granted for improper reasons, such as the receipt of
money or other favors. Diplomatic Security did not attempt to discover whether or not
Parish’s visa issuances for Guang Hua and related companies were the result of improper
motives. Diplomatic Security could have tried to determine this by either reviewing
Parish’s bank records, or interviewing visa recipients.

3. Failure to Conduct Basic Investigative Steps

As indicated above, Diplomatic Security failed to take many basic investigative
steps in the Parish case. Diplomatic Security failed to even review the limited materials
that Schurman retrieved from Parish’s office. Those materials stayed in Schurman’s
closet in Beijing until mid-1998, when they were requested by the State Department
Inspector General’s office.

DS also failed to interview many of the individuals involved in the Parish case.
DS investigators did not interview junior officers who served under Parish, and they
failed to interview any visa recipients or sponsors other than those affiliated with Guang
Hua Inc., or related companies. Given the limited scope of the investigation, and the
limited steps that were taken by DS, it is difficult to see how DS intended to prove a case
of visa fraud.

C. At a Minimum, Personnel Action Should Have Been Taken

After Embassy personnel interviewed Parish, they concluded that at a minimum,
there was an appearance of impropriety in Parish’s actions. Accordingly, RSO Schurman
and DCM Hallford recommended to Ambassador Sasser that he ask Parish to voluntarily
curtail from his service in Beijing. .According to Schurman, Sasser was hesitant to do
this, despite all of the evidence against Parish. According to Schurman, Sasser was
concerned that Parish would file an EEO action if he took any action against Parish.
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Nevertheless, Sasser was convinced by Schurman and Hallford to ask Parish to leave.
When they did ask Parish to leave, Parish did so.

However, once he returned to Washington, no disciplinary action was taken
against Parish. He was never referred for any rebuke or disciplinary action, and his
personnel file remained clean. Upon his retum to Washington, D.C., Parish was
reassigned to a sensitive office in the State Department reviewing visa applications from
Iran and Iraq. Later, Parish was transferred to the State Department’s Bureau of Oceans
and International Scientific and Envirenmental Affairs, where he was awarded a merit
pay raise. In 1998, Parish retired from the foreign service with a full pension, never
having been disciplined for his activities in Beijing.

IL.  THE INSPECTOR GENERAL’S INVESTIGATION WAS INADEQUATE

The Inspector General’s investigation was inadequate in many ways as well. The
most prominent mistakes are listed below. The Committee was informed the day before
the hearing that the Justice Department will not allow the Inspector General to answer
any specific questions about her investigation, claiming that such information is covered
by Rule 6(¢) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. The Justice Depariment is
insisting upon this position, despite the fact that much of the Inspector General’s work
was done exclusively by Inspector General agents, and was never conducted before a

grand jury.
1. The OIG Investigation Started Too Late

The State Depariment Office of Inspector General (“OI1G”) did not begin its
investigation until January 1998, when it received a referral about the Parish matter from
their Office of Inspections. Parish had been investigated at the Embassy, and was forced
to leave over 18 months earlier. It is unclear why the OIG did not start an investigation
of Parish earlier, at the same time that he was under suspicion of wrongdoing in Beijing.
By the time that the OIG’s investigation got underway, much of the relevant evidence
was gone, and Parish had retired from the Foreign Service. Accordingly, the only action
the OIG could take against Parish was to refer him to the Justice Department for
prosecution - they could not have Parish sanctioned administratively or have his pension
revoked. The OIG never referred Parish for prosecution, and he never received any
punishment from the State Department.

2. The Investigation Failed to Gather Al of the Relevant Information

Like the previous investigation by DS, the OIG’s investigation was very narrow,
and failed to investigate all of the available leads relating to Parish. Also, much like the
Diplomatic Security Service’s investigation, it appears that the OIG was too quick to
clear Parish.
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a. OIG Did Not Carefully Review the Documents from Parish’s
Office

The OIG did request that Diplomatic Security send to Washington all of the
documents that RSO Schurman had retrieved from Parish’s office. They believed
correctly that these documents could be useful in the investigation. The Committee was
told by the OIG that investigators from the OIG and the FBI reviewed the two boxes of
records from Parish’s office, and found them “totally irrelevant.” However, in reality, the
two boxes contain dozens of valuable leads relating to Parish, so it is inconceivable that
the OIG and FBI investigators carefully reviewed the materials in the two boxes. In
addition, when the two boxes were given to the Committee by the OIG, they contained
ten classified documents that were improperly placed in the box. The OIG was not aware
that the materials were in the box until informed by Committee staff. Accordingly, it is
impossible that OIG and FBI staff reviewed the materials carefully — otherwise, they
would have located the classified materials, and stored them properly.

The OIG’s failure to review the material from Parish’s office was a significant
failure. The documents contain the names of dozens of potential witnesses against
Parish, and provide substantiation for many of the allegations against Parish, including
the charges that he granted visas in exchange for money and sex.

b. OIG Did Not Understand the Previous Investigations

It also appears that the OIG did not attempt to understand the extent to which
Parish had been investigated at the Embassy and by Diplomatic Security. The OIG’s
failure to do so resulted in a serious misconception regarding the scope of Parish’s
wrongdoing.

When the OIG provided the two boxes of documents from Parish’s office to the
Committee, they informed Committee staff that the two boxes represented the entire
contents of Parish’s office. Committee staff then informed the OIG staff that the boxes
represented only a small portion of materials from Parish’s office that had been saved by
the RSO. The OIG staff were completely unaware that Schurman had destroyed the vast
majority of records in Parish’s office. The OIG interviewed Schurman, but never learned
that he had failed to preserve most of the evidence against Parish, and that Parish actuaily
had hundreds of visa files and other records in his office. As a result of this oversight, the
OIG came to the conclusion that Parish’s wrongdoing was on a much smaller scale than it
actually was.

c. OIG Failed to Interview Witnesses

The investigation by the Inspector General’s office was incomplete in other ways
as well. Most of the witnesses interviewed by the OIG were peripheral to the
investigation. The OIG will likely claim that they were piggybacking on the FBI
investigation of Parish, which was already underway at this time, and simply let the FBI
conduct many of the interviews. If this argument is true, it is troubling that the OIG

10
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would pass off to the FBI an investigation of this importance. More importantly though,
this argument is not convincing, as many witnesses were not interviewed by the FBI or
the OIG. These witnesses include: Chris Hegadorn, one of the main junior officers under
Parish; Hong Zhao, a close associate of Parish, who received a visa from him; and Scott
Hallford, the Embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission.

d. OIG Did Not Examine Parish’s Bank Records

In investigating allegations of visa fraud, the OIG failed to investigate one of the
obvious sources of proof — Parish’s financial records. First, the OIG failed to subpoena
any financial records relating to Parish. Review of such records is instrumental in
attempting to show that Parish was receiving money for issuing visas. The OIG has not
provided any explanation for their failure to review Parish’s bank records.

In addition, it appears that the OIG was unaware that Parish maintained a Hong
Kong bank account. The OIG did interview the RSO, but again failed to learn that Parish
had a Hong Kong account, and that Schurman destroyed the records relating to this
account, If the OIG had been aware of this account, it is possible that they could have
reviewed the account if they had the cooperation of the Hong Kong authorities.

e. OIG Did Not Investigate Full Range of Companies

Most alarming is the failure of the OIG to investigate the full range of companies
that allegedly provided gratuities to Parish. It appears that for the most part, the OIG
retraced the investigate steps taken by Diplomatic Security in 1996. The OIG did briefly
investigate allegations made by Johnny Chung, but it did not investigate allegations that
Parish was given gratuities by COFCO and BNU in exchange for granting visas, in spite
of the fact that these allegations had been reported in the press. These allegations are
some of the most serious against Parish, as COFCO and BNU have extensive ties to
individuals and firms with ties to the Chinese military, such as Wang Jun, Robert Ma,
Poly Technologies, and Dynasty Holdings. In addition, the OIG failed to contact a
number of individuals that either received visas from Parish, or claimed that Parish was
involved in wrongdoing.

When asked about the failure to investigate leads relating to COFCO and BNU,
the OIG has told Committee staff that they did not investigate these leads because they
believed that the FBI was already investigating them. However, this explanation does not
Jjustify the lack of action by the OIG. According to their own account, the Inspector
General’s office relied extensively on the FBI during the investigation. FBI agents
conducted many of the witness interviews, and the OIG either read the interview
sumrmaries, or participated in the interviews. At no time though, did the OIG use the fact
that the FBI was investigating Parish as an excuse to drop their investigation entirely. In
the one case of investigating COFCQ and BNU, though, the OIG completely failed to
investigate, or even keep tabs on the FBI investigation. In doing so, the OIG failed to
even look at one of the clearest cases where Parish granted visas in exchange for
gratuities, and also may have missed possible serious counterintelligence issues.

11
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3. The OIG Then Misrepresented Its Investigation to the Committee

After the Committee learned of the allegations against Charles Parish from
Johnny Chung, it requested a briefing from the Office of Inspector General regarding
their investigation of Parish. In that initial briefing, and in subsequent meetings, the OIG
has created a false impression regarding their investigation, and otherwise slowed the
Committee’s efforts to investigate.

In their briefing, OIG personnel told Committee staff that they had thoroughly
investigated the allegations against Parish, interviewed witnesses, and reviewed records,
and nothing was found that corroborated the allegations against Parish. They also stated
that there was never any evidence that Parish accepted anything past “knickknacks of de
minimis value.”

a, Claims Regarding Parish’s Bank Records

Government Reform Committee staff specifically asked OIG staff whether they
had reviewed Parish’s bank records. OIG staff responded that they did review Parish’s
bank records, and found nothing to corroborate the allegations against him. Later,
Committee staff requested that the OIG produce a copy of those bank records to the
Committee. At that time, the OIG explained that they had not actually reviewed Parish’s
bank records, but instead ran a FinCEN check on Parish. (Such a check would contain
only a summary of major financial transactions conducted by Parish for which he would
have had to file federal paperwork.) When Committee staff requested a copy of the
Parish FinCEN materials, OIG staff then explained that they had actually not even
conducted a FinCEN check on Parish. As it turned out, the OIG had not taken any
investigative steps to review Parish’s financial accounts, despite the fact that they twice
assured Committee staff that they had.

b. Claims Regarding Parish’s Acceptance of Gifts

During their briefing to Committee staff, OIG staff claimed that there was
evidence that Parish had accepted only “knickknacks of de minimis value.” However,
this claim was patently false. Beyond the allegations made by Johnny Chung, there were
numerous other allegations that Parish received valuable gratuities from parties interested
in the visa process. The Committee has learned with relative ease that Parish had
accepted free stays at luxury suites in Phoenix and California from COFCO and BNU,
that he had accepted gifts of value from Chinese citizens, and that he accepted a valuable
trip to a DNC fundraiser. It is unclear why the OIG chose to mischaracterize Parish’s
receipt of gifts during briefings to Committee staff.

c. Claims Regarding Production of Documents

‘When Chairman Burton requested that the OIG produce all relevant documents
regarding the Parish investigation, the OIG produced a list of relevant documents to the
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Committee staff, and asked staff to select documents that they wanted to receive. OIG
clearly represented that the list was a complete accounting of all documents relating to
the Parish investigation that were in the custody of the OIG. However, afier OIG
produced that list, the Commitiee learned that there were two boxes of documents, and a
box of gifts that had been retrieved from Parish’s office in Bejjing. The Committee
requested that both the State Department and the OIG produce the boxes, if they had
them. Initially, the OIG denied having the boxes, but then located them, and produced
them to the Committee. The OIG’s justification for failing to produce the three boxes
_was that the documents they contained were so irrelevant that the boxes were never
entered into the case index. OIG staff then added that the boxes would have been
destroyed within several months pursuant to OIG policy if they had not been requested by
-the Committee.

As explained above, the OIG’s explanation for the failure to produce the boxes of
documents does not make sense. The boxes contained documents of high relevance,
including copies of visa applications granted by Parish, documents containing allegations
of visa fraud against Parish, and extensive correspondence between Parish and
individuals to whom he granted visas. It is difficult to see how any investigator could
review these boxes and find that they were not relevant to the Parish case. Therefore, itis
fair to conclude that the OIG and FBI investigators that reviewed the boxes did a very
cursory and sloppy job.

As explained above as well, these boxes of documents contained classified
documents. It is unclear whether these documents were in Parish’s office, or whether
they were put into the box at a later point. Regardless, they were not stored properly: the
commitiee was not informed that they were in the box, they were unsecured until located
by the Committee, and they had no cover sheet indicating their classification. Indeed,
when the minority staff asked OIG staff if there were classified documents in the box,
they were expressly told that there were none. The fact that the OIG appeared to be
completely unaware that there were classified documents in the box supporis the
conclusion that no one from the QIG carefully reviewed these boxes, which were filled
with relevant documents.

13
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INTERVIEW OF PAUL HOROWITZ

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the
Government Reform Committee interviewed Paul Horowitz of the State Department.
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsel’s office.

Background

Horowitz worked in the Beijing embassy in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV”)
section from January 1994 until December 1995. Horowitz served under Richard Haynes
and Charles Parish during the time that he was in Beijing.

Parish’s Conduct

Horowitz stated that Parish did keep a separate set of application files in his
office. Junior officers complained about this fact to Dan Piccuta, head of ACS, When
Piccuta confronted Parish about the files, Parish explained that he was keeping the
duplicate files as a kind of anti-fraud tracking device.

Horowitz stated that when a senior officer overturns an application rejection by a
junior officer, it is usual to provide an explanation of why it was overturned. Horowitz
had many of his decisions overtarned and never received an explanation from Parish.
After a while, the Consul General, Mecias, began to require that any time a rejection was
overturned, there had to be a written explanation. This change was implemented solely
because Parish so frequently overturned junior officers’ rejections without explanation.

People who tried to complain about Parish were “squashed.” Horowitz stated that
while Parish could be friendly and gregarious, when chailenged, he would “put his
Marine uniform quite quickly.” The office generaily dealt with Parish by maneuvering
behind his back, and trying to limit the damage that he caused. Toward the end of
Parish’s stay, Mecias, Piccuta, and Horowitz frequently met to discuss how (o limit the
damage that Parish was causing.

Complaints About Parish

Complaints about Parish began early in his tenure. However, the Consul General,
Mecias, wanted to keep the problems internal. However, eventually, stories about Parish
got outside into the rest of the embassy.

The embassy’s diplomatic security people had been tracking the Parish situation
informally. DS knew that there was some sort of problem with Parish.

Parish and Mecias had had several “closed-door sessions” regarding Parish’s
conduct, and Horowitz indicated that Parish would generally listen to Mecias. Horowitz
believes that he first complained about Parish to Mecias in November or December of
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1994. Horowitz had likely complained informally to Dan Piccuta even earlier. Horowitz
stated that there was a denial on Mecias part for a long time regarding Parish. Piccuta
was more active in getting the embassy to take some action regarding Parish.

Starting the in the fall of 1994, Horowitz became Parish’s deputy. This was
largely an administrative position, and it became a position that was rotated among the
junior officers. The junior officers used this position to minimize the collateral damage
that Parish’s behavior was causing.

Parish’s Dealings with Chinese

Parish traveled a fair amount. He was sent to several offices on State Department
business, and he also traveled in China on personal travel. Horowitz recalls Parish telling
him that he was going to visit the Sichuan province to see the Three Gorges area. When
Parish returned, he was very disappointed because he had never left Beijing. Whoever
Parish was traveling with took him around to a series of banquets in Beijing, rather than
taking him to the Three Gorges. Horowitz believes that it was a person from a travel
agency that was taking Parish around. Horowitz stated that this story showed a certain
naivete on Parish’s part, no recognizing that many Chinese wanted to take a powerful
American official around to banquets, without Parish realizing.

Parish had many Chinese friends, but Horowitz believes that most were friends
simply because of his position,

Parish had many gifts in his office, and the junior officers would joke that
Parish’s office looked like a gift shop. Parish was quite open about receiving gifts from
the Chinese. Mecias had discussions with Parish about this. Horowitz also visited Parish
at his apartment once or twice. He recalls that long after Parish had moved in, it looked
like Parish had just gotten there - there were many boxes still lying around.

Horowitz knows that Parish had Chinese girlfriends, but doesn’t think that he
lived with anyone.

Horowitz has no specific recollection of dealing with COFCO or Elizabeth Mann.

Johnny Chung

Horowitz might have met Johnny Chung in Beijing. After his tour in Beijing,
Horowitz went to Hong Kong. As part of his work there, Horowitz looked for records
relating to Chung. From reviewing those documents, it appeared that Chung had been to
the consulate there as well.

Horowitz saw Parish’s picture from the fundraiser, which had Parish standing
between the President and Vice President.
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Parish Investigation

Horowitz was contacted by Diplomatic Security and the Inspector General during
their investigation of Parish, but the FBI never contacted him.
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INTERVIEW OF CHRIS HEGADORN

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the
Government Reform Committee interviewed Chris Hegadorn of the State Department.
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsel’s office.

Background

Hegadorn served in the Beijing embassy from February 1994 until late May 1996.
Hegadorn served as a junior officer in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV”) section. Hegadorn
explained that there were three main duties in the U.S. consulate in China: (1)
nonimmigrant visas for Chinese individuals visiting the U.S.; (2) American Citizen
Services (“ACS™), for U.S. citizens visiting China; and (3) immigrant visas. NIV and
ACS were handled in the U.S. consulate in Beijing, and immigrant visas were handled in
Guangzhou.

‘When Hegadorn started, Richard Haynes was in charge of NIV, and Arturo
Mecias was the Consul General, overseeing NIV, IV, and ACS. Dan Piccuta was the
officer in charge of ACS. Shortly after Hegadom’s arrival, Haynes was replaced with
Charles Parish.

Hegadorn then explained his duties under Haynes. Hegadorn and the other NIV
junior officers would interview visa applicants. The main purpose of the interviews and
the applications was to determine whether the individuals would return to China. Haynes
would supervise the junior officers. He would work the visa window if other officers
were out sick. Generally, he would only handle NIV applications of high-profile
individuals when there was a partic ~lar political interest in their case. Haynes would
review the junior officers work, and had the right to overturn refusals made by junior

officers.
No Contacts by Other Investigators

When asked who had contacted him about Charles Parish, Hegadorn stated that he
had never been contacted by the FBI, State Department Diplomatic Security, or the
Inspector General’s office. Hegadom did speak some with the RSO while he was on post
in Beijing regarding Parish.

Parish’s Handling of Visa Applications

Parish’s handling of the NIV office was very different from Haynes’. Parish
would often stand behind the junior officers while they worked on the visa lines. Parish
also spent more time re-interviewing applicants that had been rejected by the junior
officers. Parish would have his assistant, Ms. Yang, call individuals that had been
rejected, and schedule them for re-interviews. Parish would conduct these re-interviews
either sua sponte, or based upon a formal petition by the rejected applicant.
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‘Hegadorn stated that it was common for American citizens to make introductions
of visa applicants to the officer reviewing the application. Hegadorn stated that while it
‘was common, they tried to not Jet it influence their judgement.

‘Parish kept his own set of files regarding a number of visa applicants. This was
abnormal, and Haynes did not keep any such files. At first, Parish kept a number of
original visa application folders in his office. After complaints from junior staff, Parish
eventually agreed to keep duplicate files in his office. Ms. Yang, a Chinese citizen who
worked at the embassy as Parish’ assistant, kept the files. The junior officers did not
complain about Parish keeping duplicate files, and complained only to the extent that it
interfered with their work.

Parish explained his contact with Chinese citizens by saying that he was interested
in Chinese students, photography, art, and was trying to keep in touch with what was
going on in Chinese society.

Hegadorn stated that Parish’s handling of visa applications was no secret,
especially to the Chinese. Hegadorn did see an article in a local Chinese magazine
indicating that it was easy to get a visa from Parish. Hegadom also indicated that he
heard that the Chinese had a nickname for Parish, “Lac Hel,” or “Old Black.” This
nickname was used in the context of describing that “lao bei” was a good person to get a
visa from.

The two ramors that Hegadorn and the other junior officers heard about Parish
were first, that he was very lenient in granting visas, especially to students, and second,
that he had a preference for young attractive women, and would grant visas to them, in
addition to engaging in personal relationships with them.

When asked about the accounting system at the embassy, Hegadom stated that
applicants paid $20 before entering the line at the embassy. There was never any
problem with theft of these funds, to Hegadorn’s knowledge.

Hegadorn would have several of his refusal decisions a week overturned by
Parish. (Hegadorn stated that the NIV office would handle between 400 and 600
applications a day.) Other junior officers were overtamed at the same rate, and had
similar problems with Parish.

Hegadorn stated that Parish generally thought that leniency was the best policy
with visa issuance. If there was any doubt, Parish would generally-err in favor of
granting the visa. He believed that the INS would discover any problems if a person
overstayed the visa.
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Parish’s Contacts with Chinese

‘When asked about Parish’s relationships with the local Chinese, Hegadorn did
state that he saw Parish out at Chinese bard on occasion, but Hegadorn did not go out
very much, so he wouldn’t know how often Parish was out. Parish would tell others in
the embassy that he had been out with various Chinese, and he also made it clear that he
had personal relationships with Chinese women.

When asked about Parish’s travel, Hegadorn stated that Parish was sent on
temporary duty to Guangzhou to work in the visa office, and he was also sent to the
Chinese border to work with the Harry Wu situation.

Hegadorn has no specific recollection of any dealings with COFCO. It was
common for the embassy to receive applications through the foreign ministry, sponsored
by various state-owned Chinese companies. These applications were generally granted.

Johnny Chung

Hegadorn has no specific recollection of meeting Johnny Chung. He does
remember receiving computer training in Chinese language software, but he does not
remember who gave the training. Updating the office’s software was a big priority of

Parish’s.

Once, Parish returned from a trip to the U.S., and had a photo of himself standing
with the President. Parish went to the U.S. with Ms. Yang. Hegadom believes that
Parish arranged for her visa.

Hegadorn named the other officers that he served with in Beijing: Paul Horowitz,
Richard Gaffin, Kai Ryssdahl, Stephanie Fossan, Evan Betzer, and Ann McConnell.

Parish’s Receipt of Gifts

Hegadorn does not recall hearing anything about Parish receiving money from
visa applicants. Asked whether Parish lived beyond his means, Hegadorn stated that
Beijing was very cheap, and it would be difficult to tell.

There were a number of gifis in Parish’s office. There were constantly gifis
coming into the office, but there was a strict prohibition against receiving gifts over $20
in value. However, the junior officers were told to take no gifts, even if they were below
$20. However, Parish had many gifts in his office, including a large painting.

Investigation of Parish
At the time that Hegadorn was leaving in May 1996, the DCM and the

Ambassador became aware of Parish. The main embassy was in a separate building, and
was therefore isolated from the problems. The junior officers in NIV had complained to
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Piccuta, who was head of ACS. Mecias, who oversaw Parish, was not interested in
hearing the junior officers’ complaints.

When Fossan and Ryssdahl came to Beijing in the Spring of 1996, they helped
bring the complaints about Parish to a new level. The junior officers met with Hallford,
the DCM, and complained about Parish. Once Hallford found out how serious it was, he
took action. However, Hegadorn and others had been complaining for a long time (to
others) without any action.

Hegadorn never heard of much follow-up being done in the Parish investigation
once Parish left Bejjing.
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in 3am or 4am.

With red bands on their arms, an old guy named Chang and his
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are
prepared for the applicants. They collect one Yuan from each
person for the service of number registration and folding
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often
pay the 0ld Chang 40 to 50 Yuan for the early numbers without

being noticed.

The Chang family’s daily income is arxround 400 to 500 Yuan,
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like
days before, the government’s agencies closed due to the
unreached agreements between the American Congress and
Government so the embassy didn’t issue any visas. Things
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that
month. However, the 0ld Chang didn‘t look anxious. Loss of
last month will be recovered in this. one. Applicants waiting
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the
hard efforts by the 0ld Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon"
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the

chilly wind.
People whispered when they were waiting:

"How many times have you been here for the visa?"

"Is it not easy during these days?"

"It depends on which diplomat! The ’‘black’ one is easier and ....
it’s hard to say for the ‘white’ one."

"Sometimes the 'white’ one is also kind, like window 6, the guy
with blue eyes and blond hair."

"What should I do if I can’t speak English?®

“These Americans are all sinologues sound like that ‘Da Shan’

on TV."

Some of them have been refused many times. They are familiar
with each other. Having exchanged the experience, summed up
the lessons and found out the characters of these American
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge.

When it’s getting light, people excited again, standing up from
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation.

-1~
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People standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will
be open, some of them don’t dare to go to WC., An old man

hesitated:

"Is there still enough time to go to the WC?"

He had no idea who he was asking for.

Some warm-hearted person answered him:"Just stick on a while
otherwise you’ll waste these hours for lining up."

Then abuses shouted up from the queue:"Why don’'t they make a WC
outside? seems much piss in the cold days.”

Some of them could’t stand it then went to the corner of the
building to release. But most people had suffered for their

self-esteem.
Afterwards, several had been informed to entexr the little room.

The Old Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The

line moved slowly.
- Applicants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee.

Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi-entry visa fee. After
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the

interview.

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa
standard "anti-immigration". So all questions and dialogues are

based on this.

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The
young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her:

"What‘s your purpose to the States?”

"Po visit my daughter. She’s giving birth. Difficult labor."

The young American was confused with "difficult labor". He
asked seriously again.

The old lady answered impatiently:"That means not easy to give
birth. Baby‘s hip came out first.”

The American consul still confused:"Where should be out first?"®
"Head, head first, you understand!"

"yeh, it must be dangerous. Why you go there alone? Where is
your husband?"

"pagsed away long time ago."
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"Anyone related to you here in China?"

"Son and ’‘sun zi’ are both in China. How could I immigrate?"

"What do you mean ‘sun zi’? Is that an insulting word?"

The old lady explained to the young consul patiently:"It's not
a insulting word. ‘sun zi’ is my grandson. Not a slang."

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He
repeated:"’sun zi’ grandson. OK, you passed."

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many
times. The entrance time had passed: He had to try an idea

taught by the cthers.

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on
his chest, then song American anthem. So the other American
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the

interview began.

Staring at his eyes, nothing special, the consul asked him:"Why
did you sing our anthem?"

The young man said:"The American and the Chinese are friendly,
it couldn’t be exclusive, I‘d like to study modern technics
from the American people. I hope you’ll support me.-

"OKi" visa’s issued.

Of course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A

middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone,
shouted in the embassy:"Damn it! We are doing the science
research. Your programe couldn’t be done without our help."

The consul reviewed his forms and refused him. He was given the
reason through the microphone:"Sir, you have no proper reason.
You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn’t afford

you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you."

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he
had to leave angrily.

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as immigration
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them.

-3~
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the
wheel-chair and told the consul:"I have to take medication for
wmy legs in the States. Here is the notice from the American
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my
legs and I was told the sooner the better.” The consul issued

him the visa.

When he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up
immediately, and said sarcastically:"I'm the doctor myself.
I’ve cured many foreigners’ sickness. The treatment condition
in the States is much bettexr but the technics is not as good as
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away.

For sure, the happiest is the 0ld Chang. For he knows those
been refused will be back here some day, and that’s the way his
fortune comes from. The board in the fee collection place of
the embassy is said "welcome next time".

The Old Chang’s income is small potato comparxed with the
embassy’s. The income of visa fees per day is tens of thousand,
and hundreds of thousand for one month. It is a good way of
earning during the days full of disputes between the American
Congress and Government. '

But it’s a big expense for chinese who are willing to go to the
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours.
Some of them have to pay more than thounds yuan even ten
thousands yuwan for the transportation-fee.

Actually here is another fact couldn‘t be ignored: The foreign
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China.
The chinese government paid much on them and after they .
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the

American Government.

Look at this long line. When it could be-shorten? When the
rdragon® could turn it’s head back?

Is this the way paving to the heaven or to the hell?

Article from magazine "Beijing Chronicle” April, 1996

.5
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Mr. Ambassador David Chen
U.S.Embassy Chinese-American Association
People's Republic of China 525 Market St. Suit 1008

September 28, 1995

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

When | was on vacation in Peking last month | have gotten a lot complains regarding the illegal
activities in you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the cilizen of China, the others
receive bribe.

This is invelved not only the Chinese translators but aiso the vice consul. They received the money
and the valuable gift from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for varies
reasons included the economic criminal. The price of each visa is from $20,000 to $30,000
(U.S.Dollars) that is 30 years’ income of the average Chinese people.

Kindly make the y investigate and action against the illegal actions, to defend the interest
of America as well as the Chinese people.

Very truly yours,

Dot (Koo

David Chen
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David Chen

Chinese-American Association
525 Market St. Suit 1008
San Francisco, CA 94108

W48 & Mk R,
fagy@anid.

AEBER

Mr. Ambassador
U.S. Embassy
People's Republic of China
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Embassy of the United States of America

September 11, 1995

MEMORANDUM
TO: CONS - Charles M. Parish
[RER
FROM: CONS - Arturo S. Macias ({11
SUBIECT:  Visa Issuance
I have been given to believe that on Friday, September 8, you issued a number of visas to
some secondary szlhioo! exchange students from Guangxi Province to participate in some
sort of exchange prograim in the United States.
I do not know if this is true, but if it is, I consider this highly in.ppropriate.

In tuture, | want you to confer with me before making a decision to issue visas to out-of-
district applicants. particularly when they are in a category which we would consider
problematic even it they lived in our own district.
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INTERVIEW OF DONALD SCHURMAN
July 9, 1999

On July 9, 1999, at the State Department, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Kristen
Amerling interviewed Don Schurman. Dean Pittman and Mary Comfort were present
from the State Department.

Background

From February 1995 until October 1997, Schurman was the Regional Security
Officer at the Beijing Embassy. He currently is the Division Chief for the Overseas
Operation Group for Technical Security.

As Regional Security Officer, Schurman’s primary responsibility was protection
of embassy personnel, and protection of classified information. Schurman was
responsible for all of China and Mongolia, which included four consulates and two
embassies. Schurman had under his supervision one assistant, two engineers, two
seabees, and 13 Marines. Schurman’s responsibilities included dealing with the security
concerns of local Americans as well, such as visiting businessmen, tourists, and
Americans living in Beijing.

Complaints About Parish

When asked when he first heard complaints about Parish, Schurman stated that
had heard early in his tenure that Parish was easy to get visas from, especially if you were
a young, attractive wornan. Part of Schurman’s job was interviewing all embassy
personnel who were leaving the embassy. In Schurman’s first six months, a departing
visa officer complained that Parish was giving out visas to attractive young women.
Schurman looked into this issue, and learned about the visa issnance process. He found
that it was highly discretionary, and difficult to make decisions in a very short time
period. He also stated that the INS still had the authority to turn away individuals with a
visa. After conducting this review, Schurman decided that there was no allegation of any
illegal action against Parish, and did not look into the matter any further. He did not
interview Parish regarding these allegations. Schurman states that he did not find these
allegations illegal or even troubling.

Schurman continued to hear that Parish was Ienient in granting visas, especially to
certain groups of people. Schurman was also aware of the Chinese magazine article
stating that Parish was a good person to see if you wanted a visa. However, Schurman
states that he did not find these matters troubling, and he did not look into them.
Schurman states that during this period of time, he never heard any allegations that Parish
was issuing visas for money or sex.

Non-Fraternization Policy
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When Schurman started as RSO in Beijing, there was a strict non-fraternization
policy. However, during the time he was in Beijing, the policy was changed so that staff
were required to report the fact if they entered into a sexual relationship with a Chinese
citizen. The purpose of the change was to allow the Embassy to keep track of who was in
contact with the Chinese, and to warn them about the perils of such relationships. It was
a personnel violation if an Embassy employee entered intc a sexual relationship with a
Chinese citizen without reporting it to the Embassy.

Schurman states that he never heard that Parish was involved in sexual
relationships with Chinese. He also states that he was never told anything about Parish
being in sexual relationships with Chinese by either Scott Hallford or Arturo Macias.
Schurman confirmed that either Hallford or Macias should have told him if they were
aware of any problems relating to Parish’s issuance of visas (that went beyond mere
leniency) or any problems relating to Parish having sexual relationships with Chinese.

Investigation of Parish Begins

In April 1996, Hallford held a dinner for the junior officers in the visa section.
The officers told Hallford that there were numerous problems in the visa section. The
next morning, Hallford told Dan Piccuta and Schurman that there were allegations
against Parish. These allegations went beyond leniency. Schurman recalls that the
allegations included Parish processing visa applications from outside the district covered
by the Beijing embassy. The embassy had started this policy to prevent individuals
rejected in one district from coming to another consulate to get a visa. The other
allegations that Schurman recalled were that Parish received a lavish birthday party from
a travel agency that sponsored many visa applications. There was also some concern
with Parish’s travel to the U.S. with Chinese citizens.

Hallford asked Schurman and Piccuta to pursue this matter. Piccuta had a list of
problems relating to Parish that he had previously. Schurman believes that Piccuta had
given this list to Macias. Schurman recalls that the list included out of district visa
issuances, the birthday party, granting visas to individuals sponsored by the travel
agency, and receipt of gifts from visa applicants.

Review of Parish’s Office

The first thing that Schurman did when starting this investigation was to seal
Parish’s office, and change the locks. At the time, Parish was away on a vacation.

Schurman looked through Parish’s office. Most of the gifts were described by
Schurman as “knickknacks” or “junk.” He did see some cufflinks which he estimated
were in the $200-300 price range. The office was packed with files and other materials.
Parish had many documents, including original visa applications, in his office. Parish’s
explanation of these files was that he was tracking individuals he has issued visas to. In
his files, Parish had letters from travel agencies and individuals explaining that they had
returned to China from the U.S. Parish also had many duplicates of visa applications in
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his office. Parish also had a large credenza that was full of files on various Chinese
companies, and backup information on various students. Schurman never conducted an
inventory on what was in the office, and he never photographed the office.

In searching the office, Schurman also found a large stack of e-mails between
Parish and Chinese students for whom Parish had issued visas. Schurman also found a
statement from a Hong Kong bank account in Parish’s name. Schurman did not take
much interest in the account, since it only had $100 in it.

After seeing the volume of material in the office, he did cable Diplomatic Security
to ask them to send a person to Beijing to help him with the investigation. DS never sent
anyone to assist Schurman. Schurman believes that DS didn’t send anyone because
Parish wasn’t a major problem.

Schurman spent a few weekends and evenings review the material in Parish’s
office. Schurman never finished reviewing the material in Parish’s office. The consulate
wanted Parish’s space very badly, so Schurman took what he believed to be the most
relevant documents, and boxed them in a closet in his office. Everything else in Parish’s
office was destroyed. The materials that were not destroyed were as follows: one box of
documents relating to the travel agency, one stack of e-mails between Parish and visa
recipients (4-5 inches thick), and one stack of original visa applications (1 or 2 inches
thick), and one box of gifts and personal correspondence. All of Parish’s files on Chinese
companies, and most of his duplicate visa applications were destroyed. In addition, the
original visa applications that Schurman took from Parish’s office were destroyed, since
they were over a year old. Schurman also took no steps to keep old visa applications
from being destroyed, and there was no effort to discover which visa applications Parish

had granted.

Schurman states that he allowed these records to be destroyed because the
investigation appeared to be going nowhere.

Schurman states that he never heard anything about a Marine catching Parish
trying to smuggle materials out of his office after it was sealed. He also never heard that
Parish had been in his office shortly before the investigation began, shredding materials.

Schurman was asked if he ever searched Parish’s apartment, and he responded
that this would be a “touchy matter,” and he did not.

Interview of Parish

After conducting their investigation, Schurman and Piccuta interviewed Parish.
Parish defended his practices, and denied that he ever accepted money or sex in exchange
for visas. Parish denied any relationship with his Chinese secretary, Mrs. Yang. Parish
admitted that he went to a party held for him by the travel agency, but told Schurman that
many other junior visa officers went with him, and accepted gratuities there as well.
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Parish admitted that he had accepted various gifts, and violated ethical rules, but said that
he had to accept them. Parish tried to defend himself. .

Meeting with Sasser

After the Parish interview, Schurman and Hallford met with Ambassador Sasser.
Sasser wanted to proceed cautiously. Hallford assured Sasser that they should ask Parish
to curtail from the Embassy. Sasser was concerned that Parish might file an EEO
complaint if they asked him to curtail. However, Sasser was convinced to go along.

Parish’s Curtailment

After checking with Sasser, Hallford and Schurman met with Parish, and asked
him to curtail, or Sasser would “withdraw his confidence” from Parish. Parish seemed to
be surprised, and seemed to think that the Embassy would not take any action against
him. Schurman states that the only thing that the Embassy could do to Parish is ask him
to curtail or withdraw its confidence. As for personnel action against Parish, or firing
him, the State Department would have to do that. Schurman believes that Piccuta had
discussions with the main State Department about these issues.

Complaints About Schurman’s Investigation

Schurman was asked if there were any complaints about the way he conducted the
investigation of Parish ai post. Schurman stated that many of the junior officers wanted
Parish to be found guilty of something. Schurman would tel! them to give him evidence,
but no one ever gave him evidence of illegal acts by Parish. Schurman remembers Kai
Ryssdal as one of the major agitators against Parish.

Schurman stated that there were never any other individuals at the visa section
under suspicion in the visa section as part of the Parish investigation. Schurman is
unaware of allegations made regarding “Mrs. Zhao,” or a U.S. employee at the embassy
“Paul” regarding the sale of visas. Schurman did state that Parish was the only African-
American at the visa section.

Schurman did not interview all of the junior officers at the embassy as part of his
Parish investigation. It was Schurman’s understanding that Piccuta was supposed to
compile all of the allegations against Parish. Schurman does believe that either he or
Piccuta conducted formal interviews of the junior officers. Rather, they spoke with them
socially, and compiled the facts they needed.

Review of Parish Materials by DS and OIG

When Schurman left Beijing in October 1997, he left the material he had taken
from the Parish office in his office. At that time, no one from DS or the OIG had looked
atit. In October 1997, personnel from the OIG were at the embassy on a regular visit,
and when they asked about the status of the Parish matter, Schurman offered them a look
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at the materials he had boxed up. Schurman ‘states that they recoiled when he showed
them a box of documents.

Schurman does not recall faxing any of the Parish documents to DS during their

investigation, although he did dens cables with information relating to Parish. After he
left Beijing, Schurman does believe that the Parish materials were requested by DS.

Miscellaneous
Schurman was interviewed by Natalie Murphy of the State IG’s office.
Schurman also saw the recent L.A. Times article regarding Parish.
DS never informed Schurman of any other allegations against Parish.

Schurman never thought of sending all of the Parish documents to D.C. instead of
destroying them.

Schurman does not recall checking with anyone before having the Parish
documents destroyed, although, he “would like to think that he did.”
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Waiban (FAQ) and Travel Agency cases issued under questionsble circumstances.

Batches B28/335; 829/335; 831/335 tolal of approximately 26 applicants from various
provinces including 8 large number of Fujiunese, issued 4 Dec 95, electronically adjudicated
by CMP. Issuunce occured afier 5 Conoff noted that several passports appearcd to be
photsubbed or altercd. Passports did not have proper exit cards as well. Group was requested
but failed to provide Chinesc ID cards verifying identities. Cases submitied by to CMP -
directly by & Taiwan national whe claimed to be affiliated with CP&TITS Trave! Agency;
grvups were ‘mmed arvlmd" (denied entry) by INS on arrival due to clear intent to work.

investigation revealcd that the person who delivered the cases to the
Consuln.r Secnon wes not employed by CP&TITS travel agency. Case involved alleged short
term Engish language course at LCP Int’l in Ivine, CA. The group appears to have been
broken innto several small groups sent on different airlines.

Batch 843/011 total of Fujianese traveling to WashDC for training, OF-156 Visa Applications
show no indication of officer action. Electronically adjudicated 11 Jan 96 by CMP. OF-156.
Group delivered to Consnhr Section by China Swan Travel Agency (further discussed

below).
Batch 594/026. Group turned around by INS for clear work intent. INS reports this group of

" Fujianese, and another. 10-20 such groups, arriving New York to.an address opposite the

Fukien American Association, Batch electronically adjudicated by CMP.
No indication of namecheck on this group (visas wm issued over defvrnd nlmechcck)

which would be & violation of law.

JIANG Liuping. Issued Dec 95 for LCP (se above) English course and “'visit lnde center.”
Dates for n—adc-cuvma mUSA .- Chnsun-smandcmsumsd:y B )

Li Xiaoqun. Apphcanon subm:ned for B-1 visa viz Waiban channe| and rcfused 214b.
Application re-wbmm:das F-1 (dahs unclcar); issued by CMP X L

Batch 686/008 2h Xisohua and Liv Qing. Refused as 214b Dec 12, 1995. Husband and wife .
rezpplied and issued by CMP. Date of epplication not shown on OF-156 indicates application -
probably NOT received at front window wherc date is stamped on receipt.

Batch 658/345 issued Dec 11, 1995. Yu hong and 15-year cld son Wang Fenju issued B-1 to
purchase $32,000 single family home (*a few blocks from Shu Duan Resteurant”) in Niagara

Falls, NY.

Issvagce of Previously Refused Cases

LI Hui. Refused twice in Beijing on 1/23 and 2/13/96 for clear work inteat based upen
comrespondence and rep of Chincse singer Wei Wei (and AmCit husband, who have
themselves previously obtrined NIV visa for Wei Wei in arder for Wei Wei to now adjust in
the US): Visa issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant wes turned around by INS for clear work intent.

XU Wuping, Jiangsu applicant issucd 12/15/95 despite 12/4/95 Shangbai refusal; uo check
with Shanghei. Numerous other similer cases of issuance over prior refusal with no Visas
Aipha inquiry made.

YANG Yuelin. Seven years old. Refused twice, 7/18/95 and 7/6/98, lssued F-/ (batch
700/208) by CMP on 77271195,
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FaX NO. 86 1U bacbucs

HAY-06-96 HON 06:02 PN US EABASSY BELJING e R
N : . ‘/( . ;X

Activities Giving Rise to Appearance of Impropriety

e Visa(s) issued to person(s) with whom CMP had sexusl relations. f/' !
»  China Swan Travel Agency official told Conoff he was “not receiving proper cooperation.” 4 3
Chinese NTV sioff member alleges China Swen, afier enteraining CMP and other saff IA
bers, routinely requested staff place visa appli “on CMP's desk and hd

nowhcre else” apparently to envure issuance.
Joint “birthday party” bosted by Real Estate Sates firm at whose request visas jssued,

Expensive pens, watches, tis(s), clock(s) and other gifts. Opinion of all conoffs, numerous
officers of other embassy sections, and (it seems) many Chinese stafl that attractive femaie
1 are given p and cases f bl idered by CMP including issuance

PP
over prior refusal.

Applications accepted by CMP and/or Ms. Yang and numerous applicants interviewed in Er
Ban office despite CG ban on such sctivities. R

Interviewing officers told: “I'll get my visa from Charles Parish” by several applicants.

Report of dinner with Chinese Consular vfficer in Los Angeles seeking F-1 visa for daughter
in violstion of visa law and regulations. Appearance to PRC officials that visa thet cannot be'

issued can be obtained through CMP.

Visa issued to staff member (Ms. Yang) with no advance notice to CG, Chinesz staff belicve
ticket may have been issued at discount not available to general public, hy China Express
Int’] Travel Agency. Another Chinese woman included i this group of 3. .

April 1996 issue of Beijing JiShi Magazine includes an sticle on viss application at US
Embassy with interviews of applicants from NIV queue. Report concludes.“if you get (CMP),"
the visa is easy to obtain.” )

Many dozen OF-156 forms for issued visas kept in CMP office, iu private file cabinet or on
Yang's desktop. A| tly some kind of ‘tracking” of persons issued by CMP but outside of
mandated filing of OF-]56s issued each day. OF-156 forms for issued visas in cases on
which INS has requested additional information cannot be Incated in Consuler Section’s files
on 2 weekly, if not more often, basis.

Issued B-1 to an actress after junior conoff had researched FAM, informed by CMP and
interested USIS officer, that 2 P-1 was apprapriate and could not be issued without an
approved petition, CMP stated reason for issuing in clear violation of FAM: “The system is
broken, sometimes we have to take things into our own hands.”

Dancing lessons for Chiness: staff provided by FESCO 1o viss staff, Computer vaining for
Chinese staif arranged without proper, prior obligation of USG funds.
Issued 5 B-2 tourist visas to PAP officials who, according to US DAO sources, “arsived in US

with suitcases full of cash.” OF-156 had no indication of rcason issued. Case brought to
Consuiar atteption my DAQ Brad Genes noting thit USG Military Inte! had questioned

issuence of those visas.
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AELTING VITR SUBSECT, CONGEK, AXD TNT WEAD OF AMERITAN
GETIZENS SERVICES, THE PURFOSE OF TEC WEETUR WAS T
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LEAD 7O ACCOUNTARILITY PRORLENS FOR TEE SONT MLELIVED FOR
¥ISA FEES AMD FOR THE VISH FOILS. THESE LAX CONDITIONS
ALOKG VITR THE ESTIABLE PRACTICE OF SPECIAL TRLATASNT
FOR SOME C1 LENTS BAD LEAD 15 K GENCRRL MERCIFIINE OF
INPROPRIETY 1M THE U.3. [l‘ﬂﬂ YISA SESTION.

7. SUBIECT VAS THEN SOESTIONES ABOUT £1$ RECEXKT TRiF,
SUMECT STATED VAT KE PORCAASED NES OWM TECKET USING NES
PEASTHAL FURDS FROR X PVSLIC AGENT RECOWENSID #Y TE
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TRE RATURE OF 100 BUSHKESS, SUBSECT STATED TRAT X Rax
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THAT Z00 SPONSORED SOME ¥IS& RECOESTS, COMGEN TREN
PECOUCED & STACK KBOVT I3} LETTERS OF INVIIATIONY SiSMR
BY 782 VKICR NAD BEEN FOUND (X SUZECT'S OFF 1T OURING #IS
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THE ASSOCIATES OF-195S 70 USE AS TXAWPLES OF PROPEX
SANDUING OF CORSULATE PNFERVORK, WIS WAD WOT KAGWE.OF MY
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15, SURIEET VAS ASKER TO DIICUSS OTHER CHINESE
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RELATIONSH(P VAS WOT WECESSARLY TRE ONE WHCE &ORD

DETERRING IF RIS ACTINITIES WIGLATED TRE COOK OF ETNICAL
COMGUCT. AR IND(VIDUALS VRO SAYE RIS A GIFT OR FAVORS ANG
LATER RECEIVED A VISA FRON NIM MIRNT CAUSE OTMRS TO
SUESTION S MOTIVATION, 1.E., BE WOULD BAYE ENGISED (X AR
ACTIVITY THAT CREATED TEE APPEARMICL TEAT BE RS WIOLATING
THE LAV OR ETNICA STANDARD. SUBJECT waS THEN
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T¥0 OFFICERS, NE SAID TNAT THERE WAS OME PERSOM W{TK WHOM

HE NAD AN INTIMATE RELATLONSKI?, BUT THAT NE VOULD HAVE 10

CNECK COMSULATE RECORDS 7O SEE IF SNE SLAEADY NAD A ¥iSA

PRIOR TO THEIR ENCOUNTEA. ME ALSO STATED RIS DESIRE T0

COOPERATE FULLY AND ANSWER ANY GUESTIONS. ALL TwOSE . &

PRESENT DURING THE EARLIER INTERVIEW VERE LEFY WiTH TNE

INPRESSION KIS RESPONSES WERE SUARDED AND MEASURED.

£

11. TRERE ARE A WUREER OF OUTSTAMDING QUESTIONS TNAT
COULD BE (NVESTIGATED REGARDING SUBJECT'S ACTIVITIES 1N
THE CONSBLATE. DID TNE TWO TRAVEL COHPAXIONS PAY FOR THE
VISAST ARE PROPER FEES BEING PAID FOR THE ViSAS PROCESSED
FOR 2007 TWO COMPANIES UNDER WHOSE NAMES 200 RECENTLY
[SSUES LETTERS OF iNVITATION ARE:

<BRIGHT CITY INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION, 66-9% ALDERTON
STREET, FOREST BILLS, WY 11374, TELEPHONE 718 439 GES2
~THE LIGHT CITY & GUANG NUA CORP., 6727 ALDERTOK STREET,
FOREST ¥ILL, KY, 11374-3231, VELEPRONE 713-458-5332

ARE THESE VALID BUSINESSES?

12. THE GENERAL OPIX;ON OF THE CONGEN AND ACS NEAD (S THAT
THE "SUBJECT WAS NOT ACCEPTING WONEY FON SEAVICES. THIS
WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO PROVE O DiSPROVE GIVEN THE PAST
LACK OF COXTROLS AND THE NIGX VOLUME OF VISA ACTIONS

1125, 9987YK) . TRE CONGEK BAS INITIATED STRINGEXT CONTROLS
WAICH SAOULD ALLEYIATE TNE ACCOUNTARILITY PROBLEN.

13, ACTION:  REQUEST GUIDANCE REGARDING FUATHER
INVESYIGATION,  |T WOULD APPEAR THAT SURJECT HAS VIOLATED
THE CODE OF ETHICAL CONDUCT REGARDING TRE WIRTEDAY PARTY
AXD SWGULE, AT A MINIMUM, RECEIVE 4 LETTER OF RIPRIMAND
FROM POST. 1S ACTION Y POST OM TAE ETHICS 1SSUE
SUFFECIENT, OR 15 T A REQUIREMENT TNAY POST REPORT THE
(BCIDENT TO THE 0167 IF THE 016 1S 10 BE WOTIFIED, SKOWXD
POST SEND A TELEGRAM SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSING TEAT ISSUE OR
WILL DS PASS THIS TELEGRAN ON FOR TMEIR REVIEW NOTE THAT
THIS CASE DOES WOT APPEAR TO BE DINECTLY RELATED TC VISA
FRAUD INVESTIGATION V-96-09#55 WICH WilL BE ADORESSED X

SEPTEL.

NALLFORD

1Ay aARIFIPR
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289

Laserl:
ACTION: RS0O-2
INFO: //2ZERO//

DISSEMINATION: DS
CHARGE: PROG

VZCZCBJO1l12

RR RUEHBJ

DE RUEHC #2289 1372116
ZNR UUUUU ZZH

R 162109Z MAY 96

FM SECSTATE WASHDC

TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING 3952

BT
UNCLAS STATE 102289
DS CHANNEL FOR RSO FROM DS/CR/VF

E.O. 12958: N/A
TAGS : ASEC
SUBJECT: | V-96-00066

REF: A. SCHURMAN 5/16/96 E-MAIL B. BEIJING 14059

1. THIS CASE HAS NOT YET BEEN BROUGHT BEFORE AN AUSA FOR
PROSECUTION.. HOWEVER, HEADQUARTERS HAS CONSULTED WITH AN
AUSA. TO. REQUEST GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE ISSUES RAISED IN
REFTEL A. THE MEETING PLANNED FOR FRIDAY SHOULD BE
LIMITED STRICTLY TO THE PERSONNEL DECISION POST
MANAGEMENT HAS MADE. PARAGRAPH 6 IN REFTEL B APPEARS TO
BE THE GROUNDS FOR THE ACTIONS MADE BY POST. THE SUBJECT
SHOULD NOT BE QUESTIONED IN ANY WAY ABOUT HIS POSSIBLE
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. ANY QUESTIONS

RELATED: TO HIS POSSIBLE CRIMINAL INVOLVEMENT COULD
JEOPARDIZE A FUTURE PROSECUTION. HEADQUARTER'S MAIN
CONCERN' IS THAT THE SUBJECT COULD CLAIM. THAT HE WAS
COMPELLED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTION ASKED OF HIM DURING THE
MEETING.

2. DS/CR/VF SUGGESTS THAT THE RSO PARTAKE IN THE MEETING
TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE INVESTIGATION.
HEADQUARTERS HAS NO PROBLEMS INFORMING THE SUBJECT DURING
THE MEETING THAT DS HAS OPENED A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION
LOOKING INTO SOME OF THE ALLEGATIONS.

CHRISTOPHER

BT
#2289
NNNN

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289
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IMPROPER ACTIONS BY CHARLES PARISH

MAIJORITY STAFF REPORT
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM

In May 1999, the Committee first heard allegations from Johnny Chung regarding
bribery, visa fraud, and other irregularities at the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. After hearing
these allegations, the Committee began an investigation into the matter. The Committee
has learned that the Embassy’s former First Consul and Secretary, Charles M. Parish, was
apparently engaged in widespread wrongdoing at the Embassy. Mr. Parish’s malfeasance
ranges from apparent bribery, to improper receipt of gifts and gratuities, to violation of
Embassy rules regarding fraternization with Chinese citizens. Mr. Parish has declined to
submit to a voluntary interview by Committee staff, and has been subpoenaed to appear
at Thursday’s hearing. In press accounts, Mr. Parish denied the most serious allegations
against him, but admitted to an “appearance of impropriety.”

L EVIDENCE THAT PARISH GRANTED VISAS TO PARTIES THAT
PROVIDED HIM WITH MONEY, GIFTS, AND OTHER GRATUITIES

There is substantial evidence that Charles Parish issued visas to parties that
provided him with money, gifts, and other gratuities. Despite numerous specific
allegations against Parish, only a few of these allegations have been investigated by the
State Department.

A. Allegations Made by Johnuny Chung

At 3 hearing on May 11, 1999, Johnny Chung made a number of charges against
Charles Parish. Chung met Parish in early 1995, when he was trying to get a visa for He
Yun Jei, Chairman of the Haomen Beer Company, to come to the United States. Chung
and Parish soon developed a close relationship in which Chung obtained visas from
Parish, and Parish obtained favors from Chung. Chung estimated that Parish approved
between 25 and 30 visas for his business associates. It was so easy for Chung to get visas
through Parish that Chung soon found himself spending more time than he liked handling
visa requests. Because he did not want to handle these requests, Chung closed his
Beijing office, and terminated his relationship with Parish. Chung’s allegations, if true,
constitute clear visa fraud on the part of Charles Parish.

« Chung Witnessed Parish Being Provided Cash for Visas: At his Beijing
apartment in 1995, Chung witnessed the Chairman of the Haomen Beer Company
give Parish a bag containing bundles of Chinese currency along with several
Chinese passports that needed to be stamped with U.S, visas. While Chung only
briefly saw the cash, he estimated that the shopping bag contained 2 bundle and a
half of notes that might have totaled $15,000.

» Chung Took Parish to a DNC Event: Chung told the Committee that in
September 1995, he took Parish, and Parish’s sister and girlfriend, along with Mr.
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He and Mr. He’s girlfriend, to a DNC fundraiser in Los Angeles. Chung took
Parish and his guests to a private VIP reception with President Clinton.
Attendance at this fundraiser cost a significant sum of money (a total of $20,000
for the entire group), and Mr. Parish was allowed to attend free of charge by
Chung. By accepting these tickets, Mr. Parish accepted a valuable gratuity from a
party interested in receiving visas from him. Additionally, at this event, Parish
insisted that Mr. He and Mr. He’s girlfriend have their pictures taken with
President Clinton. This request resulted in the DNC soliciting Chung for an
additional $70,000.

Chung Issued Letters of Invitation to the U.S. for Girlfriends of Parish:
Chung told the Committee that at Parish’s request, Chung invited Chinese citizens
who were Parish’s girlfriends to visit the U.S. Such an invitation letter is
necessary for a Chinese citizen to receive a visa. This request shows another
example of Parish receiving something of value from a party interested in
receiving visas from him.

Chung Provided Funds for Computer Training for Parish’s Secretary: At
Parish’s request, Chung provided computer training to Liping Yang, Parish’s
secretary. Providing this training cost Chung $500.

Chung Provided Tuition Money to Friends of Parish: Chung has informed the
Committee that in 1995, he and Parish were riding in a car, when Parish
demanded-that-Chung-pay-the tuitionfor-a Chinese-student-who-was-attending
school in the United States. According to Chung, Parish told Chung “you do it,
and you do it now.” Chung understood Parish’s demand to mean that Parish
would not continue to issue visas for him if he refused to-pay.-Accordingly,
Chung immediately asked his wife to get a cashier’s check, and take it to the
registrar at California State-Los Angeles. The tuition money that Chung paid
amounted to between $7,000 and $8,000.

B. COFCO and BNU

The Committee has learned that Parish received gifts and gratuities from China

National Cereals, Oils, and Foodstuffs Import and Export Corp. (“COFCO™), and its
wholly-owned subsidiary, BNU Corp. COFCO is a Chinese state-owned conglomerate,
and BNU is a real estate company operated in Phoenix, Arizona, by Elizabeth Mann.
COFCO and BNU sponsored a number of visa applications, as officials from COFCO
frequently visited BNU in Phoenix. Mann cultivated a relationship with Charles Parish
as a way of ensuring that COFCO officials received visas from the Embassy.

COFCO Gave Gifts to Parish: Committee staff has interviewed the former Vice
President of COFCO, Jay Ding, who was present when Mann presented Parish
with a number of gifts. Ding is not aware what the gifis were, but saw Mann pass
an envelope and several wrapped boxes to Parish while Parish was dining with
COFCO and BNU officials in both Beijing and Phoenix. Ding also informed the
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Committee that Mann mentioned a gold Rolex watch, and $2000 in casino chips
in connection with Parish, although he is not certain that she gave either to Parish,
and he was not present for any exchange.

Free Accommodations given by COFCO: It is clear that Parish received some
valuable gratuities from COFCO. In 1995 and 1996, Parish took vacations from
his work at the Embassy and traveled in the United States. On one occasion,
Parish was accompanied by two Chinese women, Ting Ji, and Liping Yang.
Parish stayed for one week at the Palm Country Club, condominiums in Norwalk,
California, owned by COFCO. Parish also stayed for another week at the Gloria
Park Village, condominiums in Las Vegas, also owned by COFCO. Witnesses
have also informed the Committee that Parish also stayed free of charge at
another COFCO property in Scottsdale, Arizona. According to Jay Ding and
other witnesses who worked at COFCO, Parish received luxury accommeodations
while staying at COFCO properties. (Attachment 1.)

Stacks of Cash in Parish’s Room: The Committee also learned from Jay Ding
thet while Parish was staying at COFCQ’s Palm Country Club in Norwalk,
California, a cleaning lady who was cleaning his room found stacks of cash,
approximately $10,000, in the room. She reported this to her supervisor, who in
tumn told Elizabeth Mann. Mann told the property manager to keep the
housekeeper out of Parish’s room. Later, Mann attempted to provide additional
explanation to the property manager by telling her that it was not unusual for
Chinese to travel with a Iot of cash.

Parish Processed Visas at COFCO’s Request: There is also evidence that
Parish processed visas at the request of Elizabeth Mann. Several e-mails were
found in Parish’s office indicating that Mann asked Parish to help issue a visa for
Fuli Lin, the Vice Chairman of BNU, (Attachment 2) and that Lin successfully
obtained his visa with Parish’s help. (Attachment 3.) There may have been many
more inst: of Parish issuing visas at Mann’s request, but because most of
Parish’s records were destroyed by the Embassy’s Regional Security Officer
(“RSC), there is no way of definitively proving he did so.

Ties Between COFCO and the Chinese Military: It should be noted that
COFCO and Elizabeth Mann have extensive ties to important figures and entities
in the Chinese military. COFCO’s Palm Country Club property in Norwalk,
California, is owned jointly with Dynasty Holdings, a company owned by the
Chinese army. According to former COFCO employees, Mann and COFCO have
extensive dealings with Dynasty Holdings, Poly Technologies, and Robert Ma.
Ma and the two companies were involved in a plot to illegally smuggle Chinese-
made AK-47s into the U.S. in 1996. Ma fled the U.S. before he could be indicted,
and returned to China. Mann is also close friends with Wang Jun, who is a son of
a former Chinese Vice President, and head of one of China’s largest
conglomerates, CITIC. Wang Jun has close ties to the Chinese military, and
attended 2 White House coffee that was arranged by Charlie Trie in February
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1996. These ties between Parish, COFCO, and these Chinese military figures
have never been investigated by the State Department.

C. Velur Investntents

Parish processed a number of visa applications for Velur Investments, a firm that
worked with wealthy Chinese who wanted to purchase property in the U.S. Parish was in
frequent contact with James Gotcher, an attorney for Velur. While there is no hard
evidence that Parish made improper requests of Velur officials, after Parish had departed
the Embassy, 2 Velur employee made a disturbing allegation against Parish. (See
Attachment 4.)

The State Department memo indicates that in March of 1998, Cynthia Bushman
of Velur Investments, met with Dennis Halpin, Parish’s successor as head of the non-
immigrant visa section. Bushman told Halpin that she wanted to work with him in
obtaining visas, but that she wanted o be “above board and follow proper procedures,
-especially afier what happened with your predecessor [Parish].” When Halpin asked
what had happened, Bushman explained that there was a Filipino-American in California
who had worked on visa processing with Parish, and so “a lot of people in California are
aware of what happened.” When Halpin asked specifically what she meant, Bushman
stated “visas for S-E-X.”

The Comumittee has received no evidence that the State Department or the Office
of Inspector General has followed up on the allegations made by Ms. Bushman. Another
troubling fact is contained in the memo - it is titled “Adnother Repon on Past Visa
Malfeasance” (emphasis added). While this is the only memo of its type that was
produced to the Committee, it appears that Mrs. Bushman’s charge was not the first of its

kind received by the Embassy.
D.  David Chen

In September 1995, David Chen of the Chinese-American Association in San
Francisco, wrote to Ambassador Sasser. (Attachment 5.) In his letter, Mr. Chen stated
that while he was in Beijing, he heard many complaints about the visa section in the U.S.
Embassy. Chen stated that:

“[s]ome of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others
receive bribe [sic]. This is involved [sic] not only the Chinese translators
but also the vice consul. They received the money and the valuable gift
from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for
varies reasons including the economic criminal [sic]. The price of each
visa is from $20,000 to $30,000 (U.S. Dollars). . . .”

While Parish’s position was Consul and First Secretary, it is likely that the
allegations refer to him. When questioned by Committee staff, RSO Schurman stated
that the only allegations of visa fraud that he was aware of were those made against
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Charles Parish. The Committee has not seen any evidence that the State Department
followed up on this lead or attempted to contact Mr. Chen.

E. Allegations by Guo Hai Fan

In 1998, the Office of Inspector General (“OIG”) received information about
potential wrongdoing by Parish from Guo Hai Fan, an illegal immigrant who was
detained at the U.S.-Canadian border. (Attachment 6.) During an interview with OIG
and INS, Fan stated that in December 1995, he had the opportunity to purchase an L-1
visa when he was in China. Fan stated that he was offered this opportunity by a Chinese
government official named Feng Li. Li and Fan met Guanggian Zhao, a Chinese
employee at the U.S. Embassy. Zhao told Fan that the visa could be purchased for
$7,000. Zhao also told Fan that she could obtain the visa with the help of “Paul,” an
American visa section employee. Fan declined to purchase the visa from Zhao.

While this information referred to an employee named “Paul,” it is possible that it
nevertheless refers to Parish. Zhao told Fan that “Paul” was black, and according to the
Embassy’s RSO, Parish was the only African-American employee in the visa section.
The Committee did not receive any evidence that the OIG followed up on this
information by interviewing Zhao.

F. SINOPEC

" One of the companies that Chung-obtained-visas for was SINOPEC, the Chinese
state-owned petrochemical firm. Among the documents that was found in Parish’s office
was a letter from SINOPEC, thanking Parish for his help, and offering him a trip,
courtesy of SINOPEC. (Attachment 7.) The letter states:

It was my great pleasure to be introduced to you during the dinner we had
in Beihai Park. . . . Actually I heard about you long ago, and was
especially grateful to you for the convenience you had created prior to
our last trip to your esteemed country. . . . As remarked by Mr. Yan
Sanzhong, Vice President of SINOPEC, we appreciate the great support
you've provided our company over the years, and we would be very
hoared [sic] if we are given a chance to reciprocate it. . . . [Our
production facilities will be kept open to you and your colleagues at the
U.S. Embassy at any time. Besides, we’d feel even more happy to host
you [sic] a boat trip to the Three Gorges.

We have not learned definitively whether Parish accepted this offer to go to the Three
Gorges, courtesy of SINOPEC. However, Paul Horowitz, one of the junior officers under
Parish, did tell the Committee that Parish was invited to go to the Three Gorges by one of
his friends. However, when Parish returned to work, he was disappointed, because rather
than taking him to the Three Gorges, his friends had taken him to a series of business
banquets in Beijing. Horowitz believes that Parish’s friends would do this as a way of
showing their influence with an important American official.
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If Parish went on the trip, it would be a clear case of improperly accepting a
valuable gift from a party who was receiving visas from Parish. Even if he did not go on
the trip, the letter from SINOPEC demonstrates a disturbing degree of friendliness
between a Chinese state-owned company and a U.S. visa officer.

G.  Birthday Party

A number of witnesses have told the Commitee that Parish attended a birthday
party in January 1996 held in his honor by Guang Hua International, a local Chinese real
estate company. The party was held at the Guang Dong Regency Hotel, and was
attended by other staff from the consulate. Parish admitted attending the party when he
was interviewed by Embassy personnel. Guang Hua, which held the party, sponsored
many visa applications at the Embassy. When interviewed, Parish claimed that he did not
know that the individuals sponsoring the party were the same individuals who had
sponsored visa applications before him.

H. Other Gifts

Beyond these specific examples of Parish receiving gifts and gratuities from
parties interested in receiving visas, the Comumittee has heard extensive evidence that
Parish routinely accepted gifts. Chris Hegadom, one of the junior officers who served
under Parish, stated that the junior officers said that Parish’s office looked like “a gift
shop.” The Committee has received one box of gifts from Parish’s office, including ties,
desk sets, and pen sets. While these gifts appear to be of limited value, we have heard
testimony that Parish had more valuable gifts in his office. For example, Chris Hegadorn
stated that Parish had a large painting that he received from someone. The Embassy’s
RSO also stated that he found a pair of cufflinks in Parish’s office that he estimated at
$200 in value. (The cufflinks were never produced to the Committee.)

II.  PARISH HAD INAPPROPRIATE CONTACTS WITH CHINESE
CITIZENS

Once Parish arrived at the Beijing Embassy, he violated Embassy rules regarding
contacts with Chinese citizens. At the beginning of Parish’s tour, Embassy rules
prohibited fraternization with Chinese citizens. Such fraternization included sexual
relationships with Chinese citizens. During Parish’s tour, the pelicy was changed to
allow fraternization with Chinese, but if an Embassy employee entered into a personal
relationship with a Chinese citizen, they were obligated to report it to the RSO.

In his interview with the RSO, Parish admitted to at least one unreported
relationship with a Chinese female. (Attachment 8.) Witnesses have told the Committee
that Parish frequently spoke of having Chinese girlfriends. Chris Hegadorn and Paul
Horowitz, junior officers under Parish, told the Committee that Parish made it clear that
he had intimate relationships with Chinese women. (Attachments 9 and 10.) Former
COFCO employees interviewed by the Committee also stated that they saw Parish
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traveling in the United States with girlfriends to whom he had issued visas for their
travel.

As part of his unreported fraternization with local Chinese, Parish traveled to the
United States with two Chinese citizens, and even issued their visas for the travel. One of
these women, Ting Ji, apparently was a girlfriend, and the other, Liping Yang, was
Parish’s secretary in Beijing.

Parish also kept in closs contact with a number of Chinese students to whom he
had issued visas. The State Department produced dozens of e-mails that Parish
exchanged with various Chinese students in the U.S. It is unclear why Parish stayed in
such close contact with these individuals, However, in at least one instance, Parish
helped a student find work in the United States. This student, Hong Zhao, was givena
job with BNU in Arizona at the request of Parish, Hong Zhao recently gave Parisha
check for $7,000. (Attachment 11,) When Committee staff interviewed Ms. Zhao, she
denied buying a visa from Mr. Parish, and claimed that she was simply repaying Parish
for money he had loaned her over the past several years.

1L  PARISH ISSUED OUT-OF-DISTRICT VISAS

In an effort to cut down on visa fraud, the Embassy prohibited each of the 5
different consulates in China from issuing visas for Chinese residing in a fown outside of
its consular district. This prohibition was intended to prevent a Chinese citizen who had
beentejected at one late from ing to-anoth late to get his visa.

Parish was criticized by a number of Embassy personnel for violating this rule.
Junior officers under Parish observed that he violated the rule. Apparently, Parish’s
practice also caught the attention of the Consul General, Arturo Macias, who wrote a
memo reproaching Parish for issning out-of-district visas. (Attachment 12.)

IV. PARISH ISSUED VISAS TQ UNQUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS

Parish also issued visas in & number of questionable cases, even when he is not
alleged to have received any gifts or gratuities. Parish generally had a reputationas a
lenient visa officer who was more likely than other officers to grant a visa. This fact was
well known in the Chinese community, and even in the Chinese press. An April 1996
issue of the Beijing Chronicle described the visa issuance process, and contained the
following quote:

“How many times have you been here for the visa?” “Is it not easy during
these days?” “It depends on which diplomat! The ‘black’ one is easier
and it’s hard to say for the “white’ one.” (Attachment 13.)

However, there were a number of cases where Parish issued visas to clearly
unqualified individuals, for example:
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« InDecember 1995, Parish granted visas to 3 individuals sponsored by LCP
International, for business training in the U.S. According to their visa
applications, the three worked in the computer industry. However, when they
arrived in the U.S., they were questioned by INS officials, who found that they
knew nothing about computers. The INS tumed all three back to China, since
they did not have a legitimate purpose in coming to the U.S. (Attachment 14.)

« Parish issued visas to 26 individuals on December 4, 1995, despite the fact that
several of the individuals had what appeared to be altered passports, and did not
have proper Chinese identification. These individuals were supposed to be
sponsored by LCP International for short-term language training. Al of these
individuals were refused entry in the U.S. because of their “clear intent to work.”
{Attachment 15.)

» Parish issued a visa to Liuping Jiang in December 1995. Jiang was sponsored by
LCP International, and was to conduct trade activities in the U.S. on Christmas
Day and Christmas Eve. (Attachment 15.)

»  Parish issued a visa to Hui Li in late Pebruary 1996, despite the fact that he was
rejected twice previously by Embassy officials for his clear intent to work in the
U.S. When Li reached the U.S., he was denied entry by the INS based on his
clear intent to work, and returned to China. (Attachment 15.)

V. - PARISH IMPROPERLY KEPT VISAFILES.-.. ... .. . .

All of the witnesses from the Embassy that were interviewed by the Committee,
indicated that Parish kept an extensive set of visa applications in his office. (Attachments
10, 11, and 17.) Neither Parish’s predecessor nor his successor kept such files. Initially,
Parish kept many original visa applications in his office, but this led to frequent
complaints from junior officers. As a result, Parish began to keep duplicate files in his
office. No one is entirely certain why Parish kept the files. When he was confronted
about this practice during an interview by the Embassy’s RSO, Parish claimed that he
was keeping them as a way of tracking individuals to whom he had granted visas. Parish
told the RSO that he wanted to use these files to make sure that visa recipients returned to
China. It is difficult to know if Parish was telling the truth, but it is clear that this
practice was highly irregular,

V1. PARISH ROUTINELY OVERTURNED JUNIOR OFFICERS’ VISA
DECISIONS

Two of the junior officers that served under Parish told the Committee that Parish
routinely overturned decision by junior officers to reject visa applicants. (Attachments 9
and 10.) Chris Hegadorn told us that he would have 3 or 4 decisions overturned each
week by Parish, and that other officers suffered the same overturn rate, Parish never
provided any rationale to junior officers when he overtumed their decisions. The
probiem with Parish overturning junior officers came to be so egregious that the Embassy
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began to require an explanation if Parish overturned a junior officers’ decision.
According to Paul Horowitz, this change was enacted specifically because of Parish,

VII. FALSE STATEMENTS TO STATE DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATORS

During the investigation of his activities at the Embassy, Parish appears to have
been dishonest in answering questions put to him by the Regional Security Officer, Don
Schurman. Schurman asked Parish if he had received anything of material value from a
party with an interest in receiving a visa. Parish denied that he had ever received
anything of value, and disputed the characterization of the birthday party as something of
significant value, (Attachment 8.) However, as this report describes, Parish received a
number of gifts of material valve. In addition, Parish also declined to answer a number of
questions, including whether he had failed to report any intimate relationships he had
with Chinese citizens, or whether he had a relationship with a woman to whom he then

issued a visa.

Second, Embassy documents indicate that Parish attempted to smuggle out
potentially incriminating items out of his office after it had been sealed. (Attachment 17.)
After his office was sealed, the RSO allowed Parish to take out personal items. Parish
piled some books into a bag, but when the RSO inspected the bag, he found that Parish
had put a pair of expensive cufflinks and a tie tack into the bag. Parish claimed that they
were his, but upon further inspection, the box with the cufflinks contained the card of the
Chinese person that had hosted the birthday party for Parish in January 1996. (These
iterns have never been provided to the Committee.) ‘ o
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BYLINE: By Jerry Kammer, The Arizona Republic; Research librarian Donna Colletta
contributed to this article.

BODY:
A former official at the U.S. Embassy in Beijing repeatedly violated State

Department rules by accepting favors from a large corporation owned by the
Chinese government, The Arizona Republic has learned.

When Charles M. Parish Jr. accepted free lodging at corporate apartments in
Las Vegas and Norwalk, Calif., in 1995 and 1996, he was in charge of the visa

section at the embassy.

In that position he provided visa assistance to Elizabeth Mann, a
Chinese-born Phoenix woman who is an executive with a corporation directed by
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade.

That corporation, COFCO, owns the new Chinese Cultural Center on 44th Street.

While COFCO has not been tied to allegations that Chinese government money
was used to influence the 1996 U.S. elections, the Parish story illustrates the
same underlying issue - the potential vulnerability of government officials to

foreign interests.

Parish's free stays at the Chinese-owned properties in 1995 and 1996 were
forbidden by the State Department's Standards of Conduct.

Those standards prohibit taking "gifts, favors, entertainment or loans" from
ranyone who is seeking official action” from the State Department.

Parish, 52, acknowledges that he stayed free of charge at the COFCO
properties. But he paid the vigits did not affect his decisions on visas.

*Did I ever abuse my position? No," he said in a telephone interview from his
parents' home in Las Vegas. "I'm very emphatic about that. I'm very clear about

that."

But Parish, who retired from the State Department last year, expressed regret
about his use of the apartments. He acknowledged that it raised a gquestion of a
conflict of interest between his duties as a government official and his
relationship with a corporate executive.

"It's clear to me now that this is regrettable, that it creates the
appearance of at least a conflict of interest," he said.
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It's unclear what action the State Department might take against Parish. The

department's investigative arm, the Office of the Inspector General, said he
could face criminal prosecution if his relationship with COFCO involved a quid

pro quo. Parish insists there was none.
parish's title at the embassy was first secretary and consul. He said that in

his position as chief of the visa section, he was the "ultimate arbiter” of
applications for visas, which are highly coveted in China and often difficult to

obtain.

Agked if he had known he was violating State Department rules by staying at
the COFCO properties, he said, "I reaily can't recall my state of mind at the

time."

Parish said Mann was *a very warm, gracious, hospitable person,” whom he met
through business at the embassy.

He said he didn't think Mann had offered him the apartment to influence his
decigion.

»I'm not looking looking for anything sinister behind that, and to this day,
I'm convinced, we're friends," he said.

Mann is. the president of BNU, a Phoenix subsidiary of COFCO.

COFCO is the China National Cereals, Oils and Foodstuffs Import & Export
Corp. Fortune magazine last year placed the corporation, which is directed by
the Chinese Ministry of Poreign Trade, 309th on its list of the world's 500

_largest_companies. It ranked ahead of such American giants as Time Warner and
PRy e S BT ERARED SRR AR TR TERT T

BNU manages the center and Chinese-owned real estate in Phoenix, Las Vegas
and Los Angeles. It also provides auto loans and owns three shoe factories in
China. .

The Norwalk property where Parish gtayed was the Palm Country Club, a
six-building apartment complex comprising 24% units that rent for $885 to $1,085
per month. Until last month it was owned by a partnership congisting of COFCC
and the Chinese People’s Liberation Army.

The PLA; which has branched out into a wide range of business ventures in
China and the United States, bought into the property im 1992 through a U.S.
subsidiary.

State Department spokeswoman Maria Rudenski said she could not comment on
Parish's use of the COFCO apartments. She would only confirm that he was a visa

officer at the embassy.

Caroline Custer, former manager of the Palm Country Club, said Parish stayed
at the two-bedroom corporate apartment that was normally reserved for COFCO
employees. She estimated that he stayed there between four and six times.

Cuater said she received instructions about Parish's visits from Mann,
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rElizabeth would call me and let me know that he was coming in and to be sure
that the corporate apartment was available and cleaned and ready for him, "
Custer said.
Custer said Parish usually stayed at the apartment in the company of young

Chinese women. Parish said the women were "friends or acquaintances.”

"He would come and stay two, three, four days at a pop, and we would have a
fruit basket or something delivered there for him," Custer said.

*I remember times when he would be in the corporate suite and our own
employees would have to stay in a hotel.

"I did think it was kind of strange that we would be paying for a hotel for
(COFCO) employees and he'd be staying in a corporate apartment. That surprised
me. So I realized it must have been something important.®
Custer said Mann "always wanted to make sure that he was treated well."
Mann did not return calls about Parish's stays at the Norwalk property. But
she had earlier acknowledged that Parish had stayed at another COFCO apartmernt
complex, Gloria Park Villas in Las Vegas.

"He said, 'It's a beautiful place,' and we said, 'If you'd like to stay, you
can stay for a night,' " Mann said. "He didn't have to. His parents live in Las

Vegas."
- Mann acknowledged that Parish, as head of the visa section at the embassy,
provided assistance to COFCO. T -

“If we have a problem, we consult him on certain issues: how we apply," she
said. "But we never ask him to issue visas blankly. We never have to. Why should

we?"

Parish attended Arizona State University from 1968 to 1974. He later earmed a
degree from Chapman College in Orange, Calif.

Mann is a native of China whose given name is Ning Yu. She took her American
name around 1992, when she and her husband, Frederic, became U.S. citizens.

Mann said Parish had visited COFCO's Phoenix offices several times during his
tenure at the State Department.

"We just wanted him to visit our company, that's it," she said. "Like many
other people visit our company, he's just one of those people. We want to

promote Phoenix."”
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: March 30, 1399
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RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US-STATE.GOV ; 25 May 95 04:37:38 -0

400
Received: by pnbhost.us—stau gov; id AAO8763; Wed, 24 May 95 23:59:29 GMT
by castle.us-state.gov; id AAR2658%; Thu, 25 May 95 00:00:27 GMT

Received:
Received: from mailhost.primenet.com{198.68.32.50} by castle. us—state.gov via s
. map {V1.3mjr)
id £ma026582; Thu May 25 00:00:12 1985
Received: from ip220.phx.primenet.com (ip220.phx.primenet.com [198.68. 46.220])
by mailhost.primenet.com (8.6.11/wjp~h2.0) with SNTP id RAA01617 for <Charles.P
arish@DOS.US-STATE.GOV>; Wed, 24 May 1995 17 O.l 09 -0700
Date: Wad, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -~0700 - .
Message-Id: <199505250001. monnenumc priumt com>
X-Sender: cofco@mailhost.prinenet.com (Ummrit od) i
X-Majiler: Windows Eudon v:tsion 1.4.4 -
MimeVersion: 1.0
Content-Type: taxt/pluin, chanot-"ul acii"
To: Charles,Parish@D0S.US-STATE. Gov .
Prom: -cofcoéPrineNet.Com = .
Bubject. Mr. Lin, Puli

“mr. Lin, Full is navm; ditficulties in Baijinq obtaining - hie 11 .
viu to come to the United States for himsalf and his wife. The embassy has .
informed him that it usually takes 30 days for them to receive notice from
the U.S. MNr. Lin received his approval on May 3, 1995, which would mean )
that he will not be able to return for another two weeks. Regarding his
wife’s L-2 visa, the embassy requires his tax return. As you know, Mr. Lin
was only recently assigned to work in the United States and has not filed a
tax return and will not until year end.

Mr. Lin is needed at BNU very badly as we cannot proceed on our
susiness projects without him. We would very much appreciate ing that
rou can do to help him return as soon as possible. We will provide you with
wny documents that you believe are necessary to expedite the L-1 issuance.
r1ease let us know how we can help. Thank you very much for your assistancs,

sincerely,
Elizabeth Mann
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. VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Thursday 08/03/95 04:52 pm
To: Charles Parish BEIJING
From: cofco@PRIMENET . COM
Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs.Wang Date: 05/13/95
Forwarded By: cofco@PRIMENET.COM

Distribution:
Not Requested

RETURN-PATH: <cofcofprimenet.com> . .
RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US~-STATE.GOV ; 13 Jun 95 13:25:25 -0
400 .

Received: by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA28755; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:18:56 GMT

Recejved: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA23241; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:19:5] GMT
Received: from mailhost.primenet.com(198.68.32.50) by castle.us-state.gov via s
map (V1.3mjr)

id sma023238; Tue Jun 13 16:19:26 1995
Received: from ip016.phx.primenet.com (ip016.phx. prinan.t Com (198.68.46.16)) b
y mailhost.prikenet.com (8.6.11/wjp-h2.0) with SMTP id Jm:.zzs for <cnar1u Pa
rish@DOS.US~STATE.GOV>; Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30. -0700 -
Date: ‘Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 :-0700: $ovar:
Hes'age—xd. <1$9506131620. Jmlzzseuilhost prilenct con> .
X-Sender: cofco€mailhost.primenet.com o
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Verdon 1.4.4
Mime-Version: 1.6~ -~
Content-Type: text/plain, chars
To: Charles.Parish@DOS.US-STATE.GOV
From:.cofcolPrimeNet.Con - P
.Wanq

Subject Nr. Lln, llrl

Dear Chnrlu' P

rhank you very much for helpinq Mr. I.in and Mrs.Wang. - Mr.:Lin is now back 1n
cthe U.S. and both of them are grnttul that you have helped them.

’lease send me a message through internet E-mail when you receive this

wessage. I would like to know if our mail box works.
ur mail box address: (in all small letters) cofco@primenet.com

‘hanks againl
lizabeth N. Mann
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INTEROFFICE MEMO

Date:
To:
cC:
From:

03/30/88

RSO - J. McWhirter; M. Chu
Charge - Mr. McCahill; CG - DLiyon
Nonimmigrant Visa Unit - Mkﬁlpin

Subject:  Another Report on Past Visa Malfeasance

| had a meeting on Friday afternoon, March 27th, with Cynthia Bushman of
Velmur Investments H., Inc, of San Diego, Califoma. Ms. Bushman’s firm
wishes to sell Califoria real estate to wealthy Chinese business people and she
had questions on visa procedures. Ms. Bushman is a Filipina-American who
used to reside in Beiling with her ex-husband, who was a business
representative for a U.S. firm in the agricultural business. She said she is well
acquainted with Mr. Xie of our Embassy from the time she lived here.

Ms. Bushman said that she wished to be "above board and follow proper
procedures” in NIV processing in Beijing "especially after what happened with
your predecessor.” She said that there was a Filipinc-American in California-
who had been involved in visa processing with Charles Parish and so *a lot of
people in Califomia are aware of what happened.” Playing stupid, | asked her
what exactly she meant. Ms. Bushman replied Visas for S-E-X” Ms.
Bushman left her business card and said she periodically comes to China on

business.
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David Chen
Chinese-American Assoclation
£26 Market SU. Sult 1008

Seplember 28, 1986

last month | have gotien a lol complains regarding the llegal
of your employess sell (he visa to the ciilzen of China, the othars

Chinese transiators budt siso the vice vonswd, They recelved the money
Chinese persons who sagerly want lo get viss fo Americs for varles
economic ciminal, The price of sach viea is from $20,000 to $30,000
! of he. 2 { RO, i

v Investigals snd aclion agalnst the Begal aclions, lo defend the Interest
Chinese paopie.
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David Chen

Chinese-American Association
525 Market St. Suit 1008
San Francisco, CA 94108

o

i

| Beain an Advesr
o._.::_\%awwnr._.f

Wi Pk BhiE
JaE @ AeEdl.

xew&w*, . /

\
Mr. Ambassador
U.s. mawnma%
woovwo.b, Republic of China

teowe
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Office of Inspector General i Information of Record Form
[ Case No: 98-039 j | Date: 2/27/98 1
GUO HAIFAN -
Chinese National .
Burlington, VT T

GUO HAI FAN, an illegal Chinese alien was interviewed at the Burlington Airport, located in
Burlington, VT, by Special Agent Natalie C. Murphy, with the U.S. Department of State,
Washington, D.C. and Special Agent’ with USINS, Border Patrol, Sector
Headquarters, Canadian Border Intelligence Center, Swanton, VT, telephone number:

FAN provided substantially the following information:

FAN stated that he had the opportunity to purchase a L-I multiple-entry Visa a couple of years
ago from an individual by the name of Feng Li, & manager with People’s Republic of China
Immigration Authority. FAN related that he met Li and a woman identified only as Mrs. Zhao,
" atabusiness trade show in Beijing in December 1995. FAN described Zhao as in her early
forties and an employee at the U,S. Embassy. It was said that she can arrange for a multiple-
entry L-1 visa for FAN for $7,000. It was also said irrthis meeting that he should not take too
long to think about this because the other Embassy employee involved in this scheme, who
———goes by-the name of “Paul”, was due to rotate back to the U.S. soon. Zhao's home phone
number is:SNISENRRIE and her work number at the Embassy is 10-665323431, ext 234, “Paul” "~
was described as a black, male employee. Zhao also said she could get other types of visas.
FANdidnotyurdtaseavisafroml.iorﬂmo,hesaidhedidnotwanttopaythe$7,000they

were asking.
FAN was shown the Foreign Service National (FSN) staffing pattern and identified the name of
the visa assistant, Guanggian Zhao, as the Embassy employee he met with.
Upon}dsretumtoBeijing,FAansaskedmconnctLiﬁodeternﬁneifvisasmnsﬁllbe
purchased from thé U.S. Embassy in Beijing.

o U.e. DEPMTHENTOFS‘I’A;
Of|
BT OF WYESTIGATIONS
MAR 31 1998
| Interviewed On: 2[27/98 At inrhnﬂn,w -
Date Drafted: 3/3/98 By: SA Natalie C. Murphy Aw
This document contains neither de nor is of the OIG. H is the property of the OIG and is

loaned 10 you for official purposes only. It and its contents are nol to be distributed without permistion of the OIG.
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;ﬁgc SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL

Charles M. Parish Jr.
First Secretary ani Coasul
Embassy of the Pt 2 States of America

August 24th, 1995

Dear Mr. Parish,
It was iy oAl pleasisie to be wirodused © you during the dianer we had in Beibai Park. Our
conversaliop was very pleasant, and 1 was extrzmely umpressed by your expedition to the
Northwest Desent. . : L .

Actually 1 bzasd ab,oﬁt vou long 2go, and was cspecially grateful % you for the convenience you
had created prior our 1ast trip to your estecined coumtry. ) .

As femarked by Mro Yao Sasebong, Vice Previdiot of SINOPEC,-we-appreciate-the-grear support -—-
you've provided our company over the yeass. and we would be very boared if we are given 2
chance to recTproeate it. .

Good understanding breeds sound relasionship. As 1 proposed, i you want 10 gain a vivid insight -
jnto Chim's petsocbewmical industry, our productioa. facilities will be kept open to vou and your -
colieagues ai the US Embassy:al any time Besides. we'd feel even more happy 1 bost you:a boat
wip to the Three Gorges. 1 can assurs 3oy that st would be a rather comfortable and exciting
expedition o the native cvimre, Kstery aud sceperics. If you con take several days out of your
busy schedule neat month, Td 1Xe 1n accompmny you and show you some of our people at
Chorgging and Wulao. .

Tl el yom naat week for a reply. Thanks ymin for all your support. Lookisg forvan! 1o taliung to

et et

Yours sincercly.

ze 54, 2

‘Manager, American Affairs
Lisisen Office
SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL

O L)
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“DIPLOMATIC SECURITY™ : -
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SUBJECT: POSSIME VISA MISCONDUCT/ETAIES VIOLATIONS

. NAME OF CASE SURJECT TO BE PAOYIDED BY SIPARATE

CORRESPONDENSE,

2. RSO VAS REGKISTED B¢ TRARGE YO PARTICIPATE % A
PEETING WITH SUBJECT, COMGER, AND THE BEAD OF AMERICAN
CATIZENS SERVICES. TME PURPOSE OF THE MEETING WAS T
BISEUSS ALLEGATION OF QUESTIONABLE CORDUCT DY SUBJEST IN
FIS POSITION I3 TAE EMSASSY SELJING VISE SECTION. SURIECY

AETORRED THE ENLEING OF IEATRIL, YOO FEON X TRIP 12 VSE

BNITED STATES, "Il l‘“l’i SCCORRED DN 1 MAY 38,

1. HEDAMATION Pllﬂ W RETURN OF SURJECT SHOMED THAT O
e “mlfl un !W FERMLE ﬂllﬂ( CITIIENS: -
H X WA 1 MY S, 8 mn

o
< 31, TiNG SNSNBEEDy DOB 1§ JWE 11, %0 NNOW
ASSOCHATION VITR SURIERE.

4 CONSWARYE ﬂw thnré TRAT SWRILCT 1SUED WITAS :

CFOR TAE TVO WOMEN.  ALL TUREE TS OF TIGKETS FOR YN

FLIGAT CANE FADN THE SAME TRAVEL AGENCY MWD ALL WERE
JOONED o0 TAE SAME. FLIGAT. )

S, N PRE-INTEAVIEW SNFORMATION ALSE REWALED THAY 1M

SUBJECT TS $1758 & FORTADRY PARYY 1R JMUARY 13N T
PANTY ¥AS WELD 0N THE DALLIOOM OF THE GuAw6 DONG REGERSY
ROTEL, ALSO KNOSH AS THE NUACIAD FADIAM 1V WAS A LAKE
PARTY WISH NOST NEHBENS OF THE CONSWATE STAFF ATTEWOLR.

§. THE CONSEN OPENER THE BISSUSSION WITR COMENTS
REGMDING WIS CORCERN ABOUT TRE LAX FROCEDURES il TMN ¥ish
SECTION,  THESE IMCLUDED THE INADEGUATE CONTALS e
LEAD 7O ACCOUNTARIL JTY PROSLERS 5Ok TIL OWEY RECZIMS FOR
VISR FECS AND FOU TWE VISA FOILS. TBESE LAX CONDIVIONS
ALOWG VITH THE CUESTIRABLE PRACTICE % SPECISL TREATRENT
FOR SOME CLIENTE MAD LEAD TO A GENERAL PERCIPYION O
TPROPKIETY 18 IM RS, m; ¥3 SN

7. SUBJECY VAS TREN CUESTIONED ABDUT 815 RECENT YHIP,
SYBJECT STATED THAYT UE PURCAASID WI% DV TICRET USim IS
PERSONAL FURDS FAON & PUBLIC AGENT RECOWENOED 3V THE
WORTHMEST ATNUIMS OFFICE. NE PAID & FEE FOR TRE VIGAED
THAT VAS AVAILARE 10 ANY GUALIFIER FURCHASER. ¥T STATED

» . FEAT PEMRERS.OF TEE CUETUATE BAD ATTINGER VT ML D13 WO

TICAETS. NE FURTEER STATED TMAT TRE TVO WOREN WEAE NS
FRIEIS ARD THY TALRE WS MO ADOITIORN RELATIORIMP. B
R3O SAIS TRAT IS TUG VOREX TRAVELED WITH HiN Y6 G FROR
THE W5 On THE SUE FLIGHT AND SPENT VARIOUS PORTIONS OF
TIE VITR NID DoRING TOE TRYF.

WUT D15 WOT PAY FOR THEAR TITREYS, AMD BID BOT 5

KEOV TNE SOUNCE OF THE BOXEY USED YO PaY FOR VREIR 1

6. BSO NENGNDER SUBJECT THAT DEPANTRENT POLICY STOUIRLS
THAT NE AEPORT ARY PERSONAL RELATIONSEIP VITH A TEINESE
RATIONR 70 NN TRERE il APFECTIDN, DATLUINCE, OF
ORLISAYION. #S0 ALSD REMINDED SOBJITT TRAT NI WUST REPORY
INSTANGES OF COMABITATION WHICH 13 DEFINED AS SNARING YRE
SAYE LIVING OUARTERS VITE FOREIGR WATIONALS FIM THT BEVTEN
PART-OF ONE VEER. SUBJECY DID NOT RESPOMD TO TAESE
RERINOERS,

¥, SUBJECT WAS ASRED IF BE WAD EVER RECEIVED ANY {TIN OF
MATERIAL VALUE INCLUDING GiFYS, FAYORS, OR EWTERTAIRNENT
FROM ANYONE WNO BAS INTERESTS THAT MAY DE SUBSTANTIALLY
AFEECTED NY TNE PERFORRAREE DR NON-PERFORMANGE OF Wi

PERSONAL DUTIES; ¥iS-A-VIS, YNE 1SSUANCE OF ¥IRAS. TRt
SUBIECT ALSPONDED THAY BE RAD RECEIVED AT WELL AS S1VEN
SNALL CIFT ITENS WUT B NAD NOT RECEIVER ANYTRING OF

STGMIFICART VALK, BE WA3 THEW QUESTIONED ADOUT TR
SIRTADAY PARYY-BE VAS 1NVOLVED VITH: N JARUARY 1086, IE
STATED THAT THLS BAS A& PARTY GIVER BY HIS FRIENW TOW,
NUEF, THAT THNE PARTY WAS ALSO & SIRTNDAY PARTY FOR RIR,

AND THAT BE RID NOT ATPENSER YHE LOCATION. SUNJECY STATES .

BECAL NOW TNEY SERE (RVITER, LS BEAD INVERIECTER THAY
WE AD SEEN MPIVIDUAL IRVITATIONS FOR MENSERS OF THE
CONSULATE STAFF, ARD TEAT THE INVITATION INDICATED TEAT
INE SARTY VAS FOR SVBJICT. IX NISPORSE TO GUESTIONS AS 10
TRE WATURE OF, 200°S RVSINESS, SUBJECT STAVED TNAY SAE MR
A W5 TEAL ESTATE DEVELCPNCRT COPANY. SWJECT ADRITIER
TRAT IRV SPOXSORED SOME ¥ISA RESOESIS. . CONGEN YREN
PRODUCED A STACE ABONT 131 LETTERS OF INVITATIINS S1OnES
BY 200 VEICH NAD BEEN FOUMD iN . SVBIECT'S DFFICE DORING M3
ABSEECE.  THE GOMSEN NAD REVRIEVER THE LETTERS MONG ¥ITH
TEE ASSOGIATER GF-1348 70 USE A3 EXANLES OF (APROPER
BAKILING OF SONSATE PAPTRIAMK, VT BAD WO KNOWR.OF ANY. .

ASSOCIATION WITH THE BIRTNOAY PARTY WRTIL THIK DISCUSTION
SUBJECT CLAINED TRAT AE 3AD NELD ON 7O TAE PAFENVORX TO %0
A% WROFFICHMAL STWOT OF DOV JUNT PEOPLE ACTUALLY ATTURN TO
GHINA WHEN JESWD THIS TTPE OF WISA.

B SUBECT WAE ASAED 7O DIICUST OTHIR THINESE
AELATIONSRIPS MO FRITWS. U STAIER TIAY I ENIOYD
JRTERACTING VITA TBE CHIRESE COMRMITY, MMD YHAY BE “WAS
NO MO, * 50 RENINDED SUBJEST TWAT 113 PERCERTION OF &

RELATIORSHIF 1-: 0T MCISTMILY THE DNE WHICK WM

SETCRNING IF RIS ACTITITIEE VISLATED TRE CODE OF TTHICK
CONDUGT, AKX INOITIDUALS WO GAVE BIR A GIFY DR FAYORE NG
LATER RECEIVED A VISA FRON WIN RIGET CAUSE DYNIRS T0
SUESTION MIS NOTIVATI®N, F.E., NE WOULD NAVE LMGAGED 1K A
ACTIVITY TRAT CREATED THE APPEARMICE TBAT B VNS VIOLATING .
TRE 1AV OR EYEISAL STARARD. SUJECT W3 TREH
SHECIFICALY ASKER IF 2 WAD EVEX 3D & LNTIMAL
RELATIONSNIP ViTR AKYONE YO WNOR NE XD TURSEQULITLY GivER
A WISA SUBGECT RENADNED SILENT MRS 51D MOT REXFAR.
MOEVER, MTER THE MEETING SURJECT CANE TO TRE RSO OFFICE
AKD [XPLAINEQ TRAT NE D19 WOT RESPOND OECAUSE WE $12 WOT
WISE TO DISCUSH NIS PENSONAL LIFE 1N FRONT OF THE oTMR

INRTASSIFIED
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INTERVIEW OF PAUL HOROWITZ

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the
Government Reform Committee interviewed Paul Horowitz of the State Department.
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsel’s office.

Background

Horowitz worked in the Beijing embassy in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV™)
section from January 1994 until December 1995. Horowitz served under Richard Haynes
and Charles Parish during the time that he was in Beijing.

Parish’s Conduct

Horowitz stated that Parish did keep a separate set of application files in his
office. Junior officers complained about this fact to Dan Piccuta, head of ACS. When
Piccuta confronted Parish about the files, Parish explained that he was keeping the
duplicate files as a kind of anti-fraud tracking device.

Horowitz stated that when a senior officer overturns an application rejection by a
junior officer, it is usual to provide an explanation of why it was overturned. Horowitz
had many of his decisions overturned and never received an explanation from Parish.
After a while, the Consul General, Mecias, began to require that any timea rejection was
overturned, there had to be a written explanation. This change was implemented solely
because Parish so frequently overturned junior officers’ rejections without explanation.

People who tried to complain about Parish were “squashed.” Horowitz stated that
while Parish could be friendly and gregarious, when challenged, he would “put his
Marine uniform quite quickly.” The office generally dealt with Parish by maneuvering
behind his back, and trying to limit the damage that he caused. Toward the end of
Parish’s stay, Mecias, Piccuta, and Horowitz frequently met to discuss how to limit the

damage that Parish was causing,
Complaints About Parish

Complaints about Parish began early in his tenure. However, the Consul General,
Mecias, wanted to keep the problems internal. However, eventually, stories about Parish

got outside into the rest of the embassy.

The embassy’s diplomatic security people had been tracking the Parish situation
informally. DS knew that there was some sort of problem with Parish.

Parish and Mecias had had several “closed-door sessions” regarding Parish’s
conduct, and Horowitz indicated that Parish would generally listen to Mecias. Horowitz
believes that he first complained about Parish to Mecias in November or December of
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1994. Horowitz had likely complained informally to Dan Piccuta even earlier. Horowitz
stated that there was a denial on Mecias part for a long time regarding Parish. Piccuta
was more active in getting the embassy to take some action regarding Parish.

Starting the in the fall of 1994, Horowitz became Parish’s deputy. This was
largely an administrative position, and it became a position that was rotated among the
junior officers. The junior officers used this position to minimize the collateral damage
that Parish’s behavior was causing.

Parish’s Dealings with Chinese

Parish traveled a fair amount. He was sent to several offices on State Department
business, and he also traveled in China on personal travel. Horowitz recalls Parish telling
him that he was going te visit the Sichuan province to see the Three Gorges area. When
Parish returned, he was very disappointed because he had never left Beijing. Whoever
Parish was traveling with took him around to a series of banquets in Beijing, rather than
taking him to the Three Gorges. Horowitz believes that it was a person from a travel
agency that was taking Parish around. Horowitz stated that this story showed a certain
naivete on Parish’s part, no recognizing that many Chinese wanted to take a powerful
American official around to banquets, without Parish realizing.

Parish had many Chinese friends, but Horowitz believes that most were friends
_ simply because afhasposm

Parish had many gxﬁs in his ofﬁce, and the junior oﬂicers would Joke that
Parish’s office looked like a gift shop. Parish was quite open about receiving gifts from
the Chinese. Mecias had discussions with Parish about this. Horowitz also visited Parish
at his apartment once or twice. He recalls that long after Parish had moved in, it Jooked
like Parish had just gotten there — there were many boxes still lying around.

Horowitz knows that Parish had Chinese girlfriends, but doesn’t think that he
lived with anyone.
Horowitz has no specific recollection of dealing with COFCO or Elizabeth Mann.

Johnny Chung

Horowitz might have met Johnny Chung in Beijing. After his tour in Beijing,
Horowitz went to Hong Kong. As part of his work there, Horowitz looked for records
relating to Chung. From reviewing those documents, it appeared that Chung had been to
the consulate there as well.

Horowitz saw Parish’s picture from the fundraiser, which had Parish standing
between the President and Vice President.
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Parish Investigation

Horowitz was contacted by Diplomatic Security and the Inspector General during
their investigation of Parish, but the FBI pever contacted him.
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INTERVIEW OF CHRIS HEGADORN

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the
Government Reform Committee interviewed Chris Hegadorn of the State Department.
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsei’s office.

Background

Hegadom served in the Beijing embassy from February 1994 until late May 1996.
Hegadorn served as a junior officer in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV”) section. Hegadern
explained that there were three main duties in the U.S. consulate in China: (1)
nonimmigrant visas for Chinese individuals visiting the U.S.; (2) American Citizen
Services (“ACS”), for U.S. citizens visiting Ching; and (3) immigrant visas. NIV and
ACS were handled in the U.S. consulate in Beijing, and immigrant visas were handled in
Guangzhou. : :

‘When Hegadom started, Richard Haynes was in charge of NIV, and Arturo
Mecias was the Consul General, overseeing NIV, IV, and ACS. Dan Piccuta was the
officer in charge of ACS. Shortly after Hegadorn’s arrival, Haynes was replaced with
Charles Parish.

Hegadom then explained his duties under Haynes. Hegadorn and the other NIV

junior officérs would interview visa applicarits. The main purpose of the-interviews and
the applications was to determine whether the individuals would retum to China. Haynes
would supervise the junior officers. He would work the visa window if other officers
were out sick. Generally, he would only handle NIV applications of high-profile
individuals when there was a particular political interest in their case. Haynes would
review the junior officers work, and had the right to overturn refusals made by junior

officers.
No Contaets by Other Investigators

When asked who had contacted him about Charles Parish, Hegadom stated that he
* had never been contacted by the FBI, State Department Diplomatic Security, or the
Inspector General’s office. Hegadorn did speak some with the RSO while he was on post
in Beijing regarding Parish.
Parish’s Handling of Visa Applications

Parish’s handling of the NIV office was very different from Haynes’. Parish
would often stand behind the junior officers while they worked on the visa lines. Parish
also spent more time re-interviewing applicants that had been rejected by the junior
officers. Parish would have his assistant, Ms. Yang, call individuals that had been
rejected, and schedule them for re-interviews. Parish would conduct these re-interviews
either sua sponte, or based upon a formal petition by the rejected applicant.
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Hegadom stated that it was common for American citizens to make introductions
of visa applicants to the officer reviewing the application. Hegadorn stated that while it
was common, they tried to not let it influence their judgement.

Parish kept his own set of files regarding a number of visa applicants. This was
abnormal, and Haynes did not keep any such files. At first, Parish kept a number of
original visa application folders in his office. After complaints from junior staff, Parish
eventually agreed to keep duplicate files in his office. Ms. Yang, a Chinese citizen who
worked at the embassy as Parish” assistant, kept the files. The junior officers did not
complain about Parish keeping duplicate files, and complained only to the extent that it

interfered with their work.

Parish explained his contact with Chinese citizens by saying that he was interested
in Chinese students, photography, art, and was trying to keep in touch with what was
going on in Chinese society.

Hegadom stated that Parish’s handling of visa applications was no secret,
especially to the Chinese. Hegadorn did see an article in a local Chinese magazine
indicating that it was easy to get a visa from Parish. Hegadom also indicated that he
heard that the Chinese had a nickname for Parish, “Lao Hei,” or “Old Black.” This
nickname was used in the context ofdesm'bmgtbat“lao bel was a good person to get a

visa from.

mmmmmatﬁegadommd&eo&ugmo:ofﬁmhmdabontpmsh
were first, that he was very lenient in granting visas, especially to students, and second,
mmhﬁamfmfmymgmmwmmmmdm&mwmmﬁwm,m
addition to engaging in personal relationships with them.

When asked about the accounting system at the embassy, Hegadorn stated that
applicants paid $20 before entering the line at the embassy. There was never any
problem with theft of these funds, to Hegadom’s knowledge.

Hegadorn would have several of his refusal decisions a week overtumed by
Parish. (Hegadorn stated that the NIV office would handle between 400 and 604
applications a day.) Other junior officers were overturmed at the same rate, and had
similar problems with Parish.

Hegadom stated that Parish generally thought that leniency was the best policy
with visa issuance. If there was any doubt, Parish would generally err in favor of
granting the visa. He believed that the INS would discover any problems if a person
overstayed the visa.
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Parish’s Contacts with Chinese

When asked about Parish’s relationships with the local Chinese, Hegadorn did
state that he saw Parish out at Chinese bard on occasion, but Hegadorn did not go out
very much, so he wouldn’t know how often Parish was out, Parish would tell others in
the embassy that he had been out with various Chinese, and he also made it clear that he
had persopal relationships with Chinese women.

‘When asked about Parish’s travel, Hegadorn stated that Parish was sent on
temporary duty to Guangzhou to work in the visa office, and he was also sent to the
Chinese border to work with the Harry Wu situation.

Hegadom has no specific recollection of any dealings with COFCO. It was
common for the embassy to receive applications through the foreign ministry, sponsored
by various state-owned Chinese companies, These applications were generally granted.

Johnny Chung

Hegadorn has no specific recollection of meeting Johnny Chung. He does
remember receiving computer training in Chinese language software, but he does not
remember who gave the training. Updating the office’s software was a big priority of
Parish’s.

Once, Parish retiirnied froni @ trip to the U.S., and had a photo of himself standing
with the President. Parish went to the U.S, with Ms. Yang. Hegadorn believes that
Parish arranged for her visa.

Hegadorn named the other officers that he served with in Beijing: Paul Horowitz,
Richard Gaffin, Kai Ryssdahl, Stephanie Fossan, Evan Betzer, and Ann McConnell.

Parish’s Receipt of Gifts

Hegadom does not recall hearing anything about Parish receiving money from
visa applicants. Asked whether Parish lived beyond his means, Hegadomn stated that
Beijing was very cheap, and it would be difficult to tell.

There were a number of gifts in Parish’s office. There were constantly gifts
coming into the office, but there was & strict prohibition against receiving gifts over $20
in value. However, the junior officers were told to take no gifts, even if they were below
$20. However, Parish had many gifis in his office, including a large painting.

Investigation of Parish

At the time that Hegadorn was leaving in May 1996, the DCM and the
Ambassador became aware of Parish. The main embassy was in a separate building, and
was therefore isolated from the problems. The junior officers in NIV had complained to
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Piccuta, who was head of ACS. Mecias, who oversaw Parish, was not interested in
hearing the junior officers’ complaints.

‘When Fossan and Ryssdahl came to Beijing in the Spring of 1996, they helped
bring the complaints about Parish to a new level. The junior officers met with Hallford,
the DCM, and complained about Parish. Once Hallford found out how serious it was, he
took action. However, Hegadorn and others had been complaining for a long time (to
others) without any action.

Hegadom never heard of much follow-up being done in the Parish investigation
once Parish left Beijing.
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Embassy of the United States of America

September 11, 1995

MEMORANDUM

TO: CONS - Charles M. Parish

14 -

FROM: CONS - Arturo S. Macias {},14"

SUBJECT:  Visa Issuance

1 have been given to helieve that on Friday, September 8, you issued a number of visas to
some secondary s:hoo' exchange students from Guangxi Province to participate in some
sort of exchange program in the United States.

1 do not know if this is true, but if'it is, I consider this highly ini.ppropriate.

In future, I want you to confer with me before making a decision to issue visas to out-of-
district applicants, particularly when they are in a category which we would consider
problematic even if they lived in our own district.
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in 3am or 4am.

With red bands on their arms, an old guy named Chang and his
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are
prepared for the applicants. They collect one Yuan from each
person for the service of number registration and folding
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often
"pay the 0ld Chang 40 to 50 Yuan for the early numbers without

being noticed.

The Chang family’s daily income is around 400 to 500 Yuan,
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like
days before, the government’s agencies closed due to the
unreached agreements between the American Congress and
Government so the embassy didn’t issue any visas. Things
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that
month. However, the Old Chang didn’t look anxious. Loss of
last month will be recovered in this.one. Applicants waiting
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the
hard efforts by the Old Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon"
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the

chilly wind.
People whispered when they were waiting:

"How many times have you been here for the visa?”
"Is it not easy during these days?"
"It depends on which diplomat! The ’‘black’ one is easier and ...

it’s hard to say for the ’‘white’ one."
"Sometimes the ’‘white’ one is also kind, like window 6, the guy

with blue eyes and blond hair."
"What should I do if I can’t speak English?"
"These Americans are all sinologues sound like that ’‘Da Shan’

on TV."

Some of them have been refused many times. They are familiar
with each other. Having exchanged the experience, summed up
the lessons and found out the characters of these American
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge.

" When it’s getting light, people excited again, standing up from
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation.

-1-
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People standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will
be open, some of them don‘t dare to go to WC. An old man

hesitated:
"Is there still enough time to go to the WC?"

He had no idea who he was asking for.
Some warm-hearted person answered him:*Just stick on a while

otherwise you’ll waste these hours for lining up."

Then abuses shouted up from the queue:"Why don‘t they make a WC
outside? seems much piss in the cold days."

Some of them could’t stand it then went to the corner of the
building to release. But most people had suffered for their

self-esteem.
Afterwards, several had been informed to enter the little room.

The Old Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The

line moved slowly.
Appllcants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee.

Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi-entry visa fee. After
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the

1nterview‘

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa
standard "anti-immigration". So all questions and dialogues are
based on this. ’ .

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The

young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her:
"What’s your purpose to the States?"
"To visit my daughter. She‘s giving birth. leflcult labor."

The young American was confused with "difficult labor". He
asked seriously again. .

The old lady answered impatiently:"That means not easy to give
birth. Baby’s hip came out first."

The American consul still confused:"Where should be out first?"

"Head, head first, you understandi®
"Yeh, it must be dangerous. Why you go there alone? Where is
your husband?"

"Passed away long time ago."
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"Anyone related to you here in China?"

"Son and ‘sun zi’ are both in China. How could I immigrate?"

nWhat do you mean ‘sun zi’? Is that an insulting word?"

The old lady explained to the young consul patiently:"It’s not
a insulting word. ‘sun zi’ is my grandson. Not a slang."”

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He
repeated:"’sun zi’ grandson. OK, you passed.”

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many
times. The entrance time had passed: He had to try an idea
taught by the others.

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on
his chest, then song American anthem. So the other American
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the

interview began.

Staring at his eyes, nothing special,vthe consul asked him:*"Why
did you sing our anthem?"

The young man said:"The American and the Chinese are friendly,
it couldn’t be exclusive, I‘d like to study modern technics
from the American people. I hope you’'ll support me."

"OK!" -visa’s issued.

Of course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A

middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone,
shouted in the embassy:"Damn it! We are doing the science
research. Your programe couldn’t be done without our help."

The consul reviewed his forms and refused him. He was given the
reason through the microphone:"Sir, you have no proper reason.

You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn’t afford

you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you."

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he
had to leave angrily.

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as. immigration
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them.

-3~
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the
wheel-chair and told the consul:*I have to take medication for
my legs in the States. Here is the notice from the American
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my
legs and I was told the sooner the better." The consul issued

him the visa.

When he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up
immediately, and said sarcastically:"I‘'m the doctor myself.
I've cured many foreigners’ sickness. The treatment condition
in the States is much better but the technics is not as good as
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away.

For sure, the happiest is the Old Chang. For he knows those
been refused will be back here some day, and that’s the way his
fortune comes from. The board in the fee collection place of
the embassy is said "welcome next time".

The 0ld Chang’'s income is small potato compared with the
embassy’s. The income of visa fees per day is tens of thousand,
and hundreds of thousand for one month. It is a good way of
earning during the days full of disputes between the American

Congress and Government.

But it’s a big expense for chinese who are willing to go to the
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours.
Some of them have to pay more than thounds yuan even ten
thousands yuan for the transportation fee.

Actually here is another fact couldn’t be ignored: The foreign
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China.
The chinese government paid much on them and after they .
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the

American Government. .

Look at this long line. When it could be shorten? When the
#*dragon" could turn it’s head back?

Is this the way paving to the heaven or to the hell?

Article from magazine "Beijing Chronicle" April, 1996

.-
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Subject Date

3 PRC’s who were refused entry December 12, 1995
on 12/11/95

Fiom
Fred Ho, SII Marc Beeson, II
o [,

On December 11, 1995 a group of Chinese were seeking to enter the
United States foz business. Two of the three were questioned by
this writer, while roving, while the other was secondaried by II

Blake.

In secondary, the three people claimed not to know one another,
which was found out later to be false. They were all traveling
together, though they went through separate 1lines, and were
carrying invitation letters from LCP International. The faxed
letters were sent one minute apart and the tickets that they were
carrying were in sequential order.

The subjects all claimed to be coming to the U.S. for business.
They claimed to be coming to learn about computers, which is what
they said they did in China. Specific questions were asked to the
subjects regarding computers, and the subjecta were unable to
answer them. They could not tell this writer what RAM (random
access memory} was. They were unaware of the brand of computers
that they sold in China and could not tell me any of the different
compcnents of a computer. The subjects, did not want to give a
written statement on an I-21SB.

ICP Int’l was called and they said that the subjects were
registered for courses in the U.8. but that they were not
responsible for making sure the subjects left the U.S. once the
courses were completed.

The subjects were in possession of passports, tickets, $1,000, a
business card and a small amount of clothing. They were carrying
no documentation regarding the training that was about to take
place, nor did anyone come to claim responsibility for the

subjects.
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Torm 13188 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
O S 1TRY IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE
RECORD OF SWORN STATEMENT IN AFFIDAVIT FORM

AFFIDAVIT
IN RE: _yy _Ying Di FILE NO.
EXECUTED AT SETA DATE_ _12/11/95
Before the following officer of the U.S. Immigrstion and Naturalization Service: .
in the 3 b ge. Interpreter used.
1, ¥u, Ying Dian _ acknowledge that the above-named officer

has identified himself to me as an officer of the United States Immigration and Naturalization Service,
authorized by law to adminidter oaths and take testimony in connection with the enforcement of the
Immigration and Nationality laws of the United States. He has informed fue that he desires to take my

sworn ststement regarding:

Subject refused to make statement,

BXiDste  E#MDest M#Cas

CONOMY CLASS BOARDING pass stk

7

y
HBNGae  [RWEM Boarding) . (EM Semt [ 5ot h
15:50 R ®£3H @ TPE
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LCP International Institute

English Language Tratuing, tfatversly Peepurative and Flacement,
and Edncatfonal Adminisiration Scevicen

December 4, 1995

Beijing Sun Electronic Technology Engineering Company, Ltd.
Rem. 3203 Zhi Yu Hotel, No. 55 Zheng Kiwong Road

Haldlan District
ATIN: Mr. Wu Ying Dian, Manager

It is our sincere pleasure to formally invite the members of the short-term study-tour
group from your esteemed company to attend the customized business and culture
program developed and performed by LCP International Institute. The program will be
held at our Center in Sacramento, California, U.S.A. from December 11 through 22,
1995. The program will include activities designed to provide the participants with a
well-rounded exposure to U.S. business practices and Americarn, culture, as well as

training in business English. In addition, the group will teke part in a one-day industry
visit to enhance their understanding of U.5. management and operations practice in the

“exporting business. )
We very much look forward to the arrival in California of the three Parﬁcipants from
your company: | .

Mr. Wu Ying Dian, Manager - 06/23/59

Mr. Yin Wei Dong, Sales Engineer ~ 10/27/63 . ] f
Mr. Wang Jing Ming, Sales Engineer = 11/06/63 b )

If we mg.y_ be of any further assistance, Plesse do not hesitate to contact us.

- Sincerely, -
W ,&%fma
Manijeh Brueggeman
Vice President

MB:bb

. Exceulive Olfice: 930 ATAT Tower, 80601 Irvine Center Drive, Irvine, CA 92118
Fellowship Muugcman& Division: wsnl}:‘; roit; Di'tmtr 'Ekigl“”
niversity et Bullding, 1107 N.E.-¢5th B Beatdl .
" T QOO)ST6106  Fux: (206) 5476108 ek Grasiy TS

. ‘e .. * ‘s

*Cabfernis Siate Univenlty  +Usiverelty of Redlands Center  »lrvise Yelley Gallegs Center



1

s

M

i




205

mmigration and

“atralization Service
a

\rrival Record

1.Famity Name
U N

TN R S W S S
TFirst (Giver) Name 3.5inh Duie {Day/ Mo Y12

@Couniry of Crizeaship .S (Mak or Formalel

Male
7. Airiine anc Fiight Number
1 004

3.City Where You Boarged

B ountry Where You Live

Monsion Nt -
Immigeation and

Nasturzlization Service

194

Arrival Record

———

1. Famity Name

PR S SR S S

- - L 1
2. First (Given) Name 3. Birih Dae (Day/ Mo/ Yer

T p M LAG .

4. Country of Cilizenship

e NAL g
e

. Passpon Norl

PRIVNIITA S
5. 5ea (M or Frmaie)

AL E

7. Airline and Flight Number

3. iy Where You

3. Country Where You Live

CoH A

0oty Where Vioa Was Tsvued

el J;
T'Address While in the Uniied Staves (Wember 8ad Stoeet)

Hotel

TCity and Staie

34497738 O4%
_bl_Ll_L—-l—L—-\—J—l—'

nmigration 258
sturalization Service

"
separture Record

JE——
¢ Farity Neme

FOR S

i " P S VOO S |
ZFirsi (Givea) Name. T2 Birih Date {Dey/ Mo/ 13

.Yi".'gpi’!“";|..--2.3lo.|.,

P

ce Other Side STAPLE HER

T. A1 .ﬁ.e,r. |

L
0. City Where Visa Was srued Date Li5060 (Dey/ Mol Vit

B LT NG
2. Address Whike in the United States (Number and Stroet)

AM

N

M SR B

.

Deperare Nomber

194144574 05 .
L__\_L_L.l_.l—l_l—-‘—L—l—‘ )

Imaigration and
Naturalization Service

el
Departure Record

i6. Binik Date (Dey/™o( Y]

0byf 1163,

See Other Side STAPLE HERE



206

~WELCUME 70 THE UNITED STATES )

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE. o, Waan1
CUSTOMS DECLARATIO
e e, s g 12087}
Each sriiving uraveler of head of § must provide the fdiovi informa-

ticn {only ONE written deciarat (amiy bs requl

}Z/ﬁw Ql?vz,

“ .,_.sm. A N
0 o
7. 1 reside permanenty in‘the U.S. YES NO

1f No,
Expected Length of SWY oo
QUSINESS DNEASUNE

L

LS

P MOST MAJOR CREDIT-CZ A
SIGN ON REVERSE SIDE AFTER YOU'R

T e Ve R TR I i e S
= e e
-’-w"&mm.—-h -~ ’ e VX ooy B, Fwmae
T Pt 0 T T v
TR e 0 o,
g Cussonn Form BOS9E H052000)

SUSOPOINSTO-H4T- 148
CAL T2-2024 PRINTED IN TAWAN. REPUBLIC OF CHINA




]

SFR 2025 Dt

207




208

R

QQPNHQQWW.

wees Y sa gmq@wﬁ\m_wamudww

PREG :bqeg&¢mm RPRAR gww
wxw@ﬁxa*ﬁ>m»%nmwww¢mmvw m;mga»n”

ﬂxwwmxsxm.ﬂ?@wamuxwwwmx,#tpx*#mf
i, y

WRBER T
Pl MHIVHARME: 511t Negative

#mmamm,ww,

-



209

SAN_FRANCLSCO, CALIFORNIA oAYE . 12/11/95
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- Ta'the Ownor, Agent, Conzignea, Chararor, 3
CHINA AIRLIHES, FLICET CIOO.

(ame af vevrel v slomvolt bantltlessiamg

Line.

Pursunnt to the provisions of U\e immigration and ‘imonnhty Act, nnd lhe Regulations {ssued by
the Attoeney Gnm-(nl theroundar, you arg directod to—

{7 Detaia on bodrd .
] Depore from che United Sates. MONDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1995 € 1400 BOURs
ADEREAEMNGIONT -

) {&E Remave to_ FOREICN - on AOMSICDNEE [ [9__ , at ML
[ Present to on
foc the Ioliowing rsason {3} ALIEN(S} NOT ADMISSIBLE IO TUE UNITED STATES
- 7
2
the slian(s) named below: . STATUS ON VITYZL OR ARCIAFT
HANE (15t 34, 34 o teordzt clonn pamsengen:
rpber of the Crvw] Hewswey ()
WU YING DIAN 0§!23/59 PASSENGER
e papeU Rl LV AN . . PASSENGER
WANG JING MING 11706763 B PASSENGER -
me—sms—snseme: HOTE TO ATRLINE REPRESENTATIVE: B
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Custody ;o . complete inspection at a later date [ A
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“his/her removal from the United States.
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- HAY-06-96 HON 06:02 PH  US EMBASSY BELJING FAX NO. 86 1U picbacs

Activilies Giving Rise to Appearagce of Jmpropristy
Visa(s) issued to person(s) with whom CMP had sexual selations. /Ll'

+ China Svan Travel Agency offsalold ConofT he was “nctreciving proper couperation” £ 3
Chinese NIV siaff member alieges China Swen, after enteriaining CMP and other staff ¢ ‘
mebers, routinely requested Staff members place vis2 applications “on CMF"s desk and
nowhere else” apparently %o ensure issuance.

Joint “birthday party” hosted by Real Estate Sales firm at whose request visas issued.

Expensive pens, watches, tie(s), clock(s) and other gifts. Opinjon of all conoffs, numerous
officers of other embassy sectiens, and (it seems) many Chinese ywafl that attractive female

ypplicants are given p and cases fa ty idered by CMP including issuance
oveg prior refusal, )

»  Appiications sccepted by CMP amdios Ms. Yang and numerous

. Ban office despite O bas on such activites. .

Inerviewing officers ﬁld: “T'll get my visa from Charles Parish™ by several applicangs. .

. Rmuddhw%&bnztmhroﬁ:uhl@An&du;@kmFthfaw
in violstion of viss law and regulstions. Appearance o FRC officials that visx that cauhot be

spplicants imierviewed ;M EF

. VhMmmﬂmb«MYmﬂmnoMW‘wcﬁtmmm K
ticket may have been sbed #t discount et availsble to gpeneral public, by China Express
1nt’] Travel Agency. Ancther Cliinse woman included in this group of 3.

] April 1996 issve of Beijing JiShl Magazh ?nchxdsiuln icie on visa ap 2 US X
" Embassy with nierviews of spplicants frora NIV qucve. Repott conchudes “i you get (CMF),
the vits is easy 10 obtain.” . X T
MmydounOF-lufwmfotinsaedvimkqxincm‘on'iu.‘pplvmﬁkuhhﬁwm
Yang's deskiop. Apparently some kind of ‘tracking” of persona issued by CMP but outside uf’
mandsted filing of OF-) 36s issved each day. OF-156 forrs for issued visas in cases o0
which INS has requested additional information cannot be located in Consuler Sovtion's fiies
on a weekly, if not more often, basis.

Issved B-1 1o an actresy after Junior conoff had sescarched FAM, informed by CMP and
interested USIS officer, that 2 P-1 was appropriste and could not be issued without s
spproved prtition. CMP stated reason for issuing in ¢lear violation of FAM: “The system is
troken, sometimes we have to take things into our own hands.”
mmhawmﬂ‘mﬁd&dbyFESCvamM Computer wetning for
Chilnes¢ staff arranged without propes, prior obligation of USG funds. :
Jssued § B-2 tourist visas to PAP officials who, according to US DAO sources, “arrived in US

with suitcases full of cash,” OF-156 had no indication of reason lssued. Case ©
Consular atieation my DAQ Brad Gertes noting that USG Milkary Intel had questioned

issuance of those visss.
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Waibsn (FAO) #nd Travel Agency cases issued under questionable circumstances.
Baiches 828/335; 829/335; 831/335 total of approximately 26 applicants from various
provinces including v lorge number of Fujiunese, issued 4 Dec 95, electronically adjudicated
by CMP, Issuance oecured after 2 Cono!fY noted that several passports eppeared to be
photsubbed or altered, Passports did not kave proper exit cards as well. Group was requested
but failed to provide Chinese ID cards verifylng identities. Cases submitied by to CMP -
directly by & Taiwan national who claimed 1o be effiliated with CPATITS Travel Ageney;
groups were “mmedmtmd“ {denied entry) by INS on arrival due to clear intent to work.

ipation revenlcd thet the person who delivered the cases to the

Consulur Sec:m wes not employed by CP&TITS travel ageacy. Case tnvolved alleged short

term English lsnguage course 2t LCP Int’] in Irvine, CA. The group appears 1o have been

broken into several smell groups sent on different airlines.

«  Batch 343/011 total 6f Fujianesé traveling to WeshDC for training, OF-156- Visa Applications
shew no indication of officer action. Electronically sdjudicated 1] Jan 96 by CMP. OF-156.
Group delivered to Consular Section bry China Swan Travel Jgexy(ﬁvthw discussed -
below),
Baich 594/026, Group tumned around by INS for clear work intent. INS 'rcpon: this group of
“Fujianest, and another 30-20 sich groups, nmvm; New York toan addnss opposm the
i by CMI

Fukien Amevican Association, Baich ¢J
N indication of namecheck on this group (visas were issued over d:kmd namecheck)

which would-be & violation of Jaw.

NANG L:upm; Issyed D:c 95 for LCP (see above) English course and “visit tnxde center.”
vafo:‘mdc‘mvma jnUSA- crzﬁsnunmmdc‘-mmss ey, T

Li Xinoqun. Applxcmm submmad for B-! visa'via Waiban channe! and reFu:cd 2ub
Application ce-submiticd as F-1 (dates unclear); ssued by CMP, . o ..

' Batch 686/008 b6 Xinohua and Liv Qing. Refused a3 214b De 12, 1995, Hwband and wife .
reapplied and issued by CMP. Date of spplication not shown oft OF-156 indicates applm(m
probably NOT received at front window whem date is sumped on reseipt.

Batch 658/34$ issued Dec 11, 1995. Yu hong amd 15-ysar old son Wang Fenju issoed Bel to
purchase $32,000 single family home {*a few blocks from Shu Duan Restaurant”) in Nisgara

Falls, NY.

Issvance of Provionsly Refused Cases
LI Hui, Refused twice in Beijing on 1/23 and 2/13/96 for clear work inteat based upon

comrespondence and reputztion of Chinese singer Wei Wei (and AmCit husband, who have
themselves previously obtained NTV visa for Wei Wei in arder for Wei Wei to now adjust in
the US). Visa issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant was turned around by INS for clear work intent.

.

XU Wauping. Jiangsu spplicant issued 12/15/95 despite 12/4/95 Shangbai refussi; no check
with Shanghai. Numerous other similer cascs of issuance over prior refusa] with no Visas -

Alpha inquiry made.
YANG Yuelin, Sevenyears old. Refused twice, 7/18/95 and 7/6/95, Jssued F-1 (bateh
700/208) by CMP on 72785,
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INTERVIEW OF DONALD SCHURMAN
July 9, 1999

On July 9, 1999, at the State Department, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Kristen
Amerling interviewed Don Schurman. Dean Pittman and Mary Comfort were present
from the State Department.

Background

From February 1995 until October 1997, Schurman was the Regional Security
Officer at the Beijing Embassy. He currently is the Division Chief for the Overseas

Operation Group for Technical Security.

As Regional Security Officer, Schurman’s primary responsibility was protection
of embassy personnel, and protection of classified information. Schurman was
responsible for all of China and Mongolia, which included four consulates and two
embassies. Schurman had under his supervision one assistant, two engineers, two
seabees, and 13 Marines. Schurman’s responsibilities included dealing with the security
concens of local Americans as well, such as visiting businessmen, tourists, and
Americans living in Beijing.

Complaints About Parish

‘When asked when he first heard complaints about Parish, Schurman stated that
had heard early in his tenure that Parish was easy to get visas from, especially if you were
a young, attractive woman. Part.of Schurman’s job was interviewing all embassy
personnel who were Jeaving the embassy. In Schurman’s first six months, a departing
visa officer complained that Parish was giving out visas to attractive young women. -
Schurman looked into this issue, and learned about the visa issnance process. He found
that it was highly discretionary, and difficult to make decisions in a very short time
period. He also stated that the INS still had the authority to turn away individuals with a
visa. Afer conducting this review, Schurman decided that there was no allegation of any
illegal action against Parish, and did not look into the matter any further. He did not
interview Parish regarding these allegations, Schurman states that he did not find these

allegations illegal or even troubling,

Schurman continued to hear that Parish was lenient in granting visas, especially to
certain groups of people. Schurman was also aware of the Chinese magazine article
stating that Parish was a good person to see if you wanted a visa. However, Schurman
states that he did not find these matters troubling, and he did not look into them.
Schurman states that during this period of time, he never heard any allegations that Parish
was issuing visas for money or sex.

Non-Fraternization Policy
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When Schurman started as RSO in Beijing, there was a strict non-fraternization
policy. However, during the time he was in Beijing, the policy was changed so that staff
were required to report the fact if they entered into a sexual relationship witha Chinese
citizen. The purpose of the change was to allow the Embassy to keep track of who was in
contact with the Chinese, and to warn them about the perils of such relationships. It was
a personnel violation if an Embassy employee entered into a sexual relationship with a
Chinese citizen without reporting it to the Embassy.

Schurman states that he never heard that Parish was involved in sexual
relationships with Chinese. He also states that he was never told anything about Parish
being in sexual relationships with Chinese by either Scott Hallford or Arturo Macias.
Schurman confirmed that either Hallford or Macias should have told him if they were
aware of any problems relating to Parish’s issuance of visas (that went beyond mere
leniency) or any problems relating to Parish having sexual relationships with Chinese.

Investigation of Parish Begins

In April 1996, Hallford held a dinner for the junior officers in the visa section.
The officers told Hallford that there were numerous problems in the visa section. The
next morning, Hallford told Dar Piccuta and Schurman that there were allegations
against Parish. These allegations went beyond leniency. Schurman recalls that the
allegations included Parish processing visa applications from outside the district covered
by the Beijing embassy. The embassy had started this policy to prevent individuals
rejected in one district from coming to another consulate to get 2 visa, The other
allegations that Schurman recalled were that Parish received a lavish birthday party from
a travel agency that sponsored many visa applications. There was also some concem
with Parish’s travel to the U.S. with Chinese citizens.

Hallford asked Schurman and Piceuta to pursue this matter. Piccuta had a list of
problems relating to Parish that he had previously. Schurman believes that Piccuta had
given this list to Macias. Schurman recalls that the list included out of district visa
issuances, the birthday party, granting visas to individuals sponsored by the travel
agency, and receipt of gifts from visa applicants.

Review of Parish’s Office

The first thing that Schurman did when starting this investigation was to seal
Parish’s office, and change the locks. At the time, Parish was away on a vacation,

Schurman looked through Parish’s office. Most of the gifts were described by
Schurman as “knickknacks” or “junk.” He did see some cufilinks which he estimated
were in the $200-300 price range. The office was packed with files and other materials,
Parish had many documents, including original visa applications, in his office. Parish’s
explanation of these files was that he was tracking individuals he has issued visas to. In'
his files, Parish had letters from travel agencies and individuals explaining that they had
returned to China from the U.S. Parish also had many duplicates of visa applications in
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his office. Parish also had a large credenza thai was full of files on various Chinese
cornpanies, and backup information on various students. Schurman never conducted an
inventory on what was in the office, and he never photographed the office.

In searching the office, Schurman also found a large stack of e-mails between
Parish and Chinese students for whom Parish had issued visas. Schurman also found a
statement from a Hong Kong bank account in Parish’s name. Schurman did not take
much interest in the account, since it only had $100 in it.

After seeing the volume of material in the office, he-did cable Diplomatic Security
to ask them to send a person to Beijing to help him with the investigation. DS never sent
anyone to assist Schurman. Schurman believes that DS didn’t send anyone because

Parish wasn’t 2 major problem.

Schurman spent a few weekends and evenings review the material in Parish’s
office. Schurman never finished reviewing the material in Parish’s office. The consulate
wanted Parish’s space very badly, so Schurman took what he believed 10 be the most
relevant documents, and boxed them in a closet in his office. Everything else in Parish’s
office was destroyed. The materials that were not destroyed were as follows: one box of
documents relating to the travel agency, one stack of e-mails between Parish and visa
recipients (4-5 inches thick), and one stack of original visa applications (1 or 2 inches
thick), and one box of gifts and personal correspondence. All of Parish’s files on Chinese
companies, and most of his duplicate visa applications were destroyed. In addition, the
original visa applications that Schurman took from Parish’s office were destroyed, since
they were over a year old. Schurman also took no steps to keep old visa applications
from being destroyed, and there was no effort to discover which visa applications Parish
had granted.

Schurman states that he allowed these records to be destroyed because the
investigation appeared to be going nowhere.

Schurman states that he never heard anything about a Marine catching Parish

trying to smuggle materials out of his office afier it was sealed. He also never heard that
Parish had been in his office shortly before the investigation began, shredding materials. .

Schurman was asked if he ever searched Parish’s apartment, and he responded
that this would be 2 “touchy matter,” and he did not.

Interview of Parish

After conducting their investigation, Sch and Piccuta interviewed Parish,
Parish defended his practices, and denied that he ever accepted money or sex in exchange
for visas. Parish deried any relationship with his Chinese secretary, Mrs. Yang, Parish
admimdmhewentmapmyheldforhimbythemvelagwcy,bmwldSchmmmn
many other junior visa officers went with him, and accepted gratuities there as weli.
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Parish admitted that he had accepted various gifts, and violated ethical rules, but said that
he had to accept them. Parish tried to defend himself.

Meeting with Sasser

Afler the Parish interview, Schurman and Hallford met with Ambassador Sasser.
Sasser wanted to proceed cautiously. Hallford assured Sasser that they should ask Parish
to curtail from the Embassy. Sasser was concerned that Parish might file an EEO
complaint if they asked him to curtail. However, Sasser was convinced to go along.

Parish’s Curtailment

After checking with Sasser, Hallford and Schurman met with Parish, and asked
him to curtail, or Sasser would “withdraw his confidence” from Parish. Parish seemed to
be surprised, and seemed to think that the Embassy would not take any action against
him. Schurman states that the only thing that the Embassy could do to Parish is ask him
to curtail or withdraw its confidence. As for personnel action against Parish, or firing
him, the State Department would have to do that. Schurman believes that Piccuta had
discussions with the main State Department about these issues.

Complaints About Schurman’s Investigation

Schurman was asked if there were any complaints about the way he conducted the
investigation of Parish at post. Schurman stated that many of the junior officers wanted
Parish to be found guilty of something. Schurman would tell them to give him evidence,
but no one ever gave him evidence of illegal acts by Parish. Schurman remembers Kai
Ryssdal as one of the major agitators against Parish.

Schurman stated that there were never any other individuals at the visa section
under suspicion in the visa section as part of the Parish investigation. Schurman is
unaware of allegations made regarding “Mrs. Zhao,” or a U.S. employee at the embassy
“Paul” regarding the sale of visas. Schurman did state that Parish was the only African-

American at the visa section.

Schurman did not interview all of the junior officers at the embassy as part of his
Parish investigation. It was Schurman’s understanding that Piccuta was supposed to
compile ail of the allegations against Parish. Schurman does believe that either he or
Piccuta conducted formal interviews of the junior officers. Rather, they spoke with them
socially, and compiled the facts they needed.

Review of Parish Materials by DS and OIG

When Schurman left Beijing in October 1997, he left the material he had taken
from the Parish office in his office. At that time, ro one from DS or the OIG had looked
atit. In October 1997, personnel from the OIG were at the embassy on a regular visit,
and when they asked about the status of the Parish matter, Schurman offered them a look
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at the materials he had boxed up. Schurman states that they recoiled when he showed
them a box of documents.

Schurman does not recall faxing any of the Parish documents to DS during their
investigation, although he did dens cables with information relating to Parish. After he
left Beijing, Schurman does believe that the Parish materials were requested by DS.

Miscellaneous
Schurman was interviewed by Natalie Murphy of the State 1G’s office.
Schurman also saw the recent L.A. Times article regarding Parish.
- DS never informed Schurman of any other allegations against Parish.

Schurman never thought of sending all of the Parish documents to D.C. instead of
destroying them.

Schurman does not recall checking with anyone before having the Parish
documents destroyed, although, he “would like to think that he did.”
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- [LLEGRAM -

DEPARTMENT OF STATE ‘
DIPLOMATIC SECURITY @

L
FAGE 01 BEIJIN 16865 2310522 8934 ©17361 0S92 \:

ACTION 0S-8@

INFG DSS-01 YF=21 CR-8

0ASY-09® TEDE-00 ADS-0¢ ASDS-01 DSCC-080
mmwmmemee-e3CAFS4 3310522 <38

R 2310582 MAY 36
FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING
TO SECSTATE WASHOC 9344

UNCLAS € F T O BEIJING 016365 K
DS CHANNEL Tr\
SENSITIVE

FoR DS.CR VF

€.0.12958; N4
TAGE: ASEC

EUBJECT: V~95-00088
i POST HAS MEET WITH SUBJECT TO DISCUSS CONCERNS., AND HE
HAS DECIDED TO REGUEST IMMEOIATE CURTAILMENT..' POST HAS..
CONCWRRED AND SUBJECT WILL BE PACKING OUT ON 27 MAY S6u "~

2. AFTER THE SUBUECT' & DECISION YO CURTAIL, THE LOCK .
COMBINATIONS ON HIS OFFICE WERE CHMANGED AND HE wa
INFORMED THAT ONLY ITEMS WHICH WERE CLEARLY PERSONAL. COULD. -
BE REMOVED. WITH MIS IMMINENT REPARTURE AND THE NEED FOR
SUBJECT TO TAKE PERSONAL ITEMS YO KIS APARTMENT. FOR PACK
OuT, ASC WOULD LIKE SUIDANCE ON MOW RESYRICTIVE HE. La.

CAN-SMOULD BE ON LIMITING REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE
OF FICE. ALLOWING REMOVAL OF ANYTMING FROM THE QFFEICE
CAUSES SOME CONCERN.  TODAY, FOR EXAMPLE, SUBJECY PILED UP
WHAT WAS JUOGED TO BE PERSONAL BOOKS, PICKED UF & BAG, .ANO
STARTED TO LOAD IN THE EOOK. ON INSPECYION OF THE BAG, - A
RSO FOUND. A BOX CONTAINING A PATR'OF WHAT ‘ARPEARED T(r BE
EXPENSIVE CUFF LINKS AND A TIE TACK. - SUBJECT 'STATED THAT
TREY WERE JUST HIS CUFF LINKS. ON INSPECTION, THE BOX WAS
FOUND TO CONTAIN.THE CARQ OF TME SAME -INOIVITUAL WHO GAVE

THE SUBJECT THE JANUARY 38 BIRTHOAY PARTY. THE OFFICE
ALSO CONTAINS ITEMS OF MAIL FROM WHAT -APPEARS. TO 8E
INDIVIOUALS WMO RECEIVED VISAS FROM HIM.. st

3. THE PRIMARY QUESTION AT THIS POINT. 1§ WHETHER OR NOT
THERE WILL HE AN INVESTIGATION INVOLVING THE SUBJECT' §
OFFICE AND, I1F SO, TO WHAY OEGREE DOES THE -OFF ICE AND 1Ts
CONTENTS NEED TO BE SEALED, CONSULAR PERSONNEL NEED
ACCESS 7O SOME OF THE MATERIALS IN THE OFFICE AND wOULO
VERY MUCH LINE TO USE THE SPACE DUE TO THEIR CRUWDED
CONGITIONS.
4. ACTION: REOUEST GUIDANCE REGARDING SUBJECT'S OFFICE

AND ITS CONTENTS.

SASESER

UNCLASSIFIED



EXHIBITS
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AlSI
K AUTOMATED INTELUGENT SYSTEMS, INC.

t

2771 Plaza Def Amo« Sutte #809 « Torrance, CA 90503 » Tel: (310) 328-8585 » Fax: (310) 328-8881

Sept. 19, 1995
(Via Fax)

Karen SIemfeldl
Clinton/Gore 86

11500 W. Oilympic Blvd. #370
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Dear Karen,

Enclosed is the name fist of my guest who will be attending the Southemn California Presidential Gala
on Sept. 21, 1995.

Table 1: Table 2:

1. Mr. Johnny Chung RS 1. Ms. Kathy Chung (USRSt

2 Mr. Shizeng Chen (ERNESMEINNE 2. Ms. Janet Chung (;

3. Mr. Yejun He (NN 3. Mr. Chi Fan Jong m

4. Ms. Li Huang SiuRiiiail. 4. Ms. Keico Jong (UmGRasulums

5. Mr. Yuanliin Lang (EREENENED 5. Mr. Michael Lin (JESNASINDE

6. Mr. Bin Liu (ASnteiiu 6. Mr. Xin Wu SEENEENR.

7. Mr. Shijin Yu (g 7. Ms, Jian Qiao Wei (aubiniiuiin®
8. Ms. Hui Jie Li Sudnintutitts 8. Mr. Charles Parish {Sjiainantse
9. Mr. Bao Jian Cui (IMSNEERESSy 9. Ms. Fan Zhang QaEIRREERENY

10. Mr. Yan Bin Yao (aatminmiilh 10.Ms. Diana Douglas (IS
Table 3:

1. Mr. Art Liang (atantuREg®

2. Mr. Luke Yu (NN

3. Mr. Candy Jeng QRAEERRERER
t —— ]

-4, Ms. lrene Wu (!

Sony for the delay. | hope you have arranged a few good tabies for me. These are all very important
guests agd my femily. Thank you very much for your patience and your help.

Tl

hnny Chung
3irmanVCED

BUILDING THE U.S. FAX HIGHWAY TODAY

JCH15023
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Friday 07/14/95 08:25 am
To: Charles Parish BEIJING

Fronm: cofco@PRIMENET . COM

Subject: Mr. Lin, Fuli Date: 05/25/95

Forwarded By: cofco@PRIMENET.COM

Distribution:

Not Requested

RETURN-PATH: <cofco@primenet.com>

RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US-STATE.GOV ; 25 May 95 04:37:38 -0
400

Received: by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA08763; Wed, 24 May 95 23:59:29 GMT
Received: by castle.us~state.gov; id AA26589; Thu, 25 May 95 00:00:27 GMT
Received: from mailhost.primenet.com(198.68.32.50) by castle.us-state.gov via s
map (V1.3mjr)

id sma026582; Thu May 25 00:00:12 1995
Received: from ip220.phx.primenet.com (ip220.phx.primenet.com {198.68.46.220]}
by mailhost.primenet.com (8.6.11/wjp-h2.0) with SMTP id RAA01617 for <Charles.P
arish@D0S.US-STATE.GOV>; Wed, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -0700
Date: Wed, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -0700
Message-Id: <199505250001.RAA01617@mailhost.primenet.com>
X-Sender: cofco@mailhost.primenet.com (Unverified)

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4
Mime-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"
To: Charles.Parish@DOS.US~STATE.GOV

From: cofco@PrimeNet.Com

Subject: Mr. Lin, Fuli

Mr. Lin, Fuli is having difficulties in Beijing obtaining his L-1
visa to come to the United States for himself and his wife. The embassy has
informed him that it usually takes 30 days for them to receive notice from
the U.S. Mr. Lin received his approval on May 3, 1995, which would mean
that he will not be able to return for another two weeks. Regarding his
wife’s L-2 visa, the embassy requires his tax return. As you know, Mr. Lin
was only recently assigned to work in the United States and has not filed a
tax return and will not until year end.

Mr. Lin is needed at BNU very badly as we cannot proceed on our
business projects without him. We would very much appreciate anything that
you can do to help him return as soon as possible. We will provide you with
any documents that you believe are necessary to expedite the L-1 issuance.
Please let us know how we can help. Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Mann
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Thursday 08/03/95 04:52 pm
To: Charles Parish BELJING

From: cOLCO@PRIMENET . COM

Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs.Wang Date: 06/13/95

Forwarded By: cofco@PRIMENET.COM

Distribution:

Not Requested

RETURN-PATH: <cofcoprimenet.com>
RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US~STATE.GOV ; 13 Jun 95 13:25:25 -0
400
Received: by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA28755; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:18:56 GMT
Received: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA23241; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:19:51 GMT
Received: from mailhost.primenet.com(198.68.32.50) by castle.us-state.gov via s
wap (V1.3mjr)

id =ma023238; Tue Jun 13 16:19:26 1985
Received: from ipOl6.phx.primenet.com (ip0lé.phx.primenet.com [198.68.46.16}) b
y mailhost.primenet.com (8.6.11/wjp-h2.0) with SMTP id JAA21225 for <Charles.Pa
rish@DOS.US-STATE.GOV>; Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 -0700

Date: Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 -0700
Message~Id: <1%9506131620.JAA21225€mailhost. prlmenet com>
X~Sender: cofcogmailhost. prlmenet com
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="uswascii®
To: Charles.Parish@D0S.US-STATE.GOV
From: cofco@PrimeNet.Com

Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs.Wang

Dear Charles:

Thank you very much for helping Mr.Lin and Mrs.Wang. Mr. Lin is now back in
the U.S8. and both of them are greatful that you have helped them.

Pleass send me & wessage through internet E-mail when you receive this

message. I would like to know if our mail box works.
Our mail box address: (in all small letters) cofco@primenet,comn

Thanks againi

Elizabeth N. Mann
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Thursday 06/01755 03:41 pm
To: Charles Parish BEIJING

From: cofco@PRIMENET, COM

Subject: My Wife and Son’‘s Visa to Date: 05/28/95

Forwarded By: cofco@PRIMENET,COM

Distribution:
Not Requested

RETURN-PATH: <cofco@primenet.com>
RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US~STATE.GOV ; 28 May 95 14:58:46 ~0
400

Received: by pubhost.us~state.gov; id AA25693; Fri, 26 May 95 17:48:34 GMT
Received: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA25843; Fri, 26 May 95 17:49:33 GMT
Received: from mailhost.primenet.com{198.68.32,50) by castle.us-state.gov via s
map {Vi.3mjr}

id sma02583%; Fri May 26 17:48:37 1995 _-

Receivad: from ip015.phx.primenet.com (ip0i5.phx.primenet.com {198.68.46.15}) b
y mailhost.primenet.com {8.6.11/wip~-h2.0) with SMTP id KAA27474 for <charles.pa
rish@dos.us~state.gov>; Fri, 26 May 1%95 10:49:36 -0700

Date: Fri, 26 May 1995 10:48:36 -6700

Message-Id: <199505261749.KAA27474€mailhost. primenet. con>

X-Sender: cofcofmailhost.primenet.com {Unverified)

¥~Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4

Mime-Version: 1.0

Content~Type: text/plain; charset="uswascii®

To: charles.parishdos.us-state.gov

From: cofco@PrimeNet.Com

Subject: My Wife and Son’s Visa to US

Mr. Parish:

It’s a pleasure for us to show you our operations in the States. COFCO is
very comrzitted to the US markets. While COFCO (New York) is leading the
trading business, we (BNU} are doing the investments section. We thank you
again for you help to promote the business in the States.

I will be back to Beijing on July 6, 1995 to see my family and bring my wife
and son back to States. If you have time I would like to invite you to
dinner on July 8 or 9, up to you.

Sincerely
Jay Ding

Senior VP of BNU
President of COFCO Management Company
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fg‘gﬂ SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL

Charles M. Parish Sr.
First Secretary anid Cuasuf

oraan

s of America

August 24th, 1995

Dear Mr. Parish,

Northwest Deseat.

speenly on
country

of SINOPEC wo g

we waudd be o

insight
nota sou 2od sour
b1 vou 2 boat
1 exciting
= out of vour
ap prople at

(fhc;ngqmg and Wutza.

Yours smeerely.

YA

Manager, American Affairs
Liaison Office
SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL
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[PREPARED BY COMMITTEE STAFF]
SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL

Charles M. Parish Jr.
First Secretary and Consul
Embassy of the United States of America

August 24, 1995
Dear Mr. Parish,

It was my great pleasure to be introduced to you during the dinner we had in Beihai Park. Our
conversation was very pleasant and I was extremely impressed by your expedition to the
Northwest Desert.

Actually I heard about you long ago, and was especially grateful to you for the convenience you
had created prior {sic] our last trip to your esteemed country.

As remarked by Mr. Yan Sanzhong, Vice President of SINOPEC, we appreciate the great
support you've provided our company over the years, and we would be very honred [sic] if we
are given a chance to reciprocate it.

Good understanding breeds sound relationship [sic]. AsI proposed, if you want to gain a vivid
insight into China’s petrochemical industry, our production facilities will be kept open to you
and your colleagues at the US Embassy atany time. Besides, we'd feel even more happy to host
you a boat trip to the Three Gorges. I can assure you that it would be a rather comfortable and
exciting expedition to the native culture, history and sceneries [sic}. If you can take several days
out of your busy schedule next month, I'd like to accompany you and show you some of our
people at Chongging and Wuhan.

I’li call you next week for a reply. Thanks again for all your support. Looking forward to
talkingtoyou .. ..

Yours sincerely,

Tang lie

Manager, American Affairs
Liaison Office

SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL
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Mr. Ambassador David Chen
U.S.Embassy Chinese-American Association
People's Republic of China 525 Market St. Suit 1008

September 28, 1935

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

When { was on vacation in Peking last month | have gotten a lot complains regarding the illegal
activities in you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others
receive bribe.

This is involved not only the Chinese translators but also the vice consul. They received the money
and the valuable gift from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for varies

inciuded the ic criminal. The price of each visa is from $20,000 to $30,000
{U.S.Dollars) {hat is 30 years' income of the average Chinese people.

Kindly make the necessary investigate and action against the illegal actions, to defend the interest
of America as well as the Chinese people.

Very truly yours,

oot (Koo

David Chen
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David Chen

Chinese-American Association
525 Market St. Suit 1008
San Francisco, CA 94108

YR #EE & Pk Rl

Jag y@ el

A B 4K

Mr. Ambassador
U.S. Embassy

People

T

s Republic of China
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_Embassy of the United States of America

September 11, 1995

MEMORANDUM

TO CONS - Charles M. Parish

FROM CONS - Anturo S Macias ({15

SUBJECT Visa Issuance

| have been given to helieve that on Friday, September 8, you issued a number of visas to
some secondary s-hoo! exchange students from Guangxi Province to participate in some
soit of exchange program in the United States

T do not know if this is true, but it'it is, | consider this highly in.ppropriate

In futwre, T want you ta confer with me before making a decision to issue visas to out-of-

district applicants. particularly when they are in a category which we would consider
problematic even if they lived in our own district
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To: COMAIL: GERALD! C (JACOBSON
From: Thomas W Simmons
Co: Gary D Woolf@IAQ,GROUPWISE: FARRELL M ADAMS
Bec: CCMAIL: ROBERT| A WALLIS
Subject: HOU S0/274A L k B Viea Abuse by Chinese Aliens

Attachment :
Date: 2/27/96 9:46 AY
Please pass to ADDI - Charles J. Johnson .

Houston

Copies of the Houston Report relating to visa abuse by FRC nationals are
being furnished to the Bangkek District Office and and to the OIC in Hong

Kong. Perhaps we can get
applications more closely.

AMCON Beijing and Guangzhou to sgrutinize visa
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Memorandum N
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Immigration and Naturakzation Setvics

Housten District HOU 50/274A
Subject: Date:

December 14, 1995
Chinese nationals employed in the
United States

To: Gerald C. Jacobhgon . From:  Charles J. Johnson
Assistant Regioral Director Assistant district
for Investigatiqns Director for~
Central Region — Investigations
Dallas, Texas . Houston District

Houston Texas

On December 6, 1395, the Houston District Employer Sanctions Unit (ESU) in
conjunction with two investigators from the Department of Labox served an
administrative search warrant on a group of manufacturing companies located
at 4800 Clinton drive, Houston, Texas 77020. This group is comprised of
four companies: Inter-Pacific Bag Manufacturing Company, Inc.; A&A
Plastice Manufacturing, Inc.; American Bag Manufacturing, Inc.; and Titex,
Inc. All four companies|appear to be under the same control and possibly
the same ownership. Inter-Pacific Bag Manufacturing, Inc. is owned by a
Chinese company, Xin Nan,/ (Jiang Jiang) which alsc owns Industries General
Corp., Inc.

Upon service of the warrants, approximately twenty-five Chinese nationals
were found living on theipremises, all of which presented either Bi or LI
visas. Of the Chinese, | four were arrested for being out of status and
subsequently granted voluntary departure to their country. Additional
information from aliens arrested indicated that there are closer to forty
(40) Chinese nationals living and working on the premises.

icate that the Chinese

Interviews with the management of the company i
aliens all work for Inter-Pacific Bag Manufacturing, Inc. and earn $660.CC
per wonth for 8 hours work, S days per week.. Other loyees arnd aliens
arrested claim that the Chinese aliens live on the premises, work €-7 cays
pay waek for 12 Louve per day. Ths Cainese alians . L orlrimad okay
were being paid $680.00|per month in additien to ng pravided Iiving
quaxters. '
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Inter-Pacific Bag Manufag
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byees show that the Chinese nationals §re.wcrking
manufacturing bueiness to include janitorial,

11ms ‘that ‘the Chinese aliens are brought in for
erial functions for which the visas are designed,
ming are neither specialized nor managerial.

ith the management of another bag manufacturexr

h companies used the same equipment, the second
2 any problems training work eligible US employees

fhe MRRRISE SARMMRR 46 Sehsa finm 101 manrha o

ube
Inc. is currently facing civil sanctions

sturing,

fram hnth rha TSTNS and Ofﬂh, with zdditional finoo be asnsi.- 4 Ly

Enclosed you will find a
Texas,

and copies of passports of several

|
icopy of the company card of Xin Nan, in Houston,
of the Chinese nationals

encountered during the s?rvice of the warrant.

If you have any questions
Aggnt Robert L.
28£4\2855.

for InVéstigations

cc:
HQ/Field Ops

Montgomery or Case Agent Mike Murphy at

HQ/International Aff

' please feel free to contact Supervisory Special
229-

(713)

rict Director

airs

CRO/Intelligence - Jim .Bailey
Nebraska Service Center
Vermont Service Centex
California Service Center
Texas Service Center

Form G-2
Rev.i:26n
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in 3am or 4am.

With red bands on their arms, an cld guy named Chang and his
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are
prepared for the applicants. They collect one Yuan from each
person for the service of number registration and folding
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often
pay the Old Chang 40 te S0 Yuan for the early numbers without
being noticed.

The Chang family’'s daily income is around 400 te 500 Yuan,
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like
days before, the government’s agencies closed due to the
unreached agreements between the American Congress and
Government so the embassy didn’'t issue any visas. Things
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that
month. However, the Old Chang didn’t look anxious. Loss of
last month will be recovered in this one. Applicants waiting
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the
hard efforts by the 0ld Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon'
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the
chilly wind.

People whispered when they were waiting:

"How many times- have you been here for the visa?"

"Is it not easy during these days?"

"It depends on which diplomati The ‘black’ one is easier and
it’s hard to say for the ‘white’ one."

"Cometimes the ‘white’ one is also kind, like window 6, the guy
with blue eyes and blond hair.”

*Wwhat should I do if I can’'t speak English?"

“These Americans are all sinologuss sound like that ‘Da Shan'
on TV."

Some of them have been refused many times. y are familiar
with each other. Having exchangzd the experience, summed up
the lessons and found out the characters of thesss American
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge.

When it’s getting light, people excited again, standing up from
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation.
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People standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will
be open, some of them don‘t dare to go to WC. An old man
hesitated:

“Is there still enough time to go to the WC?"

He had no idea who he was asking for.

Some warm-hearted person answered him:"Just stick on a while
otherwise you’ll waste these hours for lining up.*

Then abuses shouted up from the queue:"Why don‘t they make a WC
outside? seems much piss in the cold days."

Some of them could’t stand it then went to the corner of the
building to release. But most pecople had suffered for their
self-esteem.

Afterwards, several had been informed to enter the little room.

The 0ld Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The
line moved slowly.

Applicants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee.
Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi-entry visa fee. After
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the
interview.

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa
standard “"anti-immigration”. So all questions and dialogues are
based on this.

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The
young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her:

"What‘s your purpose to the States?"

"To visit my daughter. She’s giving birth. Difficult labor."

The young American was confused with "difficult labor". He
asked seriously again.

The old lady answered impatiently:“That means not easy to give
birth. Baby’'s hip came out first."

The American consul still confused:*Where should be out first?"
“Head, head first, you understand!"”

“Yeh, it must be dangerous. Why you go there alone? Where is
your husband?* :

"Passed away long time ago."
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tAnyone related to you here in China?"
"Son and ‘sun zi‘ are both in China. How could I immigrate?"
*What do you mean ‘sun zi’? Is that an insulting word?"

The old lady explained to the young consul patiently:"It‘s not
a insulting word. ‘sun zi’ is wmy grandson. Not a slang."

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He
repeated:"‘sun zi‘’ grandson. OK, you passed."

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many
times. The entrance time had passed. He had to try an idea
taught by the others.

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on
his chest, then song American anthem. So the other American
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the
interview began.

Staring at his eyes, nothing special, the consul asked him:"Why
did you sing our anthem?"

The young man said:"The American and the Chinese are friendly,
it couldn’t be exclusive. I’d like to study modern technics
from the American people. I hope you’ll support me.®

YOK!" visa's issued.

Of course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A
middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone,
shouted in the embassy:"Damn it! We are doing the science
research. Your programe couldn’t be done without our help."

The consul reviewed his forms ané refused him. He was given the
reason through the microphone:"Sir, you have no proper reason.

You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn't afford

you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you."

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he
had to leave angrily.

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as immigration
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them.
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the
wheel-chair and told the consul:*I have to take medication for
my legs in the States. Here is the notice from the American
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my
legs and I was told the sooner the better." The consul issued
him the visa.

When he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up
immediately, and said sarcastically:"I'm the doctor myself.
I’ve cured many foreigners’ sickness. The treatment condition
in the States is much better but the technics is not as good as
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away.

For sure, the happiest is the Cld Chang. For he knows those
been refused will be back here some day, and that‘'s the way his
fortune comss from. The board in the fee collection place of
the embassy is said "welcome next time".

The Old Chang’s income is small potato compared with the
embassy’s. The income of visa fess per day is tens of thousand,
and hundreds of thousand for cns month: It is 2 good way of
earning during the days full ¢ disputes betwesn the American
Congress and Government.

But it's a big expense for chinesa who are willing to go to the
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours.
Some of them have to pay more than thounds yuan even ten
thousands yuan for the transportation fee.

Actually here is another fact couldn’t be ignored: The foreign
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China.
The chinese government paid much on them and after they
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the
American Government.

Lock at this long line. When it

t could be shorten? When the
"dragon" «osuld turn it’'s head zack

?

Is this the way paving to the h2aven or to ths hell?

Article .from magazine "Beijing Chronicle" Aprill‘l?se

-4 -
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Subject Date

3 PRC's who were refused entry December 12, 1995
on 12/11/8S

From
Fred Ho, SII Marc Beeson, II
WWhion o, 1

On December 11, 1995 a group of Chinese were secking to enter the
United States for business. Two of the three were questioned by
tlliis writer, while roving, while the other was secondaried by II
Blake.

In secondary, the three people claimed not to know one another,
which was found out later to be false. They were all traveling
together, though they went through separate lines, and were
carrying invitation letters from LCP International. The faxed
letters were sent one minute apart and the tickets that they were
carrying were in sequential order.

The subjects all claimed to be coming to the U.S. for business.
They claimed to be coming to learn about computers, which is what
they said they did in China. Specific questions were asked to the
subjects regarding computers, and the subjects were unable to
answer them. They could not tell this writer what RAM (random
access memory) was. They were unaware of the brand of computers
that they sold in China and could not tell me any of the different

P 8 of a puter. The subjects did not want to give a
written statement on an I-215B.

LCP Int‘l waa called and they said that the subjects were
registered for courses in the U.S. but that they were not
responsible for making sure the subjects left the U.S. once the
courses were completed.

The subjects were in po ion of p ports, tickets, $1,000, a
business card and a small amount of clothing. They were carrying
no documentation regarding the training that was about to take

place, nor did anyone come to claim responsibility for the
subjects.
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U.S.Department of Justice . NOTICE OF Vlskg
Imaigration and Naturalization Service BOROER

subject wes only in possession of $1,000 U.S.. The subject claimed to be caming
learn zbout computers but knew cothirg zbout computers, and the person {5 the

' yo.  AmedcanCons Beijtng, China Fleto
. (location) Dute:
N :,; FRow: USINS Sen Framcisco Ca. 12/11/95
'g (location)
-
]
18 Subject:  Nokios of Vies Cancetation, Border Croasing Card Voidance
ER
<
Z.z;,, Bagis for Action
I ,é‘ Departure requiced (3 CFR 242.5) (Form 1-213 stiached)
‘e Deportation procesdings intiated (Forms 1:213 and 1-221 attached)
8 NIV Holder exchuded (order attached)
S IV Hoider sxchuded (order atached)”
8 Appiication for Admission withdrmwn (NIV Hoider) (acknowledgment below)
1 Apphcation for Admiasion withdeawn (Holder of Form 1-186 tasusd by Consul }
1% (acknowiedgmaent biriow)
% 8 Waiver ravoked (212)ON3) (order atiached)
is Impostor presented GocUment (report below)
IR
i:i‘ (Name |Naronakty
f\;,‘ . Wu, Ying Dian China
: wn
43 [Batrotace Brthdawe For@rgn AGUOSS Numte, Sro. iy Prsmmce Stac and Constry of Prmaas: Redenc:
1A Beiiing 6123/59
\° g {Rame of aiine, vaesel, or Cover means of aTaim U.S. Portof Amval Date of Amval
38 SFR 12/11/95
sp & [Oue. isswed Passpon No., Type Date Passpont Expires
ige TIT05T8Y " fetgtng 12/ 2/ 91
2% 8 Tyow and number of Viea 1Date and plece visa or 1186 ssued
2W B | 1995335828005 0 12/4/95 Beljing
MR- Name of visa of 1186 issing officisl {Sociss Security Number of Apphicant
2R
33 EASONS e red. counserfe
- <=0 Subject arrived this date via CI 004, from Talpei, seeking admission to the
3 Dnited States for business. The subject was in possession of 2 valid Chicesde
3 passport and & B-1, sinmgle entry, visa. A secodary gearch revealed that the
3
2
3

§§ vitation letter, vho was supposed to be vaiAiDg. AVARIALm.ARNEL 3L forwand to —-

R S of ONG -
S W cq
38w Thas ot ghetac when spphcaton for isaion withdrawn

RN 1 thet my - |UNMNM.MIM‘W’MM~'MP‘&D
3408 mnh______——m.mlmmlmmbwmmlwm
182 Wb-mnawm.lnmmnumummmmhmn

2 A0 retum sbeoad.
3 L
18
2f e <
g F B
ﬂs: Occrma “ 1 wject, i8IV hokder, aiso show, in "REASONS" tlock.
oH C: Sub el ) the class of IV prasentsd, the kreign sate o dependent
y g "o WBMW“MNWM.
CC: Ragionai intefigence Officer
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Yorm (3103 UNITED S1A1:5 DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
@or. $17Y IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE
RECORD OF §WORN STATEMENT IN AFFIDAVIT FORM
AFFIDAVIT
INRE: __wy ve 8 D4 FILE NO.
EXECUTED AT SFEA DATE__12/11/95
Before the following officer of the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Setvice:

in the 1

Interpreter used

1,_Wu, Ying Dian

k ledge that the ab d officer
has identified himself to me as an officer of the United Sla:es [mmlgranon and Naturalization Service,
authorized by law to administer oaths and take i y ion with the enft of the
Immigration and Nationality laws of the United States. He has informed e that he desires to take my
sworn statement regarding:

Subject refused to make statement.

CONOMY CLASS BOARDING PASS/

&X Flight 818 Date B#528 Dest. M Clags

210004 11DET SFC N /

& Name
WM seq. N
& TINGIAN % Seq.No. - Remarks

o
2%1ne e1elnes
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0 PRARRSWM RS SR ARASHBAT RBE
LTS LT N ’
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China
requests all.civil and military authorities of foreign countries to allow the
earer of this passport to pass freely and afford assistance in case of need.

ERNA_ALF .

Place of e

BEIJING — e

ki e
P . CHN: 140048988

WK Name

2 @
o MU YINGDIAN
B Prefoses
5 % &£ AR &
N UNEWPLOYED ~ |  MARRIED

MERE Pace of Bk i

EERR  Menal sries

HERM Dve of e
1959. 06. 23
23 JUR 1959

MWE Oue of exgay

AREGH eaity card Ne.




247
T

1
STSIA TIH




248

LCP International Institute

English Langusge Traing, Unlverssty Prepuration wnd Clucement.
pad Educatonal ddadsixteation Seovices

December 4, 1995

Beijing Sun Electronic Technology Engineering Company, Ltd.
Rm. 3203 Zhi Yu Hotel, No. 55 Zheng Kwong Road

Haidian District

ATTN: Mr. Wu Ying Dian, Manager

It is our sincere pleasure to formally invite the members of the short-term study-tour
group from your esteemed company to attend the customized business and culture
program developed and performed by LCP International Institute. The program will be
held at our Center in Sacramento, Califomia, US.A. from December 11 through 22,
1995, The program will include activities designed to provide the participants with a
well-rounded exposure to U.S. business practices and American culture, as well as
training in business English. In addition, the group will take part in a one-day industry
visit to enhance their understanding of U.5. management and operations practice in the
“exporting business.

We very much look forward to the arrival in California of the three participants from
your company:

NameGTitle Dale of Birth Passport Number
Mr. Wu Ying Dian, Manager 06/23/59 ]
Mr. Yin Wei Dong, Sales Engineer 10/27/63

Mr. Wang Jing Ming, Sales Engineer ~ 11/06/63 ’

If we may be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Manijeh Brueggeman
Vice President

MB:bb

Executive Office: 530 AT&T Tower, BGO1 Irvine Center Drive, Irvine, CA 92718
Fellowship Managoment Divt ’:éu; s”ﬁlf“nz r;!xég A

agement Division: njversity District Bu 1107 N.E. €5th Btreet, Sesttle, WA 98106

Tel (206 416106 Fax: (208) 547 6106 " w—

* s _ . » . »

* California State Univecsity « Univarsity of fiedlands Center *lrvine Valley College Cen
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WELCOME 70 THE UNITED STAT!
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
UNITED ‘STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE . T

CUSTOMS DECLARATIO

Each arriving traveler or head vl la st p-owde e l&ﬁow m'ovma
tion {only ONE written declaratio lam-ly is requy

W Mﬂ

2.

4

5.

6. 1amay.S. Citizen YES NO/
I No, D ‘\I
Country: :

7.1 (ps-de petmanently in the U.S. YES NO |

e v
Elpec?ed Length of Stay: ... PR

8

3.

0.1

1.

P MOST MAJOR CRED| ARDS ACCEPTED.
SIGN ON REVERSE SIDE AFTER Y, 0 iNG.
ﬁ‘@.«nmwwm line.}

INSPECTOR &
O

BADGE NO

Crnpoace & n--—-.»-ocnn‘qu -.ea.-m.
OVIREH 1 Wamepen 0% 770 0

«USGPO 19920648 145 Cunoms Foren 60598 (092089)

CAL 122024 PRINTED IN TAWAN REPUBLIC OF CHINA
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PANT OF _SAN_FHARCLSCO, CALIVORNIA oatz . 12{11/95

To the Ownar, Agene, Caustignae, Characer, MI\“J'\', ACqmmnmhng Ot(n:of oc Gficee tn Charga of the
[CHINA AXRLINES, FLIGHT CION

[Heme of veowsh ar sirmestd bdemiiticssiant

Line,

Bursunnt to the provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and thc Regulations Issued by
the Attorney Graacal tharounder, you aro directad w0—
"] Detdin on bodrd

7} Depost from the Unitad States. MONDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1995 € 1400 HOURS
ASOBEFRANKIEDON

XX, Remove to. FOREIGH *on L, at AL
(i Prasent o on
foc tha {ollowing renson [€)] ALIEN(S] NOT ADKISSIOLE TO TUE UNITED STATES
the aljan(s) namad belo=: STATUS O VESSTL, 03 AIRCUAFT
HAMZ {iot. 2¢, 34 o ot elesn faasengen
bt of B4 Cew mewseeT 4t}
WU YING DIAN 06/23/59 PASSENGER.
___chen BppRUM VL AT/ET PASSENCER
= vy
WANG JING MING 11/06/63 PASSENGER
ST —
e e NOTE TO ATRLINE REPRESENTATIVE: e
[PRSUE RO — VDI
P ——— The above named passenger vhich atrived on FOUT e
Elight as indl:ated sbave, is held in Service USRS
[, Custody t 'chplete inspection at a later date JEVUUSIES———
and place.” Should he/she be found excludsble B
and so oragred by an Immigration Judge, your VI
atritme will be held responsible for cost of . e
hisfher ramoval from the United States.

Mttt AT

MARK BEESON, IHKIG&\T!ON Iﬂs§m§5 -~

} dec, ¢ _19?_{“ 300 Py
{Qmss i)

B e .M .
F T T pe— Caest Tt H
R wo
Dilamre & T104 of prmes Muntag rereiye) (o L (Tl
s pena s ot S St et starion 16 Krvatod_ Do afoe aust bo derstrmd an bomd T shis gm shled Do wtred Jendloe. 3o
v Jeah Yemal v ret Yu nde BF S enect Dot .-s—uv...- M- w\} B feset JmeetBle meatant wW
Fatire kol sxeminatbon 3 i
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Inventory of Items Removed from Beijing office of
Charles M. Parish Jr.

Genuine Rosewood Ballpoint Pen, Letter Opener, Trifocal Magnifier (Noymer)
One blue Reebok watch

Gold letter opener, paperweight, and letter opener (Qualcomm International)

One black leather Celine wallet

One Bank of China 925 Sterling Silver Proof Medallion, minted by the Singapore
Mint, in red case

One Gold and Silver Plated IBM watch

Small red silk purse containing 2 acorn stamps

Envelope labeled “Thank You.” with four cards, each containing Chinese stamps:
- red picture card with two stamps dated April 4, 1993
- white picture card with four stamps dated November 10, 1995
- light green picture card with four stamps dated November 28, 1995
- dark green card with four stamps dated March 20, 1996

Oné gold and silver plated Quill Ballpoint pen labeled Dubois Business College
One “Chinese Arts & Crafts (H.K.) LTD. Plastic Bag with lHong Kong Tourist
Association Seal
One United Colors of Benetton Large Plastic Bag
Empty box in Christmas wrapping paper. attached card with “Thank You™ letter from
Christopher Malzone on “Foster Wheeler™ paper. Dated March 19. with no year

given
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Page 2
Parish Inventory
* One 10 KT Gold Filled Cross Ballpoint pen, with GE (General Electric) symbol
Geaoffrey Beene blue silk necktie in “Stern’s” box
+ Box with 100% silk necktie and suspenders set
o Large brown envelope to Mr. Charles Parish from Yuzhi Duan (Jenny), with label
stating contents as being a gift of 4 ties. Dated March 19, 1996, contains “Thank

You" letter

o Three Business Cards:
- Xui Wen Wang, Dean of International Studies, DuBois Business College (PA)
- Christopher F. Malzone, Commercial Director. Foster Wheeler Energy
Corporation (NJ)
- Zou Xue, Chairman of the Board. The Light City Co. LDT (Beijing)
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INTEROFFICE MEMO

Date:
To:
cc:

From:

03/30/98
RSO - J. McWhirter; M. Chu

Charge - Mr. McCahill; C(é—gﬂt}von
Nonimmigrant Visa Unit - I ’}iilpin

Subject:  Another Report on Past Visa Malfeasance

| had a meeting on Friday aftemoon, March 27th, with Cynthia Bushman of
Velmur investments H., inc, of San Diego, Californa. Ms. Bushman's firm
wishes to seli California real estate to weaithy Chinese business people and she

‘had questions on visa procedures. Ms. Bushman is a Filipina-American who

used to reside in Beijing with her ex-hushand, who was & business
representative for a U.S. firm in the agncultural business, She said she is well
acquainted with Mr. Xie of our Embassy from the time she lived here.

Ms. Bushman said that she wished to be “above board and follow proper
procadures” in NiV processing in Beijing “especially after what happened with
your predecessor.” She said that there was a Filipino-American in California
who had been involved in visa processing with Charles Parish and sc "2 iot of
people in California are aware of what happened.” Playing stupid, | asked her
what exactly she meant. Ms. Bushman replied *Visas for S-E-X* Ms.
Bushman feft her business card and said she periodically comes to China on
business.
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Office of Inspector General Information of Record Form
[[Case No: 98-039 j [ Date: 2/27/98 ]
GUO HAIFAN
Chinese National .
Burlington, VT T

GUO HAI FAN, an illegal Chinese alien was interviewed at the Burlington Airport, located in
Burlington, VT, by Special Agent Natalie C. Murphy, with the U.S. Department of State,
Washington, D.C. and Special Agent’ with USINS, Border Patrol, Sector
Headquarters, Canadian Border Intelligence Center, Swanton, VT, telephone number:

FAN provided substantially the following information:

FAN stated that he had the opportunity to purchase a L-I multiple-entry visa a couple of years
ago from an individual by the name of Feng Li, a manager with Pecple’s Republic of China
Immigration Authority. FAN related that he met Li and a woman identified only as Mrs. Zhao,
at a business trade show in Beijing in December 1995. FAN described Zhao as in her early
forties and an employee at the U.S. Embassy. It was said that she can arrange for a multiple-
entry L-1 visa for FAN for $7,000. It was also said in‘this-meeting that he should not take too
long to think about this because the other Embassy employee involved in this scheme, who
goes by the name of “Paul”, was due to rotate back to the U.S. soon. Zhao’s home phone
number is: 10-65323431 and her work number at the Embassy is 10-665323431, ext 234. “Paul”
was described as a black, male employee. Zhao also said she could get other types of visas.
FAN did not purchase a visa from Li or Zhao, he said he did not want to pay the $7,000 they
were asking.

FAN was shown the Foreign Service National (FSN) staffing pattern and identified the name of
the visa assistant, Guanggian Zhao, as the Embassy employee he met with.

Upon his return to Beijing, FAN was asked to contact Li to determine if visas can still be
purchased from the U.S. Embassy in Beijing.

A-p2i-T
.8, DEPANTMENT OF STATE

INSPECTOR GENERAL
OFS‘FCFEW%F OF INVESTICATIONS

MAR 31 1398

[Interviewed On: 2/27/98 [ At Burlington, VT i

| Date Drafted: 3/3/98 [ By: SA Natalie C. Murphy 27 _ |
This de contains neither dations nor lusions of the OIG. It is the property of the OIG andff 2 EXHIBIT
loaned 10 you for official purposes only. It and its contents are not to be distributed without permission of the 4

_ep-1i
L CP-11
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DIPLOMATI
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eTIon
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B ONYEE TEDCME ADS-B ASOS-4] CCA , JIRY
et LU (3331300 1)

R 0211222 KAY 36
£ ARENBASSY BE1JING
10 SECSTATE VASHOC 6924

UNCLAS BE1JING 914039

05 CRANNEL

seasiTivg
FOR DS/OP/EAP, DS/CRIVF

£.0.12958 WA
Ta6s:
SUBJECT:  POSSIBLE VISA MISCONDUCT/ETHICS VIOLATIONS

1. NANE CF CASE SURJECT TO BE PROVIDED BT SEPARATE
CORRE SPONDENCE.

2. NSO WAS REQUESTED 1¢ CHARGE TO PARTICIPATE I8 &
MEEFING VITH SUBJECT, CONGEN, AND THE BZAD OF AMERICAN
CITIZENS SEAVICES. THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING vaS TO
DISCUSS ALLEGATION DF QUESTIONARLE CONDUCT BY SUBJZCT N
MIS POSITION IN THE EMSASSY BEiJ(NG ViSK SECTIOM. SUBJECT
RETURNED THE EVEXING OF 5§ APRIL, 1996 FEOH A TAIP 7O THE

UMITED STATES. YAE WEETING WCCURRED OK | MAY 36.

3. NFOARATION PRIOR TO RETURN OF SUBJICT SWOVED THAT E
WACTRAVELED WITH TWO FEMALE CNINESE CITIZENS:

- YANG, L RING @391/7781/1827), DOB 1) MAY §2), 4 LOCAL
EMPLOYEE DIPLOMATIC SERVICES JUREAU) WID KAS BEEM RCTING
AN ASSISTANT TC SUBJECT AND SITS VITH 8I% [N NIS OFFICE,
s

- 41, VINE (132171258, OOB 46 JUGE T1, WO KROW
ASSOCTATION WITH SUBJECT,

4. CONSULATE RECDROS INDICATE THAY SUBJECT ISSUED VISAS
FOR THE TVO WORSX. AL TUREE SETS OF TICRETS FOR THE
FLIGHT CANE FROM THE SMME TRAVEL AGEMCT AND ALL WERE
B00XED QN THE AR FLIGRT.

3. TAE PRE-INTEAYIEV INFORMATION ALSS REVEALED TV T3E
SUBJECT WAS SIVEN A BIRTHDAY PARTY |W JMAVARY 13%6. THE
PARTY WAS MELD 1% THE SALLEOOM OF THE GUANG DONG REGENCY
MOTEL, ALSO RNOWN AS THE NUAQIZO FANDIAX. |7 W¥AS A LARGE
PARTY WICR NOST PEMIERS OF TAE COMSULATE STAFF ATTENDED.

®. THECONGEN OPENED TNE DISCUSSION VTN COMRENTS
REGARDING WIS CONCERN ABOUT TNE (AX PHOCEDURES M THE ¥)Sa
SECTION.  THESE INCLUDED THE tNADEQUATE CONTROLS WICH
LEAD TO ACCOUNTABIL ITY PROBLERS Fob THE ROET RECEIVEG FOR
VISA FEES AND FOR TAT ViSA FOILS. TOESE LAX CONDITIONS
ALONG VITK TME QUESTIMMABLE PRACTICE OF SPECIAL TAEATAENT
FOR SONE CLAENTS NAD LEAD 70 & GENERAL PENCEPTION OF
IMPROPRIETT (% TNE U.S. SRBASSY VISA SECTION

7. SUBJECT VAS TWEW GUESTIONED ABOUT BIS RECENY TR)P.
SUBSECT STATED TNAT KE PURCNASED IS OV TICRET USING WIS
PERSOWAL FUKOS FAOM & PUBLIL AGENT RECOMENDED BY THE
MORTHVEST AMRLINES OFFiGE. WE PAID A FEE FOR THE TICNET
THAT VAS RYAILABCE TO ANY QUELIFIED PURCHASEN. ME STATED

IINCTASSIFIFD

261

MUk LSS B OF B2 E211221 SISY EMINS RMR
THAT RE WELPED ARNANGE FOR THE TACKETS FOR TKE Two TRAVEL o
SOMPAKIONS BUT D15 NOT PAT FOR THIIN TICAETS, 4XD DiD MOT

KXW THE SOURCE OF TWE MONEY USED 10 PaY FON ThE(R
TICKETS. HE FURTEER STATED THAT TBE TYO WOREN VERE IS
FRIENOS AXG TWAT TYERE ¥AS MO ADDITIONAL RELATIONSKIP. BE

ALSO SAID THAT THE TV VOREM TRAVELED WITK 1M 10 AND FROK
THE U.S. OR TME SANE FLIGHT AND SPENT YARIOUS PORTIONS OF
TIRE VITH Kim DURIS THE TRIP,

3. RSO AEMINDED SWIIECT TNAT DEPARTMENT POXICY REQUIRES
THAT NE REPORT ANY PERSOMAL RELATIONSNI? VITH & CNINESE
RATIONAL 10 WKICH TAIRE IS BFFCCTION, INFLUEWCE, OF
COLIGATION., WSO AUSO RENINDED SURJECT THAT NE WUSY REPORY
TNSTANCES OF COKARITATION WHICH IS DEF (KED AS SWARING TRE
SAME LIVING QUARTERS WITY FOREIGH XATIOKALS FOR THE BETYER
PART OF OME VEEK. SUBIECT DID NOT RESPOND T0 THESE
FEIADENS,

3. SUBJECT ¥AS ASKED IF 4T NAD EVER RECEIVED aNY (TEN OF
MATER(AL VALUE INCLUDING GIFTS, FAVORS, OR ENTERTAINAENT
FROR ANYONE WNO NAS INTERESTS THAT SAY BE SURSTARTIALLY
AFFECTED BT TRE PERFORMAMCE OR NOK-PLRTORMANCE OF 1§

PERSONAL DUTIES, ¥iS-A-YIS, THE ISSUANCE OF VISAS. TaE
SUBJECT AESPONDED THAT AT AAD RECEIVED AS WELL AS GIVEN
SMALL GIFT FTERS BUT NE MAD WOT RECEIVED ANYTHING OF

SIGNIFICANT WALUT, NE ¥AS THEM QUESTIONED ABOUY THE
RRTUDAY PARIY 4L A5 FAYOLYED VITR DA JAMUARY 1936. K
STATED THAT THIS WAS & PRRTY GIVIX BY RIS FRUEND QOU,
HWEN, THAT THE PARTY VAS ALSO A BIRTHOAY PARTY FOR RER,
XD THAT HE 10 30T RLAEPBER THE LOCATION.  SUBIEET STATED
THAT RENEERS O THC CONSLATE WAD ATTENOED BUT E DD ROT
RECALL MOV THEY WERE IwvITED. ACS KEAD INTERJECTED YT
WE 1AD SELH 1NDIYIDUML IRVITATIONS FCR WEMBERS OF TE
COMSULATE STAFF, AND TXAT THE LNYSTATION INDIGATED THAT
TNE PARTY WAS FOR SUBJEET. |X RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS AS TO
THE NATURE OF 10U'S BUSINESS, SUBJECT STATED THAT SHE AMN
A U5, REAL ESTATE DEVILOPNENT COMPAKY. SUBJECT ADMITTED
TXAT 200 SONSORED SGME ¥iSA REGUESTS. COMGEN THEW
PAOGUCED A STACK WBOUY 15) LETIERS OF INVITATICHS SIGKED
O IOU WHICH WAD DEEN FOUMD (N SUBJEC!'S OFFICE DURING NiS
ANSENCE.  TWE CONGEN TAD RETRIEVED THE LETIERS ALONG WiTK
THE ASSOCIATED OF-1565 10 USE AS LXARPLES OF (MPROPLR
HANDL ING G CONSULATE PAPERVORK, BUT AAD WOT ANOVN OF 4RY

ASSOCIATION WITH THE BIETHOAY PARTY URTIL THIS DISCUSSIOK.
SUBJECT CLAIMED THAT NE JAD WELD 04 TO THE PAPLRVORK 10 00
AX UNOFFICIAL STUDY ©F IOV MANY PEOPLE ACTUALLY RETURN 12
CKINA WEK ISSUED TNiS TYPE OF MISA.

AL SUBECT WAS ASKED 10 DISTUSS OTHER CWIMESE
RELATIONSHIPS D FRIENSS. ¥E STATED TMAT ME EWJOTED
TATERACTING WTH THE CRINESE CORMITY, AND THAT NE V25
KO MONN.* 50 AEM(ROED SUBJECT THAT NIS PERCEPTION OF A

RECATIONSHIP VAS ROT MECISSARILT THE ONE VWiCK WOULD

SETERMIXE 1F NIS ACTIVITIES VIOLATED THE CODE OF ETHICAL
CORDUCT. AN IMDIVIDUALS WMO GAYE BIM A GIFT OR FAYORS AXD
LATER SECEIVED R VISA FEOR ¥IM MIGET CAUSE OTREAS 10
QUESTION WIS MOTIVATION, 1.E., RE VOULD WAYE ENGAGED 1N AN
ACTIVITY THAT CEEATED TUL APPEARANCE TXAT WE WAS ¥IOUATING
TAE LAV OR ETHICAL STANDARD. SUMJECT #AS THER
SPECIFICALLY ASLED IF B §AD EVER NAD A INTIMATE
RELATIONSHIP 9iTH ANYGUE TO VMOR NE WAD SUBSEQUENTLY SIVEN
A VISA. SUBJECT REMAIEED SILERT M 0ID %OT RESPORD.
NOEVER, AFTER TGE MEETIRG SUBJECT CAME 10 INE RSO OFFICE
AKD EXPLATAED THAT BE DIO NOT RESPOND BECAUSE Af 01D xOT
WISE TG DISCUSS KIS PERSONAL LIFE LW FRONT OF THE OTHER
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’- C: uMcLASSIFIED  C Hcaw G

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
DIPLOMATIC SECURITY

PAGE 52 05 2 BEISIK 1AMY BSOF BT AN 90SY EBINS DSIUM
TVO OFF ICERS. N SAID THAT THERE VAS ONE PERSON WITK WOM

HE HAD AX INTINATE RECATIONSKIP, BUT THAT KE VOULD KAV 10

CHECR CONSWLATE ECORDS 70 SEE IF SWE ALREADY NAD A ¥i3A

PRIOR 10 THEIR EACOUNTER. HE ALSO STATEO IS BESIRE TO

CORPERATE FULLY D AMSWER AAY OESTIONS. Wi THSL § 2

PRESENT DURING THE EARLIED INTERVIEV VERE LEFT WITH ToE

INPRESSION NIS AESPONSES VEAL GUARDID AKD MEASURES.

1. THERE ARE A WORBER OF OUTSTANOING OESTIONS AT
COULD AE WAVESTIGATED REGARDING SORJECT'S ACTIVITHES IN
THE CONSWKATE.  DIB TRE TWO TRAVEL CORPANIONS PAT FOR TH(
¥ISAS? ARE PROPER FEES BE(NG PAID FOR THE V1SAS PROCESSED
FOR LOU? TWO COMPANIES UNDER WHOSL BAMES 200 RICENTLY
FSSUED LETTERS OF GNYITATION ARE:

~SRIGET CITY IMEERNATIONAL CORPORATICN, &5-9% MLOEATON
SIREET, FORLST RILLS, WY 11374, TECEPNONE 718 439 6482
TNE (IGHT CHTY § GUANG WUA CORP., $727 MLDERTON STREEY,
FOREST ik, NP, 31374-5231, TELEPHONE 713-133-3312

MRE TNESC YALID BUSINESSESY

12 INE GENERAL OPINION OF THL COWGEN AND ACS NEAD 1S THAT
THE SUBJECT WAS WQf ACCEATING MOWEY FOR SERWICES. THIS
WOULD € QIFFICULT 10 PROVE OR DISPROVE &IVEN THE PAST
CORTROLS AND THE WIGH YOLUML OF ViSA ACTIONS

0/1R) . TRE CONGER MAS iNITIATED STRIMGENT CONTHOLS
WHICH SHOULD ALLEVIATE THE ACCOUNTABILLTY PROBLEX.

13, ACTION:  REQUEST GUITANCE REGARDING FUETNIR
INVESTIGRTION. 17 VOULD APPEAR TRAT SUBJECT KAS VIRATED
T4E COOE OF ETHICAL COMDUCT REGARDIWG THE BINTHDAY PARTY
M SKOULD, AT A MINIMUM, GECEIVE A LETTIR OF REPRISARD
FROM POST. 1S ACTION BY POST O PAL ETHICS 1SS
SUFFICIENT, OR 3 1T A REQUIREMENT THAT POST AEPORT ot
ACIDINT 0 THE OIGY IF THE 01§ 1S 10 BE WOTIFIED, SKOWO
POST SEND & TELEGRAN SPECIFICALLY AOGAESSING THAT 1SSGE OA
WILL S PASS THIS TELTGRAN O FOR INEIR REVIEWT ROTE THAT
415 CASE DOES WOT APPEAR 10 9 DINLCTLY JELATID T0 Wish
FRADD INFESTIGATION V-95-08058 WICH WILL BT ADDRESSED 12

SEPTEL.

aLroen
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289
Laseri:
ACTION: RSO-2
INFO: //2ERO//

DISSEMINATION: DS
CHARGE: PROG

VZCZCBJO112

RR RUEHBJ

DE RUEHC #2289 1372116
ZNR UUUUU ZZH

R 162109Z MAY 96

FM SECSTATE WASHDC

TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING 3952
BT

UNCLAS STATE 102289

DS CHANNEL FOR RSO FROM DS/CR/VF

E.O. 12958: N/A
TAGS : ASEC
SUBJECT: V-96-00066

REF: A. SCHURMAN 5/16/96 E-MAIL B. BEIJING 14059

1. THIS CASE HAS NOT YET BEEN BROUGHT BEFORE AN AUSA FOR
PROSECUTION. HOWEVER, HEADQUARTERS HAS CONSULTED WITH AN
AUSA TO REQUEST GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE ISSUES RAISED IN
REFTEL A. THE MEETING PLANNED FOR FRIDAY SHOULD BE
LIMITED STRICTLY TO THE PERSONNEL DECISION POST
MANAGEMENT HAS MADE. PARAGRAPH 6 IN REFTEL B APPEARS TO
BE THE GROUNDS FOR THE ACTIONS MADE BY POST. THE SUBJECT
SHOULD NOT BE QUESTIONED IN ANY WAY ABOUT HIS POSSIBLE
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. ANY QUESTIONS

RELATED TC HIS POSSIBLE CRIMINAL INVOLVEMENT COULD
JEOPARDIZE A FUTURE PROSECUTION. HEADQUARTER’S MAIN
CONCERN IS THAT THE SUBJECT COULD CLAIM THAT HE WAS
nggELLED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTION ASKED OF HIM DURING THE
M ING.

2. DS/CR/VF SUGGESTS THAT THE RSO PARTAKE IN THE MEETING
TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE INVESTIGATION.
HEADQUARTERS HAS NO PROBLEMS INFORMING THE SUBJECT DURING
THE MEETING THAT DS HAS OPENED A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION
LOOKING INTO SOME OF THE ALLEGATIONS.

CHRISTOPHER

BT

#2289
NNNN

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370

Laserl:
ACTION: RSO-2
INFO: //2ERO//

DISSEMINATION: DS
CHARGE: PROG

APPROVED: RSO :DPSCHURMAN
DRAFTED: RSO:DPSCHURMAN
CLEARED: NONE

VZCZCBJIS11

RR RUEHC

DE RUEHBJ #4370 1272344
ZNR UUUUU ZZH

R 0623442 MAY 96

FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 7263
BT

UNCLAS BEIJING 014370

DS CHANNEL
SENSITIVE
FOR DS/CR/VF

E.0.12958: N/A
TAGS: ASEC
SUBJECT: V-36-00066

REF: A. STATE 92151, B. BEIJING 14059, C. STATE 83229,
D. STATE 83601

1. THE INFORMATION MENTIONED IN REFTEL B, PARAGRAPH 3 WAS
PREPARED PRIOR TO THE 1 MAY 96 MEETING BUT WAS NOT GIVEN
TO RSO UNTIL 3 MAY 96. THE INFORMATION HAS BEEN FAXED AS
REQUESTED .

2. RSO HAS AGAIN CONTACTED ACTING CG TO ENSURE THAT NO
ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION IS OCCURRING. HOWEVER, BASED ON
THE 1 MAY 96 DISCUSSION AND AGREEMENTS WITH SUBJECT,
ACTING CG HAS FELT COMPELLED TO CONTINUE WITH THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MEASURES TO IMPROVE ACCOUNTABILITY
AND CONTROLS IN THE CONSULATE. THIS INCLUDES TIGHTENING
UP AND FORMALIZING THE REQUIREMENT FOR THOSE GROUPS GIVEN
SPECIAL TREATMENT ON VISA REQUESTS. SOME OF THESE
MEASURES HAD BEGAN PRIOR TO THE 1 MAY 96 MEETING, AND WERE
IN RESPONSE TO THE INQUIRIES/PROBLEMS NOTED IN REFTELS C
AND D. IT HAD BECOME OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS A PROBLEM OF
INAPPROPRIATE REFERRALS, EVEN FROM CHINESE GOVERNMENT

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370

(éri%@
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370

MINISTRIES. THE MINISTRY OF HEALTH WAS ONE OF THE GROUPS
AND THEY HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT THEY CAN NO LONGER SUBMIT
VISA REFERRALS UNTIL THEY HAVE CLEARED UP THEIR PROBLEM OF
INAPPROPRIATE REFERRALS.

3. IT APPEARS THAT THERE ARE A NUMBER OF SOURCES OF VISA
REFERRAL PROBLEMS. IN ONE CASE A SINGLE INAPPROPRIATE
PERSON WAS ADDED TO A LIST OF VALID TRAVELERS. IN OTHER
CASES THE ENTIRE LIST IS BOGUS. IN THE FORMER CASE, IT IS
LIKELY THAT INDIVIDUALS WITHIN THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT
REFERRAL GROUP ARE INVOLVED. IN THE LATER CASE, THE REALM
OF POSSIBILITIES ALSO INCLUDES TOTALLY BOGUS DOCUMENTS
BEING INTRODUCED DIRECTLY INTC THE CONSULATE WITH
ASSISTANCE OF A CONSULATE STAFF MEMBER(S). THE MEASURES
INSTITUTED AT THE CONSULATE ARE INTENDED TO ADDRESS AN
ARRAY PROBLEMS AND WERE NOT DIRECTED AT THE SUBJECT OF V-
96-00066.

4. BE ADVISED THAT POST IS STILL CONSIDERING DIRECTING
THE SUBJECT’S DEPARTURE FROM POST FOR LOSE OF CONFIDENCE.
HIS POSITION AS SUPERVISOR OF THE SECTION AND RATING
OFFICER FOR JUNIOR, UNTENURED OFFICER IS FORCING
MANAGEMENT OF EVALUATE ALL OPTIONS. HALLFORD

BT
#4370
NNNN

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14122

Laserl:
ACTION: RSO-2
INFO: //ZERO//

DISSEMINATION: DS
CHARGE: PROG

APPROVED: RSO:DPSCHURMAN
DRAFTED: RSO:DPSCHURMAN
CLEARED: NONE

VZCZCBJI014

RR RUEHC

DE RUEHBJ #4122 1241058
ZNR UUUUU ZZH

R 031058Z MAY 96

FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 6995

gchAs BEIJING 014122
DS CHANNEL

SENSITIVE

FOR DS/CR/VF

E.0.12958: N/A
TAGS: ASEC
SUBJECT: V-96-00066

REF: A. STATE 91345, B. BEIJING 14059

1. THE OF-15€ FORMS REQUESTED BY REFTEL A HAVE BEEN FAXED
AS REQUESTED. THE FAX INCLUDED SEVERAL MORE RELEVANT
APPLICATIONS (SPONSORED BY THE SAME COMPANY) IN ADDITION
TO THE ORIGINAL OF~156 FORMS DISCUSSED IN REFTEL B. THESE
WERE GIVEN TO RSO BY THE CONGEN ON MAY 2, 1996.

2. REFTEL A ALSO REQUESTS INFORMATION ON HOW ALLEGATIONS
WERE INITIALLY RECEIVED BY POST MANAGEMENT. SEVERAL
EVENTS LED TO THE MEETING ON 1 MAY 1996. THE DCM HOSTED A
DINNER ON 11 APRIL $6 FOR THE JUNIOR OFFICERS DURING WHICH
THOSE WORKING IN THE CONSULATE VOICED CONCERN ABROUT THE
LACK OF CONTROLS FOR VISA FOILS AND FEES. THE SUBJECT WAS
ON VACATION AND THE CONGEN WAS ON TDY AT THE TIME. ON THE
MORNING OF 12 APRIL 96, THE DCM CALLED IN THE ACS HEAD
WHO WAS ACTING FOR THE CONGEN IN HIS ABSENCE, AND ASKED
ABOUT THE CONCERNS. AFTER THE CONGEN'S RETURN, HE ALSO
MET WITH THE DCM AND INITIATED HIS EFFORTS TO TIGHTEN UP
ACCOUNTABILITY AND PROCEDURES IN THE VISA SECTION. RSO

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14122

[ ﬂu&
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 107985

Laseril: W
ACTION: RSO-2 e Gle

INFO: //ZERQ//

DISSEMINATION: DS
CHARGE: PROG

VZCZCBJO299

J
DE RUEHC #7985 1451841
ZNR UUUUU ZZH

O 241841Z MAY 96

FM SECSTATE WASHDC

TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING IMMEDIATE 4157
BT

UNCLAS STATE 107985

DS CHANNEL SENSITIVE NOFORN

E.O. 12958: N/A

TAGS: ASEC

UBJECT: V-96-00066

REF: (A) 96 BEIJING 16965

1. rso should closely supervise the subject while he
retrieves personal items from his office. all items
being removed by the subject should be reviewed and if
they are deemed to be of possible evidentiary value,
should be seized. a receipt for the item should be
provided to the subject. after the subject has completed
his retrieval and has vacated the office, rso should
conduct a thorough search for evidence. possible items
include visa applications, personal letters from visa
apglicants/recipients to the subject, ledgers, addresses,
telephone numbers, and items that may have been provided
to the subject as payments or gratuities.

2. please advise the results of your investigation.
CHRISTOPHER
T

B
#7985
NNNN

UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 107985
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InterOffice Memo

To: NIV Staff
From: Dan Piccuta, A/Cons
CC: Arturo Macias, CG

Don Schurman, RSO

Date: May 3, 1996
Subject:  Ethical Conduct

The reputation of our Embassy in general and of the visa section in particular is and
should be one of our major concerns. The general public must have faith in the integrity
of our visa issuing process. That faith can be maintained only if they perceive us to be
handling visa cases in a fair and evenhanded manner. Even the appearance of impropriety
on our part can damage our reputation. Each member of our staff has an important role in
avoiding conduct that might create the appearance of impropriety.

Specific types of conduct to be avoided are described below:

- An employee working in the visa section may not receive gifts of any kind from
individuals or companies who have visa business with the Embassy. This
includes invitations for lunch or dinner or other social activities when the host is a
visa applicant or represents visa applicants or has discussed visa applications with
a member of the staff. Any gift or invitation should be referred to the CG for his
specific approval.

- Visa section employees should not discuss visa cases other than to confirm or
deny that a visa was issued or to provide information about procedures to apply,
or re-apply.

- Passports for visa processing may only be taken through windows 0 or 2
(prescreener or waiban), and only by the employee working the window that day.
Only the CG has the authority to accept passports anywhere other than the
windows.

- Passports with visas are to be returned to the public or to waibans at the visa
windows only, and only by the member of team | who has that responsibility for
the day. Only the Consul General may return passports outside the windows.

We appreciate the work you perform every day, often in pressing circumstances, and
thank you for your contribution. 1f you have any questions about the conduct we expect,
please feel free to discuss it. It is important that we all understand and abide by these
guidelines.
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Embassy of the v nited States of America

May 8, 1956
Beijing, China

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIER

MEMQRANDUM

TG: Chargé d’ AfMaires, a.i. - Scott S, Hallford - Eves Only

FROM: ADMMC - M

SUBJECT: Directed Departure - Options and Recommendations

Dor Schurman, Dan Piccuta and I have had two discussions this week with regard to
Charles Parish and the question of whether the Chief of Mission should request his
directed departure from the Director General of the Foreign Service. Afier you read this
memorandum, I suggest that you convene a meeting with the three of us to discuss the
case and the options refated to whether directed departure is in order and if s0, howta
proceed down that path. -
For your background information, attached are the applicable FAM regulations dealing
with “Directed Departure.” Key portions of the FAM are summarized below. Full text of
the regulations, with key portions highlighted ase attached.

3 FAM 2443.2 - Involuntary Curtailment - (COM Request to DG)

“Should the chief of mission lose confidence that an employee’s continued assignment
serves the best interests of the Foreign Service or the post, the chief of mission may ask
the Director General to immediately curtail the employee’s tour of duty.”

3 FAM 2444 - Procedures (for Curtailment Request)

a. In requesting to the Director General (through DIRGEN Channel) the employee’s
curtailment, the COM's message must: .

- “Include background information on any incidents which support the request.”

- “Confirm that the employee has been informed of the request and the reasons
therefore; and"

- “Confirm that the employee has been advised of his/her right to submit separately
any pertinent comments.”

b. “Except in cases of serious misconduct, criminal activities, or actions which have
serious security implications, a chief of mission may offer the employee the option of
submitting 2 request for immediate curtailment to the Department.”
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" ¢ In the case the employee opts to request a curtailment, the COM then needs to use the

DIRGEN channel to “inform the Director General of the COM’s support for the
employee’s request and to explain fully the circumstance which, in the COM’s judgment,
justify the immediate curtailment "

d. Under exceptional circumstances when the situation warrants it, the COM can direct
post management to issue orders “effectuating travel of the employee to a nearby country
or the Department. A prompt and full report of the cirdumstances must be made to the
Director General in the DIRGEN channel.” (Note: I wouldn’t think this would apply in
this case.)

e. If the curtailment is relfated to a “criminal activity,” then “all of the details regarding the
criminal activity must be reported to the Inspector General immediately. Post should cable
the information via OIG Channel-State.” (Note: at this time, although DS has “opened a
criminal investigation,” I do not believe there is sufficient evidence at post to characterize
Charles’ behavior as “criminal activity” so as to require an OIG Channel message. End
Note)

Also attached are:

1. A chronology of events from the April 11 JO dinner at your Residence through May 3,
1996. -

2. A bullet - point listing of:
A. Activities Giving Riseto Appearance of Impropriety.
B. Waiban (FAO) and Travel Agency Cases Issued under Questionable
Circumstances.
C. Issuance of Previously Refused Cases.

Recommendation:

Don, Dan and [ are in agreement that Charles Parish should leave Beijing as soon as
possible, due to the number of instances where he has, at a minimum, exercised poor
judgment, failed to follow established guidelines for visa-issuance, and has set a poor
example for the officers under his direct supervision and for the Chinese contract
employees. His continued presence in Beijing would undermine the integrity of the visa
issuance process and encourage potentially fraudulent acts, particularly on the part of the
public and the Chinese national staff.
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3
’ \iolunta.ry Reguest for Cuntailment Vs, Directed Departure - We believe, on balance, that
Charles should be given the option of requesting a curtailment and that the COM should
support it through a DIRGEN Channel message. Should he resist, however, then the
~COM should request a directed departure from the DG per the 3 FAM guidelines.
Please let us know when you would like 1o meet with us on this matter.

Clearances:

Consular - - RSO -
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Activities Glving Rise to Appearance of Impropriety

-

Visa{s} issued to person(s) with whom CMP had sexual relations.

China Swan Travel Agency official told Conoff he was “not receiving proper cooperation.”
Chinese NIV staff member alleges China Swan, after entertaining CMP and other staff
members, routinely requested staff members place visa applications “on CMP’s desk and
nowhere ¢lse” apparently to ensure issuance.

Ioint “birthday party” hosted by Real Estate Sales firm at whose requestvisas issued.

Expensive pens, watches, tie(s), clock(s) and other gifts. Opinion of all coneffs, numerous
officers of.other embassy sections, and (it seems) many Chinese staff that attractive femate
applicarts are given preference and cases favorably considered by CMP including issuance
over prior refusal.

Applications accepted by CMP and/or Ms. Yang and numerous applicants interviewed in Er
Ban office despite CG ban on such activities.

Interviewing officers told: “I"f get my visa from Charles Parish™ by several applicants.

Report of dinner with Chinese Consular officer in Los Angeles seeking F-1 visa for daughter
iny violation of visa law and regulations. Appearance to PRC officials that visa that cannot be
issued can be obtained through CMP.

Visa issued to staff member (Ms. Yang! with no advance notice 1o CG, Chinese staff believe
licket may have been issued at discount not available to general public, by China Express
Ing'l Travel Agency. Another Chinese woman included in this group of 3.

April 1996 issue of Beijing JiShi Magazine includes an article en visa application at US
Embassy with interviews of applicants from NIV queue. Report concludes “if you get (CMF),
the visa is easy to obtain.™

Many-dozen OF-136 forms for issued visas kept in CMP office, in private file cabinet oran
Yang's desktop. Apparently sone kind of ‘tracking” of persons issued by CMP but suiside of
mandated filing of OF-156s issued each day. OF-156 forms for issued visas in cases on
which INS has requested additional information cannot be located in Consular Section's files
on a weekly, if not more often, basis.

issued B-1 to an actress aiter junior conoff had researched FAM, informed by CMP and
interested USIS officer, that 3 P-1 was appropriate and could not be issued without an
apptoved petition. CMP stated reason for issuing in ¢lear violation of FAM: “The system is
broken, sometimes we have t0 take thirgs into our own hands *

Dancing lessons for Chinese staff provided by FESCO to visa staff. Computer training for
Chinese staff arranged without proper, prior obligation of USG funds.

fssued § B-2 tourist visas 1w PAP officials who, according to 1S DAQ sources, “arvived in US
withs suitcases full of cash.” OF-156 had no indication of reason issued. Case brought to
Consular anention my DA Brad Gertes noting that USG Military fntel had questioned
issuance of those visas.
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Waiban (FAQ) and Travel Agency cases issued under questionable circumstances,
®  Batches 828/335; §29/335; 831/33S total of approximately 26 applicants from various

provinges including a large number of Fujianese, issued 4 Dec 95, electronically adjudicated
by CMP. Issuance occured after 2 Conoff noted that several passports appeared to be
photsubbed or altered. Passparts did not have proper exit cards as well, Group was requested
but failed to provide Chinese 1D cards verifying identitics. Cases submitted by to CMP
directly by a Taiwan national who claimed to be affiliated with CP&TITS Travel Agency;
groups were “turmed around” {denied entry) by INS on arrival due to clear intent to work.
Subsequent telephone investigation revealed that the person who delivered the cases to the
Consular Section was fiot employed by CP&TITS travel agency. Case involved alleged short
term English language course at LCP Int' in frvine, CA. The group appears to have been
broken into several small groups sent on different airlines.

= Batch 843/011 total of Fujianese traveling to WashDC for training. OF-156 Visa Applications
show ro indication of officer action. Electronically adjudicated [ 1 Jan 96 by CMP. QF-156
Groug delivered to Consular Section by China Swan Travel Agency (further discussed
below).

*  Batch 594/026. Group tumned around by NS for clear work intent. INS reports this group of
Fujiangse, and another 10-20 such groups, arriving New York to an address opposite the
Fukien A Association. Batch i judi by CMP.

»  Ngindication of nameclheck on this group (visas were issued over deferred namecheck),
which would be a violation of law.

*  JIANG Liuping. {ssued Dec 95 for LCP (see above) English course and *visit trade center.”
Dates for “trade activities” in USA - Christmas eve and Christmas day.

« * LiXizoqun. Application submitied for B-1 visa via Waiban channel and refused 214b.
Application re-submitted as F-1 (dates unclear); issued by CMP.

o~ ¢ Batch686/008 Zhu Xisohua and Liu Qing. Refused as 214b Dec 12, §995. Husband and wife
reapplied and issued by CMP. Date of application not shown an OF-156 indicates application
probably NOT received at front window where date is stamped on receipt,

4 s Batch 658/34S issued Dec 11, 1995. Yu hong and 15-year old son Wang Fenju issued B-1to
purchase $32,000 single family home (“a few blocks from Shu Duan Restaurant”} in Niagara
Faits, NY.

1ssuance of Previously Refused Cases
* LI Hui. Refused twice in Beijing on 1723 and 2/13/9% for clear work intent based upon
correspondence and reputation of Chinese sisger Wei Wei (and AmTit husband, who have
themselves previously obtained NIV visa for Wei Wei in orcer for Wei Wei to now adjust in
the US). Visa issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant was turned around by INS for clear work intent.

¢ XU Wuping. Yiangsu applicant issued 12/15/95 despite 12/4/95 Shanghai refusal; no check
with Shanghai. Numerous other similar cases of issuance over prior refusal with no Visas
Alpha inquiry made.

*  YANG Yuelin. Seven years old. Refused twice, 7/18/95 and 7/6/95. Jssued F-1 (batch
700/208) by CMP on 7/27/95.
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Charles

-

This is not an easy conversation to begin

I returned from the USA on Thursday evening and among the first things
brought to my attention on Friday morning was information regarding
your conduct over the past several months which has given rise to the
appearance of impropriety in the issuance of visas in Befjing.

I understand you met with the Consul General and the RSO on May 1 to
discuss some of the circumstances of most concern,

T understand that a firm which has and continues to request visas
arranged and hosted a birthday party clearly for you in January. I know
that embassy officers and the consular section employees are entertained
by contacts, including those who sometimes later submit visa
applications. However, there is a fundamental difference between
accepting an invitation for the section or for a few officers to attend a
small dinner and participating in a function involving dozens of persons
who were invited specifically to your birthday party.

As the RSO explained to you during your May I meeting with him, your
action constituted a violation of the Department’s Ethics Code. Your
action has seriously undercut the confidence of the public and of your
fellow embassy officers in the integrity of our visa adjudication process.

I understand that in April you traveled to the USA for several weeks in
the company of two Chinese nationals, one a DSB employee who works
in the NIV unit, the other a female friend. This trip creates an
appearance of impropriety so strong as to make me seriously question
your judgment vis-a-vis appropriate behavior for a US diplomat assigned
to China.
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The Foreign Affairs Manual gives us various options to handle situations

“such as these. You may be aware that an employee may request
immediate curtailment at any time for personal reasons. I would like to
recommernd you do so now.

T will, through a closely-held channel, communicate to the Director
General my support of your request for immediate curtailment,
describing my concems as I just reviewed them with you, and informing
the DG that, as the FAM provides, “I have determined that your
curtailment would be in the best interests of the post and the foreign
service.” You can return to the Department and make arrangements
there for your future.

I want to offer you the chance to request curtailment not only because
the FAM permits it, but because I believe that course of action,
curtailment for personal reasons, would have the least negative impact
on your career. However, you must know that if you do not choose to
curtail, you leave me with no choice but to notify the Director General
that I have “lost confidence that your continued assignmeat in Beijing
serves the best interests of the Foreign Service or the post.” I will ask
that the DG immediately curtail your tour.

I am afraid I must ask you for your decision now, so that I may send my
message to the DG either in support of your request for curtailment or
notifying the DG that I have lost confidence.

T will ask that the AdminMC prepare a cable, for your clearance,
requesting immediate curtailment for personal reasons. This cable must
be sent today. 1 will also direct the AdminMC to arrange for you to pack-
out your household effects within the week. Of course you may take
administrative leave effective immediately to make arrangements for
your departure.
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» I have been made aware of a substantial number of cases in which, it
appears, you accepted visa applications directly from applicants, travel
agents, or companies outside of the standard NIV unit operating
procedure. That is to say you have given the appearance, by accepting
applications presented to you personally, that there is a back door into
our NIV unit and that you are that back door. That you have continued
to do so despite being specifically counseled by the Consul General
nearly a year ago that such practices were inappropriate and specifically
told to stop raises not only questions about your judgment but about your
suitability to remain in charge of the NIV unit.

e Moreover, even members of the Chinese staff have informed us that
certain agencies have instructed them to put visa applications from their
groups on your desk and only on your desk rather than process the
applications in a routine manner. The inference that travel agencies have
some special arrangement with you is unavoidable. Regardless of
whether or not you actually have some understanding with these
agencies, the appearance of impropriety that you have allowed to arise
surrounding your relationship with them is inexcusable.

o The sum of thgse incidents and practices, and a variety of others which
individualiy#3ght be considered trivial, is that the integrity of the entire
non-immigrant visa process in Beijing has been compromised. Your
judgment in allowing and in fact encouraging this to develop makes me
and the senior members of my staff question whether you can be allowed
to continue to function as the chief of the visa unit with the responsibility
for directing the work of four junior officers as well as a large number of
DSB employees.

Charles, I wish there were a way to avoid taking drastic action.
However, [ have a responsibility to see to it that the integrity of the
mission remains above suspicion. I also have a responsibility to our
junior officers. I don’t see how I can leave them under your supervision
given the circumstances.

3
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[N POST HAS MEET wITH SUBJECT TO OISCUSS CONCERNS. 4NC WE
HAS CECIDED TO REQUEST IMMEDIATE CURTAILMENT. POST RAS
CONCURRED AND SUBJECT wIti 8E PACKING QUT ON 27 MAY 36

2 AFTER THE SUB.ECT' S DECISION TO CURTAIL. THE tOCk
COMBINATIONS ON MIS OFFICE WERE CHANGED AND HE wAS
INFOAMED THAT ONLY ITEMS wHICH WERE CLEARLY PERSONAL COULD
BE REMOVED. wITH H1S IMMINENT DERARTURE AND THE NEED FOR
SUBJECT TO TAKE PEASONAL ITEMS TO MIS APARTMENT FOR PACK
QUT, RSC WOULD LIKE GUIDANCE ON HOW RESTRICTIVE HE

CAN-SHOULD BE ON LIMITING REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE
OFFICE. ALLOWING REMOVAL OF ANYTHING FROM THE OFFICE
CAUSES SOME CONCERN.  TODAY. FOR EXAMPLE, SUBJECT PILED UP
WHAT wAS JUDGED TO 8E PERSONAL BOOKS, PICKED UP A BAG, AND
STARTED TO LOAD IN THE B80OOK. ON INSPECTION OF THE BAG.
RSO FOUND A BOX CONTAINING A PAIR OF WHAT APPEARED TO BE
EXPENSIVE CUFF LINKS AND A TIf TACK. SUBJECT STATED THAT
THEY WERE JUST HIS CUFF LINKS. ON INSPECTION, THE §0OX WAS
FOUNC TO CONTAIN THE CARD OF THE SAME INDIVIOUAL wHC GAVE
THE SUBJECT THE JANUARY 36 BIATHOAY PARTY. THE OFFICE
ALSO CONTAINS ITEMS OF MAIL FROM WHAT APPEARS TO S8E
INDIVIOUALS wHO RECEIVED VISAS FROM HIM.

3. THE PRIMARY QUESTION AT THIS ROINT IS WHETHER OF NOT
THERZ wILL BE AN INVESTIGATION INVOLVING THE SUBJECT &
OFFICE AND. IF SO, TO WWAT DEGREE DOES THE OFFICE AND 7S
CONTENTS NEED TO B8E SEALED. CONSUL AR PERSONNEL NEEZD
ACCESS TO SOME OF THE MATERIALS IN TmE OFFICE AND wCuLD
VERY MUCH LIKRE TO USE THE SPACE DUE TC THEIR CRCWOED
CONDITIONS.

4 ACTION. REQUEST GUIDANCE REGASCTWG SVBJECT § SF7lz
AND TS CONTENTS
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FOR DS/CR/VF

E,0.12958: N/A
TAGS: ASEC
SUBJECT: V-26-0006¢6

EF: A. STATE 112490, B. PHONCON KRAUSS/SCHURMAN

1. THE OFFICE VACATED BY THE SUBJECT CONTAINS HUNDREDS OF
FILES WHICH MAY BE RELEVANT TO THE CASE. THE FOLLOWING
INFORMATION, REGARDING GEORGE CIAQ, HAS BEEN EXTRACTED
FROM THOSE FILES.

2, INTRO FOR QIARC: THERE IS A THREE PAGE FAX SENT ON
2/8/95 TO EMBASSY BEIJING ARTURC MACIAS (CONGEN) BY LIU,
XIAOHE, PRESIDENT, BEIJING JIN TONG INDUSTRIAL GROUP
CORP., BEIJING HOTEL, BEIJING. THE FIRST PAGE CONFIRMS A
MEETING BETWEEN GEORGE QIAO, THE OWNER OF GUANG HUA
INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES, AND MACIAS. THE SECOND PAGE IS
A RE-TRANSMISSION OF A FAX FROM BARBARA PEACOCK, ITT
COMMUNICATION DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, TQ GEORGE QIAO
ADVISING HIM THAT LETTERS OF INVITATION AND FINAKNCIAL
SUPPORT HAD BEEN SENT TO BEIJING JIN TONG INDUSTRIAL CORP.
THE THIRD PAGE IS A LETTER FROM LEE W. ARBERG, RXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDENT, DIRECTOR OF SALES AND MARKETING, ITT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, ONE CORPORATE DRIVE,
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PALM COAST, FLORIDA 32151-0001, TELEPHONE 904-445-2606, TO
ARTURC MACIAS, VISA SECTION, EMBASSY BEIJING, INTRODUCING
GEORGE QIAC AS THE OWNER OF GUANG HUANG (SIC)
INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES, INC. HE STATES THAT QIAO IS AN
INDEPENDENT LICENSED REAL ESTATE BROKER REPRESENTING
PROPERTY OFFERED BY ITT.

2. THERE ARE THREE BUSINESS CARDS ATTACHED TO THE FAXES
WHICH APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN LEFT DURING THE MEETING
SCHEDULED BY THE ABOVE FAKES. ONE IS FOR GEORGE QIAQ,
PRESIDENT, OF GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES, INC. A
SECOND CARD IDENTIFIES STEVE (QIAO AS VICE PRESIDENT OF
GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES, INC. THE THIRD CARD
IS FOR JUDY WANG, PRESIDENT, CHINA HUALIAN CHREDC REAL
ESTATE BEIJING DEVELOPMENT CORP., BEIJING JIN TONG
INDUSTRIAL GROUP CORP.

3. THERE ARE SEVERAL FILES WHICH CONTAIN OF-156 FORMS,
APPROVED BY SUBJECT, AND LETTERS OF INVITATION AND
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM LEE ARBERG. SOME OF THE LETTERS
WERE SENT CARE OFf BEIJING JIN TONG INDUSTRIAL GROUP CORP.
HOWEVER, THERE WERE ALSO LETTERS DATED AS EARLY AS
10/20/94 USING A DIFFERENT COMPANY (SILO) AS THE CONTACT
PQINT. NUMERQUS INDIVIDUAL WERE LATER INVITED BY SILO.
SILO MAY BE THE SUBJECT OF A LATER TELEGRAM AFTER THE DATA
IS CORRELATED. ALSQO SEE LIU, JIAN IN PARAGRAPH 4.

4. ON 27 MAR 95, GEORGE QIAOC SENT A FAX TQ SUBJECT
REQUESTING ASSISTANCE IN OBTAINING L1 VISAS FPOR <WANG>
LIN, <LIU> ZENGFU, <WANG» JIESHI, <LIANG> WENSHENG, AND
<LIUs> JIAN. THE FILES CONTAINED THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION.

-WANG, LIN; DOB 11 JUL 61, PPT NO. 140897865. THE COPY OF
THE L1 PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101-
50033. THE FILE CONTAINS A LETTER SIGNED BY QIAO, DATED
22 MAR 95 STATING GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A
WHOLLY OWNED AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE
ORGANIZATION SYNERGY DISPLAY & EXHIBITION CO, AND HE SEEKS
THE TRANSFER OF MR. WANG TO ACT AS A MANAGER OF THE NEW
YORK OFFICE. ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 DATED. 20
APRIL 95 INDICATING THAT WANG'S SON WANG, XIAQTIAN; DOB 6
Ogg gB. PPT NUMBER 140894552 WAS ISSUED AN L~2 VISA BY
BUBJECT.

~LIU, ZENGFU; DOB 14 DEC %8, PPT NO. 1740138. THE COPY OF
THE L1 PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101-
50044, THE FILE CONTAINS A LETTER SIGNED BY QIAQ, DATED 22
MAR 95 STATING GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A
WHOLLY OWNED AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE
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ORGANIZATION BEIJING FAZHAN MATERIALS TRADE COMPANY, AND
HE SEEKS THE TRANSFER OF MR. LIU TO ACT AS A MANAGER OF
THE NEW YORK OFFICE. ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 16
APR 95 INDICATING THE LIU'S WIFE MA, HONGLIAN, DOB 14 SEPT
ggéJggg NUMBER 140969298 WAS ISSUED AN L-2 VISA BY

-WANG, JIE SHI; DOB 28 JUN

52, PPT 769104. THE COPY OF

THE L1 PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101-
50070. THE FILE CONTAINS A LETTER FROM GEORGE QIAO, DATED
22 MAR. 95, STATING THAT GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL
ENTERPRISES IS A WHOLLY OWNED.AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA
AFFILIATE ORGANIZATION BEIJING FAZHAN MATERIALS TRADE
COMPANY AND THAT WANG WAS BEING TRANSFER TO BE A MANAGER.
ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 INDICATING THE WANG’'S WIFE
ZHAO, XIAOFEN DOB S5 AUG 54, PPT NUMBER 141390125 HAS
ISSUEPR AN L-2 VISA BY SUBJECT.

-LIANG, WENSHENG; DOB 14JUL 68, PPT 140410935. A CARD
WITH THE FILE IDENTIFIES HIM AS WINSON LIANG, MANAGER,
BEIJING SANSTONE TRADING CO., LTD, DACHANG WONDER INDUSTRY
& TRADING CORP. THE COPY OF THE L1 PETITION SHOWS
PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22
FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101-5005%. THE FILE CONTAINS A
LETTER FROM GEORGE QIAC, DATED 22 MAR 95, STATING THAT
GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A WHOLLY OWNED
AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE ORGANIZATION
BEIJING SANSTONE TRADE CO., LTD AND THAT MR. LIANG WAS
BEING TRANSFER TO.BE A MANAGER OF THE NEW YORK OFFICE.

-LIU, JIAN; DOR 30 JAN 71, PPT NUMBER 141397955. THE COPY
OF THE L1 PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 5 JUN 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101-
§0032. NO LETTER FROM QIAO HAS IN THE FILE BUT THE OF-156
FORM SUBMITTED BY MS. LIU INDICATED EMPLOYER AS SILO REAL
ESTATE CO., LTD.

5. REFTEL A ASKS FOR INFORMATION ON A SUNTONE, THE PARENT
COMPANY FOR MS. 2Z0U. THE FILE FOR MS. ZOU CONTAINED A
COPY OF THE L1 PETITION SHOWING PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA
INTL ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 28 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-
95-101-51062. IT ALSO CONTAINED AN OF-156 WHICH
INDICATES: 20U, XUE; DOB 8 JAN 73, PPT 140040071, AND
PRESENT EMPLOYER AS BEIJING LIGHT CITY CO., LTD. THERE
WAS NO MENTION OF SUNTONE. '~ HOWEVER, THE ADDRESS
INFORMATION PASSED IN REF B APPEARS TO MATCH WITH THE
COMPANY INFORMATION LISTED FOR BEIJING SANSTONE TRADE CO.,
THE PARENT COMPANY OF THE INDIVIDUAL FARAGRAPH 4 NAMED
LIANG, WENSHENG. RSO LOCAL ASSISTANT CALLED SANSTONE ON
6/11/96 TO ASK FIRST, DOES YOUR COMPANY HAVE A WHOLLY
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OWNED US BRANCH OFFICE AND, IF SO, WHAT EMPLOYEES WERE
THERE. HE TALKED TO THREE DIFFERENT EMPLOYEES AND NONE
WERE AWARE OF A US BRANCH. HOWEVER, THEY INDICATED THAT
LIANG, WENSHENG, WHO WAS IN TOWN BUT WHO, AT THE MOMENT,
HAS AWAY FROM THE OFFICE, FREQUENTLY TRAVELED TO THE US.
6. ACTION REQUEST: DOES VF DESIRE RSO TO CALL IN LIANG,
WENSHENG FOR AN INTERVIEW REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN SANSTONE AND GUANG HUA?

7. REGARDING OTHER QUESTIONS POSED BY REFTEL A:

-13.B. INITIALLY OTHER CONSULAR OFFICERS INTERVIEWED AND
HANDLED REQUESTS FOR Bl VISAS. ULTIMATELY, ALL APPROVED
VISAS WERE HANDLED BY THE SUBJECT. IN SEVERAL CASES,
OTHER OFFICERS REJECTED APPLICANTS WHO THEN RESUBMITTED
AND HAD THEIR VISAS APPROVED BY SUBJECT.

-13.C. AGAIN, IN THE EARLY STAGES OF THE PROGRAM, SOME
APPLICANTS WERE INTERVIEWED. CONGEN IS CERTAIN THAT FEW
OF THE LATER APPLICANTS HAD INTERVIEWS. THE SUBJECT'S
OFFICE ASSISTANT HAS SEEN ON NUMEROUS OCCASIONS MEETING
COURIERS AND TAKING THE APPLICATION PACKETS DIRECTLY TO
THE SUBJECT. THE CONGEN HAS DOCUMENTED COUNSELING THE
SUBJECT ON THIS ISSUE.

-13.D. THE CONGEN HAS AWARE OF GUANG HUA BECAUSE OF THE
ORIGINAL MEETINGS. HE DID NOT RECALL SUNTONE. OTHER
MEMBERS VISA STAFF ARE TOC NEW TO BE AWARE OF HISTORICAL
INFORMATION. YOU MAY WISH TO ASK THE OLD STAFF MEMBERS
CURRENTLY IN THE DC AREA.

-13.E. TO OFFICIALLY DETERMINE THE BONAFIDES OF A
BUSINESS, FCS CAN TASK DUNN AND BRADSTREET TO INVESTIGATE
THE COMPANY. THE COST IS 150 USD PER COMPANY. AS
INDICATED ABOVE, RSO CAN USE THE LOCAL ASSISTANT TO CALL
COMPANIES, OR TO POSSIRBRLY VISIT THE LOCAL ADDRESS AND
ATTEMPT TO GAIN INFORMATION THROUGCH QUESTIONING EMPLOYEES
AND A PHYSICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE FACILITIES.

SASSER
BT
#9373
NNNN
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GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES INC.
One World Trade Ceater, Snite 4643, New Yotk, NY 10048
Tel: (212)775-1684 Fax: (127751713

American Embassy
Xiu Shui Dongjie #2,
Beijing 100600, P. R China

Dear Mr. Charles Parish,

E would fike to take this opportusity to express my heartfelt thanks to you on behalf of the Guang Hua
i ional E; ises Inc., rep ing ITT CDC Corporation. We deeply appreciated your effort in
visas assistance, so that 5.6 million dollars investment volume from the Chinese investors could be
achjeved during the past few months in the ITT Palm Coast

The Guang Hua Internationat Enterprises Inc. thusfar is rapidly developing and expending its business both
domestically in the United States and also internationally in Mainland Chira, Hong Kong, and Taiwan.
Theefore, we, the Guang Hua International Enterprises Inc., representing ITT CDC, is expending and
establishing a new office in the most prestigious business location - the World Trade Center in New York,
while we still keep our flushing New York Office. Pleasc note that we noed urgently to have the following
3 business ladics to work for us in the US Office. We will use them for the detailed functions described as
the following:

Xue Feng XU will be the manager of the Accounting Department, will have the dutics for the
overall operation of the dept. set up company’s products and market development
plans and {1 ding to-the ting practices, budget

Yan WU will be the General Manager, will have responsibilities for ing the overall

operation of US subsidiaries, engaging in busincss transactions, set up company’s
new products” and market development plans and surategies, pexsonncl
administration, etc.

en Xin JIAN will be the manager of the Human Resources Department, will have the
responsibility  for the operation of the Dep of Personnel Admini
and assist the Gencral Manager for the overall operation of the department.

Plf.asc see the attached Organization Chart as a reference. Thank you for your kind cooperation and we
wish'you a very merry Christmas. My special Christmas card to you is on the way.

My E-Mail code is as following: gqia0@Superprism.net. Please kindly rotify me your E-Mail code so that
Iwilli iately set up E-Mail ications with you.

Best Regards,
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Office of Inspector General Information of Record Form
[Case No:98-039 [ Date: 3/18/98 ]
DON SCHURMAN
Former RSO
American Embassy
Beijing, China -

SHURMADN, Diplomatic Security, 2121 Virginia Ave,, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20087, was
advised of the identity of Natalie C. Murphy, as a Special Agent with the Office of Inspector
General, U.S. Department of State, SHURMAN was advised that he was being interviewed
regarding his knowledge of Charles Parish, while they were both stationed at the Amerk

* Embassy Beijing, China. SHURMAN consented o be inferviewed and provided substantially
the following information: s

SCHURMAN stated that he niever spoke to the woman who shared the birthday party with
Parish. According to SCHTURMAN, Post just wanted to eliminate the problem that Parish
presented, SCHURMAN said that it appeared both the Consular General (CG) and the
American Citizen Services Chief (ACS) that Parish was not doing anything illegel, he just
wanted o be & “big man’. According o SCHURMAN, the CG and the ASC also did not think
that Parish was providing sex for visas.

SCHURMAN stated that Parish kept very detailed accounts of the visas he issued, when Parish
was asked why he did this, hesaid because he was frying to streamline the systent and trying
o keep track of some people in the US.

SCHURMAN said that there were o allegations from any appli that Parish was receiving
- gifts or sex for visas. According to' SCHURMAN, Parish’s spouse was never at Post.
SCHURMAN said that he did not know that Parish was married.

When asked how he left Post, SCHURMAN stated that Parish was brought into the Deputy
Chief of Mission's office, Dan Piccuda, and it was suggested that he accept a curtailment or face
a loss of confidence cable. According to SCRHIURMAN, Parish did not argue, and accepted the
curtailment. SCHURMAN stated that they based:their decision on Parish giving the
“appearance of issuing visas for whatever...”

SCHURMAN stated that he did not have enough help at Post io investigate this matter

.. properly. SCHURMAN further stated that the Chinese police were very uncooperative to any
issue at the Embassy. SCHURMAN said that the Chinese mentality was that as long as it did
not involve official Chinese documents, they did not care.

[Tnterviewed Or: 2/27/% ["At Buslington, VI ]
{ Date Drafted: 3/3/% [ By: SA Natatie C. Muwrphy sier— 1

-
( This document contatns neither recommendations nor conctusions of the OIG. It is the property of the OIG and § %
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DATE: February 23, 1089

TO: Offica of Inspector General

FROM: egionai Security Office, Bejjing
RE: . Former Consular Officer - Chares Parish

In reference you OIG telegram State 084902 dated May 12, 1998

The enclosed personal papers for Charles Parish were discovered in the Regional Security
Office, American Embassy, Beijing when cleaning out a storage closet. A review of
available case papers in the RSO office revealed reference telogram. Following
i ions contained in refé telegram, this box of (:eﬂcngl papers is being

Forwarded to:

Department of State

SA-39, Room 910

Office of Inspector Gensral

Office of Investigations .

1700 North Moore St. ’ —_
Arlington, VA 22209

DIPLBMATIC POUCH MAR REGISTRATION

R

: g%;,w_;;ﬁ' ‘T—-s?‘:_ .

L TSR TRSSFRATION
. 0 . { NCLASSIFIED
OGRESSEE -

§

Jan Reilly, Department of State, SA-39, Room 310,

UENTHICATON 5ffice of the Inspector General,
. ’{ - Office of Investigations

1700 North Moore Street .
wvonss, roses 10 Rrlington, VA 22209 /:\,_7// ¥
Kcambe 1992

Smman
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It's unclear what action the State Department might take against Parish. The
department‘s investigative arm, the Office of the Inspector General, said he
could face criminal prosecution if his relationship with COFCO involved a quid
pro quo. Parish insists there was none.

Parish's title at the embassy was first pecretary and consul. He said that in
his position ag chief of the visa section, he was the "ultimate arbitex® of
applications for visas, which are highly coveted in China and often difficult to
obtaisn.

Asked if he had known he was viclating State Department rules by staying at
the COFCO propercies, he said, *@ really can‘'t recall my state of mind at the
time. "

Parish said Mann was “a very warm, gracious, hospitable person," whom he met
through business at the embassy.

He said he didn't think Mann had offered him the apartment to¢ influence his
decision.

*I'm not looking looking for anything sinister behind that, and to this day,
I'm convinced, we're friends,“ he said.

Mann is the president of BNU, a Phoenix subsidiary of COFCO.

COFCG 15 the China National Cereals, Qils and Foodstuffs Import & Expart
Corp. Fortune magazine last year placed the corporation, which is direrted by
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade, 30%th on its list of the world‘'s 500
largest companies. It ranked ahead of such American giants as Time Warner and
Alcoa.

BNU manages the center and Chinese-owned real estate in Phoenix, Lag Vegas
and Los Angeles. It also provides auto loans and owns three shoe factories in
China.

The Norwalk property where Parish stayed was the Palm Country Club, 4
s5ix-building apartment complex comprising 249 units that rent for $885 to $1,085
per month. Until last month it was owned by a parinership consisting of COFCO
and the Chinese People's Liberation Army.

The PLA, which has branched out into a wide range of business veatures in

China and the United States, bought into the property in 1292 through a U.§.
subsidiary.
State Department spokaswoman Maria Rudensk: sa:d she could not TMENL Oh

Parish's use of the COFCO apartments. She would cnly gonfirm th was a visa

officer at the embassy

Caroline Custer. former manager of the Palm Country Club. said Parish stayed
at the two-bedroom ccrporate apartment that was normally reserved for COFCO
employess. She estimated that he stayed there between four and six times,

Custer said she received instructions about Parish's visits from Mann.
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*Blizabeth would call me and let me know that he was coming in and to be sure
that the corporate apartment was available and cleaned and ready for him,®
Custeyr said.

“uster said Parish wsually stayed at the apartment in the company of young
Chinese women. Parish said the women were *friends or acquaintances.®

“fie would come and stay two, three, four days at a pop, and we would have a
fruit basket or something delivered there for him,® Custer said.

"1 remember times when he would be in the corporate suite snd our cwn
employees would have to stay in & hotel.

"I did think it was kind of strange that we would be paying for a hotel for
ICOFCO) employess and he'd be staying in a corporate apartment. That surprised
ma. 8o I realized it must have been something important." -

Custer said Mann "always wanted to make cure that he was treated well.®

Mann did not retuwrn <alls about Parish’s stays at the Norwalk property. But
she had earliar acknowladged that Parish had stayed at another COFCO apartmen
complex, Gloria Park Villas in Las Vegas. :

"He said. ‘it's 2 beautiful place,' and we said, 'If you'd like to stay, you
can stay for a night,' " Mann said. "He didn't have to. His parents itive in Las
vagas. "

Mann acknowledged that Parish, as head of the visa section at the embassy,
provided assistance te COFCO.

#%f we have a problem, we consult him on certain issues: how we apply,™ she
said. "But we never ask him to issue visas blankly. We never have to. Why should
we?"

Parish attended Arizona State University from 1968 to 197%4. He later earned a
degree from Chapman College in Orange, Calif.

Mann is a native of China whose given name is Ning Yu. She took her Ame
nawe around 1932, when she and her husband, Frederic, became U.S. cinizens.

Mann said Parish had visited COFCO's Phoenix offices several times during his
tenure at the State Department ., .

*We just wanted hiw to visit our company, that's it.® she said. "Like many
other people visit our company, he's just one of those people. We wani to
prompte Pheenix.®

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: March 30, 1999
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BODY:

A former official at the U.S. Embassy in Beijing repeatedly violated State
Department rules by accepting favors from a large corporation owned by the
Chinese government, The Arizona Republic has learned.

When Charles M. Parish Jr. accepted free lodging at corporate apartments in
Las Vegas and Norwalk, Calif., in 1995 and 1996, he was in charge of the visa
section at the embassy.

In that position he provided visa assistance to Elizabeth Mann, a
Chinese-born Phoenix woman who is an executive with a corporation directed by
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade.

That corporation, COFCO, owns the new Chinese Cultural Center on 44th Street.

While COFCO has not been tied to allegations that Chinese government money
was used to influence the 1996 U.S. elections, the Parish story illustrates the
same underlying issue - the potential vulnerability of government officials to
foreign interests.

Parish's free stays at the Chinese-owned properties in 1995 and 1996 were
forbidden by the State Department's Standards of Conduct.

Those standards prohibit taking “gifts, favors, entertainment or loans" from
“anyone who is seeking official action® from the State Department.

Parish, 52, acknowledges that he stayed free of charge at the COFCO
properties. But he said the visits did not affect his decisions on visas.

“Did I ever abuse my position? No," he said in a telephone interview from his
parents' home in Las Vegas. “I'm very emphatic about that. I'm very clear about
that."

But Parish, who retired from the State Department last year, expressed regret
about his use of the apartments. He acknowledged that it raised a question of a
conflict of interest between his duties as a government official and his
relationship with a corporate executive.

“It's clear to me now that this is regrettable, that it creates the
appearance of at least a conflict of interest," he said.
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Visa Qfficers Rarely Face Investigation Into Fraud

s When Charles Parish was recalled for aileged wrongdoing, he braced
for the worst. But there was no timely follow-up. It took a link te former
Democratic donor Johnny Chung to get the ball rolling, but by then ‘the
trail was completely cold.’

By RONE TEMPEST, TYLER MARSHALL and PATRICK J. McDONNELL, Times Staff
Writers

£ EJJING--When he was dismissed from his post as a

senior U.S, diplomat Licre, Charles Matihew Parish
—— braced for what he expected would be a grueling
investigation of his activities.

His superiors accused
Parish of using his
position to grant visas
for friends, of accepting
gifts in excess of strict
Staie Department limits,
and of impreper
fraternization with
Chinese women. Several §
of the women
accompanied Parish on Inese soldfer tries (0 contr inese
Buiversity irips back home to Lo FESE Suisice ine amencan Embassy in Befing ano
Alliance™ Angeles and Phoenix, ~ STEPHEN SHAVER/ For The Times
where they all stayed free of charge in apartments owned by a
Chinese state trading company.

Parish, an ex-Marine who was on his fourth foreign
assignment for the State Department, acknowledges acts that
appear 10 violate a State Department code of conduct during his
tour as chief of the visa section in the busy Beijing consulate.
When he was removed from Beijing in May 1996, he said he
was prepared for the worst--a criminal investigation into
whether he had broken bribery or visa fraud laws.

Embassy security officers sealed his office, seized
documents and barred Parish from coming back.

But there was no timely follow-up. instead, Parish, now 52,
was transferred to Washingion, assigned a sensitive post in the
State Departmeit, sent on special assignments abroad and
awarded & merit raise. Eventually he retired on an annual
pension of $43,000.

The Parish case illustzates the slow, cumbersome and spotty
way that the State Department and the Department of Justice
handle problems among U.S. diplomats, inciuding visa
officers. About 800 diplomats in 230 consulates have the

ADVER FISEME!
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power to issue one of the world's most coveted documents--the
visa that grants permission to enter the United States. These
diplomats regularly face what one former official called the
"terror” of the visa line--from death threats to heart-wrenching
pleas, as well as offers of bribes from desperate applicants.

The vast majority of these diplomats resist temptation. But
those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifis or
sexual favors often are allowed to retire or move to another
post rather than face ive i igation or prc i
The lack of strong action against them weakens the nation's
“first line of defense" against illegal immigration and internal
security threats, as well as State Department morale.

Despite his dramatic departure, two years passed before
Parish directly faced FBI and State Department investigators.
Even then, it took something special: His name surfaced in
connection with the U.S. presidential campaign finance
scandal.

FBI agents interrogated Parish about visas he issued to
Chinese friends of Johnny Chien Chuen Chung, who has told
federal investigators he was given cash by the chief of Chinese
military intelligence to support President Clinton's reelection.

But by the time FBI investigators got to Parish, key visa
records had been destreyed. The State Department generally
requires that successful visa application documents be held for
only one year. State Department investigators arrived on the
scene even later.

"By the time they finally got here," said a former consular
officer in Beijing, now assigned 1o Washington, "the trail was
completely cold.”

Now the investigations are heating up again because of new
allegations by Chung. Sources said Friday that Chung, who is
scheduled to testify before Congress this week, told federal
investigators that he witnessed Parish accepting a bag of cash
from an executive of a Chinese brewing company in an
apparent exchange for visas. Parish denied the allegation.

Mi duct Amid Dipl Is Broad

Current and former State Department officials, as well as
critics in Congress, say the Parish case fits into a broader
pattern.

Of a dozen cases known te The Times, 2 majority of
diplomats suspected of wrongdoing in issuing of visas retired
or were moved to another post. Cases that were opened took
years to develop and usually ended up being dropped.

In 1995, former Consul General Richard Peterson was
allowed to retire quietly after being removed from his post in
Manila in the face of suspicions that he had granted special
favors to clients of two Los Angeles immigration attorneys.

An Africa-based diplomat left his post in 1996 amid
allegations that he traded visas for money and business
opportunities. Although a grand jury investigation is ongoing,
that diplomat remains in the foreign service and last year was
awarded a prestigious assignment in Washington.

Joe Davison, then the State Department's chief criminal visa
fraud investigator, said in an interview that three diplomats
who were under investigation for suspected wrongdoing retired
in 1997.

Bttneflsmimas latiae ram/HOMENFWS/N ATION/ATPNATES/Iat visa990309 htm
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Another Asia-based diplomat was removed from his post in
1998 because he was suspected of granting visas as a favor to
his local girlfriend, The Times has learned. That diplomat has
since been transferred to another postin Washington.

Punishment for diplomats suspected of visa iregularities
rarely appears to extend to firing--or prosecution. Federal
authorities have prosecuted only one U.S. diplomat for visa
fraud in the last decade, and that 1997 case resulted in an
acquittal.

The impact of misconduct by consular officers is far broader
than the relatively small numbers imply.

For the vast majority of diplomats who play by the rules, the
actions of one errant officer who goes unpunished can hurt the
morale of an entire consulate--as does a State Department
disciplinary process that can take years.

"It's demoralizing to find people walking the corridors who
should be disciplined and are not," said Dan Geisler, a veteran
foreign service officer who now serves as president of the —~
American Foreign Service Association, a de facto diplomats'

union.

Two State Department agencies, the Office of the Inspector
General and the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, have
overlapping authority to investigate visa fraud involving
diplomats, generating frequent nivalries and jealousies. And
both struggle with an elite State Department culture that
nurtures secrecy and a preference to deal discreetly with
problem dipiomats.

‘While admitting their procedures are drawn out, State _ =
Department officials say the fauit for the lack of prosecutions
lies largely with the Department of Justice, which is reluctant
to act on cases referred for criminal prosecation.

But inside Justice, prosecutors point to the enormous
latitude given consular officers. These diplomats have wide
discretion, based on 2 brief review of a written application and
a short interview to determine whether applicants appear honest
and likely to retun home after visiting the United States.
Prosecutors say this makes it virtually impossible--and costly--
to prosecute them successfully, even when evidence points
strongly to wrongdoing.

Yet opportunities for corruption in the country's elite
foreign service have never been greater. Not ail illegal
immigrants sneak into the United States on rusting ships or
under strands of barbed wire.

Visas Obtained Through Bribes

Consular offices issue nearly 6 million shori-term visas
annually. Officials estimate that about 40% of the more than 5
million illegal immigrants now thought to be in the U.S.
entered the country legally, often on valid visas issued at U.S.
consulates overseas. While certainly a minority, an unknown
?umber of these came ofi visas obtained through bribery or

raud.

The collapse of the Soviet {nion and the opening of China
have pumped masses of new high-risk visa applicants into the
system. As a resull, the street value for a U.S. visa can be
$20,000 or more.

Desperate applicants may try to curry favor with diplomats.

hutp://www.istimes.con HOME/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES/lat_visa990509.htm
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A consular officer who served in Sao Paulo, Brazil,
recounted how female visa applicants would often slide their
"portfolios” containing nude photographs under the counter
with their visa applications.

Dennis Halpin, the diptomat who replaced Parish in Befjing,
remembers one Thanksgiving eve when a cowder arrived at the
front gate of the embassy with two fuily cooked turkeys
“stuffed” with visa applications. Halpin sent the wirkeys and
visa forms back. .

In 1954, James Waller, a former consular officer in Mumbai
{Bombay), reported to authorities that he was offered $130,060
by a travel agent to issue visas in 30 altered Indian passports.
Waller participated in an investigation that led to the wavel
agent's arrest.

But not all American diplomats behave so admirably.

For two years, until he was dismissed, Parish was first
secretary and consul-at the Beijing embassy, putting him in
charge of one of the busiest U.S. consulates in the worid.

in a lengthy interview with The Times in March, Parish
admitted aceepting free lodging werth hundreds of dollars on
several cocasions--in Phoenix and suburban Los Angeles--from
the Phoenix reg ive of a Chinese state: d trading
conglomerate. The free stays, Parish acknowledged, came after
he had reversed a subordinate's decision and approved a visa
request submitted by & representative of the company, China
National Cereals, Oils & Foodstuffs Import & Export Corp.
{Cofco).

Aferward, Parish said, he granted visas onseveral other
oceasions to representatives of Cofco.

A State Department "Standards of Conduct” guide issued to
all diplomats prohibits acceptance of any gifts, favors or
entertainment vaiued at more than $20 "from anyone who
appears to be offering the item of monetary value because of
your official status or position.”

Receiving such gifts, the guide warns, may violate federal
bribery laws. Also on the books are laws carrying stiff jail
sentences for visa fraud.

During the interview, Parish aiso confirmed that he, his
Chinese girifriend and his sister were Chung's guests at a
$1,000-a-plate Democratic fund-raiser in Century City attended
by both the president and the vice president. Praviously, Parish
had helped Chung obtain visas for his Chinese associates s¢
they could travel to the United Siates.

Sources said Friday that Chung has told federal
investigators that he saw Parish accept the cash in 1996 from
an executive of Haomen Group beer company. The bag
contained about 10 Chinese passports and the approximate
equivalent of $15,600 in Chinese currency, the sources quoted
Chung as saying.

Haomen executives, accompanied by Chung, visited the
White House in December 1994 in an effort to establish a U.S.
markei.

Parish angrily denied the allegation and said he did not
know He et Jun, the beer company executive who allegedly
provided the bag of cash and passports at a Beijing hotel.

“That's toial and utter nonsense,” Parish said in a wlephone
iterview. “That's absurd. It did not happen.” The ex-dipiomat

hitp://wrww latimes.comHOME/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES lat_visa990509 . htm
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said he did not recall ever having approved a visa for any
Haomen officials.

Meanwhile, the House Committee on Gevernmental
Reform, the congressional panel investigating campaign
financing, sent a subpoena to the State Department seeking
records on Parish. "l‘ﬁ(e’ department will be taking appropriate
steps to comply with the subpoena,” said Stephen McCreary,
an attorney with the State Department's Office of the Legal
Adviser,

Parish, in the March interview, also acknowledged
obtaining visas for his girlfriend and her friends. And he
admitted taking his embassy secretary--a Chinese government
employee required to make regular reports to Chinese
intelligence authorities about activities in the embassy--with
‘him on a trip to the United States.

Parish, who served as consular officer in El Salvador,
Bangladesh and Nepal before Beijing, denies any quid pro quo
in these cases. He said all recipients were legitimate applicants
who merited visas, often wealthy businessmen and high party
officials.

However, he added: "I've had to be honest with myself: [
screwed up.”

"What [ regret," Parish said, “is putting myself in a position
where the appearance of impropriety takes place.” His
mistakes, Parish said, were mostly the result of his affection for
the Chinese people and his generally gregarious nature.

Several Parish co-workers reported their concerns to the
embassy security officer and a visiting team from the inspector
general's office, which investigates allegations of employee
misconduct.

Ambassador James R. Sasser's decision to dismiss Parish
was preceded by a small-scale mutiny of the diplomats who
served under him. Three of those officers have since left the
foreign service, citing the Parish episode--and the lack of State
Department follow-up--as one factor in their decision.

Cases Costly to Investigate

Although complaints about the diplomat's behavior heiped
prompt his removal from Beijing, diplomats and others say
they were never contacted again once Parish was reassigned
back to Washington.

“After Charles {Parish] left," said Kai Ryssdal, who served
under Parish in Beijing, "there was zero interest in this from
diplomatic security or the Department of State.” Ryssdal,
whose wife, Stephanie Fossen, aiso left the foreign service,
said he was "batfled beyond belief, astounded, amazed" by the
failure of authorities to investigate further.

1 was clearly under the impression that there was going to
be substantial follow-up after he [Parish] left," Sasser said.
"Later on I was surprised to find out that he had another job. . .
. T thought maybe he got himself straightened out."

A senior investigator from the inspector general's office,
citing State Department policy, declined to discuss any aspect
of the Parish case, including the delay in follow-up. But
members of Congress worry that cases such as that of Parish
are part of a far larger problem.

“I'm concerned that the lack of a strong management

http://www latimes.com/HOME/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES/lat_visa990509.htm
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response to problems such as malfeasance in office by State
and other foreign affairs agency employees . .. may have far-
reaching effects on the ability of those agencies to accomplish
their missions," Rep. Benjamin Gilman (R-N.Y.), chairman of
the House Internationai Relations Committee, wrote to State
Department Inspector General Jacquelyn L. Williams-Bridgers
in a 1996 letter.

The letter triggered a 1998 report by the Inspector General's
office that concluded the department's disciplinary process was
long, costly and cumbersome. Officials at the inspector
general's office say they have worked to speed up their
investigations after the report was issued.

The increasingly important role played by American
consular officers makes policing of corruption or malfeasance,
and criminal investigations when merited, that much more
important, .

John D: Negroponte, a retired diplomat who served as
ambassador to Honduras, Mexico and most recently the
Philippines, had the dubious distinction of having dismissed
two consecutive U.S. consuls general in Manila, a high-volume
visa post where he served as ambassador from 1992 to 1995,

The first consul general fired by Negroponte was John
Henry Adams, who in 1997 was tried and acquitted on charges
of visa fraud before a federal court jury in New Hampshire.

Adams admitted in court documents that he granted visas o
three Thai women to "help a friend” later imprisoned in the
United States as a heroin trafficker. Prosecutors alleged a sex-
for-visa scam. But Adams denied any wrongdoing and said he
didn't know the women were prostitutes engaged in the
transnational Thai sex trade or that his "friend" was a trafficker.

Authorities point tc the Adams case as epitomizing the

- difficulties of prosecuting diplomats.

A bad decision granting a visa, in and of itself, is no crime.
To corivict, a prosecutor must prove the diplomat knew the
applicant was unsuitable, then benefited personally from the
fransaction.

A single defense witness, who testified about the wide
discreiion available to consuls general, was enough to win
Adams' case in court.

The Adams prosecution, officials say, also underscores how
difficult and costly such cases can be 10 investigate. They
typically require the cooperation of foreign governments and
the dispatching of agents to far-flung locales.

"We prosecute someone who cffers a $50 bribe to get rid of
a parking ticket because we know even small crimes are
corrosive, but the resources required to deal with a case that
happens overseas makes it a tough call,” said a veteran
prosecutor in the U.S. Attorney’s office in Washington, D.C.

Also, officials caution, any allegations of consular
wrongdoing must be approached with a degree of skepticism.
Visa racketeers regularly boast faisely of their "friendship"
with unsuspecting consular officers to boost credibility with
clients willing to fork over thousands of doilars.

In high-demand nations like China and Mexico, consular
officers frequently develop reputations as being easy or hard on
visa seekers. Some applicants deliberately seek out those
rumored to be more receptive. Varying visa approval rates,

hitp:/fwrw. latimes.com/HOME/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES /lat_visa990509 htm
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however, are usually just the result of differing interpretations
of applicants’ qualifications in what is far from an exact
science.

Adams was replaced in Manila by Richard Peterson--a 30-
year diplomat with previous postings from Brussels to
Bermuda to Mexico. Peterson was known as a model of
probity: a family man nearing retirement and devoted 10 his
two young children and his English-born wife. Peterson was
also an experienced hand, having headed the busy consular
offices in both Mexico City and Ciudad Juarez, the latter across
the Rio Grande from El Paso.

Ultimately, though, his amt dor and other superiors said
Peterson would stumble in Manila, his fall precipitated by two
frequent visitors to the U.S. Embassy complex.

The two visitors to the consulate made a practice of flashing
a badge and identifying themselves to guards as "INS officers,”

ding to dipl ic and law enf sources and

8
dacuments.

INS Probes Underground Process

An official investigation revealed that the two were actually
a pair of Los Angeles attorneys--Leslie J. Frank and Martin
Simone--who had set up shop in Manila's five-star Diamond
Hotel to represent Filipinos secking visas, The badge was
issued not by the federal government's Immigration and
Naturalization Service but by the Los Angeles city human
relations commission, of which Frank was a member,
appointed by Mayor Richard Riordan. Frank had known
Peterson socially since one of the diplomat's previous tours.

The investigation by the INS and local authorities showed
that the badge-toting lawyers alternated escorting Philippine
clients inside the consulate for an "exclusive imerview" with
Peterson, according to an official summary of the case. The
lawyers' hotel telephone records showed regular contact with
Peterson on both his direct office line and at his residence.

During July 1995, about 40 clients were granted interviews
with Peterson, who issued visas to all but two of them, Simone
acknowledged in a recent interview at his comer office on
Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles. The lawyers charged each
successful applicant $5,000 to $10,000, Simone said.

Under questioning, official d show, Peterson
denied ever having knowingly adjudicated a visz application
for one of the lawyers' clients. Personal adjudication of visa
cases by consuls general, though not unheard of, is frowned
upon in State Department protacol, particularly in large, high-
volume consulates.

Investigators stopped and questioned Frank at the consulate.
In his credential case, they found the badge. Philippine
authorities briefly detained Frank on suspicion of
impersonating an officer, but he was released and left the
country. Simone had already retumed to Los Angeles.

Frank declined all comment on the case. But his partner,
Simone, denied that the lawyers had ever posed as immigration
officers or otherwise acted i.mpropedy. o

ded pending "the

Pzterson was i di
A review bypthe deputy consul in Manila, Kevin Herbert,

of a full investigation” by the State Depart

hitp:/Awww Jatimes,com/HOME/NEWS/NA TION/UPDATES/lat_visa990509.htm -~



296

Lbs Angeles Times Nation & World News Page 8of 9
:oncl A-uimme Tients p by the two-
“appeared to be clearly fified 7 ineligible for” visas, the

PP

govemment summary sard Within days, Peterson was ona
plane back to Washington. He.retired within weeks,

Peterson, interviewed for more than an hour in the driveway
of his suburban EI Paso home, denied.any. wrongdom and
there is no evidence thathe profited fmm his association with

the tawyers. The former Mamia consul general portrayed his
early exit from Manila a5 entirely voluntary, timed to

- Accompany - his school-age children back-to to. tke United States
intime for the fall school term.

"My dcpanu:e from Manila, as far as | know, was at my
own request,” Peterson said in the only public statement he
would agree to make.

After Manila, Peterson said he was rever again interrogated
by State Dq:anmem investigators. Nor were Frank, Simone or
the key diplomats who.worked with the consul genera!
Pelerson retired on a full pension.

I Am a Nice Guy*
Like Peterson, Charles Parish has retired. He has been living
recently in his parents’ home on the outskirts of Las Vegas. The
- ex-diplomat; a loquacious, sturdy 6-footer who likes mountain
biking in the surounding desert hills, spends considerable time
contemplating his days in China.

He says he feels betrayed by both Chung and his former
girlfriend, Zhang Fan, who he contends explmled his
friendship. .

Parish attributes hxs actions to h:s love of China, his

-affection for Chinese people and his gullibility. He said he was
put offby the often hostile and adversarialattitudes of his

- feliow dlplomats toward the Chinese. In Parish's view, he was
on 2 one-man mission {o.repair this negative outlook, An amcle
in.a Bejjing magazine even mentioned this "kind” officer.

Upon his forced departure from Beijing; Parish says he was
convintced that his diplomatic carcer was over. But he was
cauhously pleased when he was given a new job in Washington
reviewing security risks for Iranian and Iraqi visa applicants.

In the summer of 1997, the State. Depariment sent Parish on
special assignment to-Rio de Janeiro: The following October,
Parish, now working in ajob he loved with State’s Bureau of
Oceans and Inienational Scientific and Environmental Affairs,
was awarded a merit raise, Parish was a member of the U. S.
delegation ta the United Nations e an giobal

._in Kyoto, hpan, in Tate 1997..

The diplomat did not decide to retire unm ﬂarly 1998; when
FBI agents questioned Parish and his sister about the campaign
dinner in Century City and Parish's relationship with, Johnny
Chung. He finally left last May witha combined 28 years.in
mhtary and foreign service, qualifying him for 4 full pension.

These days, the ex-diplomat reads classic Chinese literature
and tries not o iet soured relationships tur inm agamsi the
Chinese culture and people. -

"1 just had this discussion with-my parents, Pansh said.-
"They are hearing these things about their son. But they also
know that [ am a dearly, dearly beloved friend of many; many
Chingse. | don't wani to forget that--and that T am 2 nice guy.

Wity Tatimes enmfHOMP/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES lat visad90509:htr
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* Stuff happens. Maybe I should have been more careful.
"Part of my confusion is: Was I just being dismissed? Or
was I being sent home under some criminal suspicion?" Parish
recalled. "To this day, I don't know."

This story was reported by Times Staff Writers Rone
‘Tempest in Beijing, Hong Kong and Manila; Tempest and
. Patrick J. McDonnell in Los Angeles, El Paso and Las Vegas;
Tyler Marshall in Washington and Paris; and Maggie Farley in
Shanghai. Also contributing were Times Staff Writers William
€. Rempe! in Los Angeles and Alan C. Miller in Washington,
and Anthony Kuhn in the Times Beijing Bureau.

Copyright Los Angeles Times
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Embassy of the United States of America

- UNCLASSIFIED

June 5, 1996

MEMORANDUM /

A

SUBJECT: Provincial Comments on Obtaining a Visa from Embassy

Beijing
At a May 30 dinner, a osted by the local Foreign
Affairs Office, poloff was told by Chinese
officials, as well as loca businessmen, that "everyone

knew" that it was "very easy" to get a nonimmigrant visa from
U.S. Embassy Beijing. The Chinese said that if you anticipated
that you might have difficulty in obtaining a visa -- for
instance, you were applying for a visa allowing you to work in
the United States but you did not speak English -- you simply
took "the black official®™ in the Embassy to dinner, gave him a
"gift," and you were guaranteed a visa.

Responding to a question, a Qingdao Foreign Affairs Office
representative said that he had first learned of this
"procedure" over a year ago when he was living in Los Angeles.
He stated that at that time he had met ®many" obviously
unqualified Chinese people who, "he was surprised to learn,"
had been issued PRC passports. He commented that he was even
more amazed, however, that the U.S. government had issued these
people visas. According to the official, it should have been
obvious that these people were not qualified for certain types
of visas which would normally go to trained business people or
scholars. He reportedly questioned a number of these people as
to how they were able toc obtain U.S. visas and was told about
the "black official® at the consular section in the U.S.
Embassy in Beijing.

UNCLASSIFIED

doc:
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e S T Mmseement NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION ¢

2. Gocial Sacurity Namber S Date of Gtk |4 Effactive Dose
y 1-14-47 l 01-04-98

FIR
Natira of Act

T Hame Baws, Firar, Misoal

PARISH R, CHARLES M
cﬂoﬂ

. Natura o A Cots | 8-
894 | PAY ADJUSTMENT
35 TeF 75D, Cagat Ahority §-E Cede | 5-0. Laget Agthority
ZL¥ JE.Q. 13071, DATED 12/29/97
T, G [5F. Teghl M?Muy 129/ Bl [F. Leght Ruthenity
7. FROM: Pasition Till and Number 15. TO: Pasition Titie and Number

Y 02460 -43 INTL REL OFF SCIENTIFIC M)‘F YEOQ?GO%Z INTL REL OFF SCIENTIFIC Af}"F

oS su“: T FE T T R e T 110« Er X mmlnﬁ T TR ST e oy Sy
558 10| $80,283.00 J PA 95580 02 10 { $82, 25‘2 00 PA
m T e ..w ST TR ey Beec svy i, aer v m e Far 55, ceciy aer TS Rar Se For
$74,954 | $5,329 $80,283 376 578{ 35,574 i $82 252}
T Naws nd Tosi iR o Posctons'T Trgwniiorian Ti Rame sed Locsvan of vosiiores Orgimrev
027100 027100
QOFFICE OF GLOBAL CHANGE QFFICE OF GLOBAL CHANGE

ASST SEC, QCEANS & INT'L ENVIR & SCI AFJASST SEC, OCEANS & INT'L ENVIR & SCI AF

S EMPLOYEE DATA’ R L NN o) ,.
23 Vaterans Preference 24, Tenure 26, Vrterans Peglurence loe RIF
R e o Somros U R ot o AR [ X]ves [TIno
FUFEGLT 8. Annurtant lmnuws 29, Pay Rate
T ] ADO3XPSOFO
J0. Ratirenant 7len A%, Service Como, Date Hwbval] 32, WOIK sm-mu 35, Pact-Time Hours Per
L 02-16-70
34, Position O e
%] et ol < kol I R R } 0113.0-1097 J 0040
38 Dty Gtetion Codn 39, Guty Stetion (CAy-County-Siate of Overseas Location]
110010001 WASHINGTON oe
40, Agency 4. €2, 43, ™
12-90 268 3004 |
5. Remmks

SALARY INCLUDES A GENERAL INCREASE OF 2.3 PERCENT AND A
LOCALITY PAYMENT (OR UTHER GEOGRAPHIC ADJUSTMENT)
APPLICABLE IN THIS AREA

& Cowloying of Agency 9E *d Tiiik of Appraving OFHIER

EDWARD W. GNEHM, JR

ST00
T Ageny Coav RETFerionne) Ofice T0] 43, ABDIGVEI DRLE
1900 2951 01-03-98 DIRECTOR GENERAL
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”“ °"““‘ siberigtaibya il NOTFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION 26
e AT st Niadies T Sociar Securty. ENTIIRTE Ty rayeriy

- PARISH R, CHARLES M . el } 01-14-47{ _10-13-9
- FIST ACTION:: o4 505 | SECOND. ACTION

BeA Lode [ 5B, Noture o Amlﬁ Bek. Code { 5-B, Neture of Action

894A] MERITORIOUS SERVICE INCREASE

$C Gom |50, Lugal AUTSONTy T Cedt 5D, Legl AaROHTY
37 SEC 406 (B) FS ACT 1980
TE Tois [5°F, Cagal AGTROTITY T3 Cake [E-F. Logal Avihority
7 FROM: Position Title and hmber T8, 70, Position Tifia and Aumber
;é0?480-43 INTL REL OFF SCIENTIFXG}Z A 550%450 43 INTL REL OFF SCIE?TIFIC ¢

__Fq 95580l 02 oo | s 77.005.00 s | Fo 5584 021  10ls 80, 283, oofpa

orTes

T TN (T I oy e (T L Ty R T RO I Y T S o
572 771{ §5, 174] $77,945 E $74,954 | $5,329 f 53Q,28§

TEReme 693 Locaiion 1 PosiTorT T OrganaRtion T2 Hamaone Lezhion of Positiont's Graw
027100 027 00
QFFICE OF GLOBAL CHANGE OFFICE OF GLOBAL CHAN

ASST SEC, OCEANS & INT'L ENVIR & SCI AFJASST SEC, OCEANS & INT'L ENVIR & SCI Af

EMPLOYEE DATA - . o
23. Veterans Pretecence 4. Teoute ‘3 : o o |38 Agency Use 136 Vetwws athases o k
R R Rt vl v NS TR 11 RO i i St 01 ST TEN[X "’hes N0
TR T Annatant MOEAGH 3 Piy Rwne DEeimoan
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LT L. Swvas Comz. 04t Lunval| 3. Work Schedule 193] Pact-Time Hows Per
3 i FGRE!GN SERVICE 1 §2-18-70 Fl ! 2’.}'52.‘2«

u Pesition Occupiod A TS FUSA. Catagory 3. Aperopristion Gode 37, Jurgaung Uk Stan

2.
RS N 1 R g ) 5 R 0113.0-1097 1111 L 0040

T8 60 Sivtn €66 39, Duty Station (CAY-COouney-Stare or Overseas wcation]
11001060C1 WASHINGTON BC
40 Agi 41 42, s im
12-80 268 3001 :
45, Remerks

" TRANSFER ELIGIBILITY DATE = 04-98
®SI RECOMMENDED BY THE SELECTIGN BOARDS

W iwsioving OF Ageacy £ SRR wnd TITE Of Approving GTHCIel

. EDWARD W. GNEHM UR
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PARISH JR+
FIRST ACTION -,
A, Code [ 5. Nature of ActeR GA LI GNMENT

50 Legsi oty M APPROVAL DATED 05/12/797

8L, Code! €D Legal Authorty

TF Legal Muihonly

& Code] 67 Logal Authonty

7, FROM: Position Title and Number

15. TO: Pesition Title and Nurber

¥-02460-43 INTL REL OFF SCIENTIFIC AFF [¥-02460-43 INTL REL OFF SCIENTIFIC AFF
DE (- y joE «-
- ) - t
TRy RS e Coce [0 Gaine 10 Swaihate |22 Yo Sy T oyl {6 oy Re[U Ok Gooe] 4 Gonms |6 Seorate 120 1068 Saanvionaid 3 Py Bk
) % 95580 02 I 09 | $774945.00 [Pa 1F0 i;s&s}a 02 | D9 | $774945.00 | fa
A % Py TR Loy A [ K Bas Py 120 Oret B3y 204 B Fay 88 Lecay (R Ay Se Pay 200 0w Pay.
$72,771 | 85,174 | 77,945 | $0 | 872,771 | $54174 } $774945 | 50
14 Name and Locaion of Posilien’s Organization. 22, Name and Locaton of Poston’s Orgamzation
024600 027100
QFFICE OF GLOBAL CHANGE OFFICE OF GLOBAL CHANGE
ASST SECs OCEANS € INT'L ENVIR £ SCI AFJASST SEC, OCEANS £ INT¥L ENVIR € SCI AF

.<
A
4
2

23 Veterans Preference

25 Vetaras Prefevence tor Rlf

24 Tenun 25. Agency Uss
275 iy smd 30 Pantens U] O R oae § fpinse ST TeR1Xes [no
7 FEGL T Annutant 0GCaior 2 Pay fate Oeterminan
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3 FOREIGN SERVICE

3. Seenie Comp. Dote (Leave]
02-16-10
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33, Pan-Tane Hours Pax
Brweekiy

e

7. Bargaining Unit Status

34, Positon Qocupred
PR vy Sarngll 045 S ol W i 0113.0-1097 1111 0040
38 Dty Staton Code 39 Quty Station (City ~ County - State or Overseas Locabon)
110010901 WASHINGTON o¢
3. AGENCY DATRUG 141, RILT 43 a
] 12-90 267 3001
A5, Remarks TRARSFER ELILIBILITY UXTE = U8~9%

TRANSFER OF POSITIONe IN

ICUMBENT AND FUNDS

ACTION PROCESSED BY (PERFSI&! 14:05

46. Employing Department or Agancy 56 SgnauerAutenteaton and Tie of Approving Gfecal
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47 Agency Cooe 48 Parsannel Offics 1D | 48 Approval Oale.
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| gt Fom 308 <7 . H
% Grce of St v’ y M l6
FPM Bupp. 2963, Subeh. 4 NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION
T Ware (Las, e Wce] T Socal Secary Nuroer T ete o 671 la.amn.m
. fAR!SH JR' CHARLES M | Ol=-14~47 09-14-97

€A Code| 6-8. Nature of Acton
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Standar¢ Form 50-8 el
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FIRST ACTION SECOND ACTION
$-A. Cote |S-8. Nature cf Action G-A. Code | 6-B. Nature of Action

893 |WITHIN GRADE INCREASE
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oM, 1D gfewpeeie 5 igtemow H ves [~ |no
oD T AR Iravaor 75 Pay Fare Deeiminant
30. Retwrement Plan 31, Sarwee Comp. Date lLeaval| 32, Work Schedute 33, Part-Time Hours Per
Biweekiy
3y Period
POSITION DATA :
34, Position Oceupied 35, FLSA Category 36. Appropristica Code [27 ergumng uns 1w
FEee et L AN Reserved LR 0107.0-1098 |
38 Duty Stavion Code 39, Duty Stavion [CAy-County-State or Overseas Location]
0. Agency Data [n. WGI DUE !ﬂ- .,, lu-
267 1
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1. Name flasy Frst sodal - 5z 3. Das 4. Effective Date
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$E Coda | 5F, Legal Auiboniy &€ Cote} &F Lagal Authomy
TRROM Pawon Tog MASATEE Greices visn 4% SF TR AR PR ST RnenT
[FIRST SECRETARY — CORSUL 1 joe €=
{ ? t- 3
) H ; 7 &W
i gékﬁg“z{. e 1"”“ Sovbezaac PR ﬁ’"’mﬁ"aﬂmmm ‘9 aswﬁ 13503 ‘:f'm
T E £y Fi ux zm:mxm
$edacoz |0 5o | reovas? immm s3] 5683062 | feaiti Y32 235 ’ " s
& Nama and Locaven ot Posmon's gana-ncn T2 Name and Lecaton of Fosions
330501 219500
SELJING . CHINAy PEOPLES JMISCELLANEDUS [NOCS
CI® GEN OF FOR SER € DIR OF PERSONNEL
EMPLOYEE DATA . .
23, Vetorares Preieranca 24, Terute 25Agmc$y r\_lser e ﬁf Vetorans Precence fo RF
1 - Hone 3 - 10-PortOuaticy 8~ 1)PartiOtner 0= Nore 2w Caneiiont!
2 : . : Ey o 3o l il ves ! {0
REY Loste . : ze.Amun;m RGO Joregn . Bay Betgrmanomt
<] ADOIXPSCEQ =
30, Favewant Pan = T3 S G, Do (o] | 82 Week Schacia B Pan-Tiod Hours Por
S| FOREIGH SERVICE i 02-1627C 1 m
POSITION DATA . .
3. Pesition Cocupiad 36, Approgriation Code ﬂ &mﬂwnmﬂﬂﬂm
" - aostve Sorven 0107.0-1098 1111 } 040
2 - Excapted Servce. ‘
3. Code 39. Dty W {Cy - County -~ State or Overseas Locaton;
1100100012 ﬁASH[NGTON oC
‘—-‘_—-g" T Ay £~
AR 50 1 Y 266 ]‘z 3001 ]“

o EEIS IS HP-RATE AA-ae )
Y‘IPE TOUR = ¥ = INDEFINITE
SALARY INCLUDES A LOCALITY~BEASED PAYMENT OF 2.54

ACTION PROCESSED BY (PERFSINE 14317

e oo hawesy R L L SUA AT O
R e }‘”"E“%"gi’““ ® E" “he-Ga-96 OIRECTOR GENERAL

5Pt -« 86 -~ - el S




See
May be reoroduces. st be Nead-totost ez erigingl form. 10ctehor $398)
% U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE NAME OF EMPLOYEE BEING RATEQ (Surname first)

U.S. FOREIGN SERVICE PARISH, Charles M., Jr.
EMPLOYEE EVALUATION REPORT »

TYPE OF REPORT GRADE iSSN
REGULAR cARgeR caNDIoATE [} voLunTary [ FS-02 GRS, |

POSITION TITLE
INTERIM: Change of Rates ] puties {1  Assignment [ Consular Officer
POST OR ORGANIZATION PERIOD COVERED
American Embassy Beiji&g tom  04/16/35 10 04/15/96
BATER mpemme AL EUXro S. Macias REVIEWER (Type names Scott §. Rallford
Minister-Counselor for .
une: Consular Affair GRADE: FE-QC nue  Deputy Chief of Mission ceaoe FE-MC . |
1, EMPLOYEE'S JOB AND WORK REQUIREMENTS ished by Rater, Reviewer and

A. Describe the position and where it fits in the staffing pattern; indicate the number and kind of employees supervised.

Mr. Parish is Chief of the Nonimmigrant Visa Unit, reporting to the Consul
General. He supervises four American officers, two American PIT
employees, and 14 Chinese employees. .

B, Divide work it nte wWo i ibilities and specific objeeth tincluding, as appropriate, professions!
vitiest: defineate in priotity arder. Inglude specific requirements relating to needs of other agencies.

CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Manage, direct and supervise the Nonimmigrant Visa Unit,

2. Determine consular staffing, equipment and supply needs and carry
through plans to meet increased needs with decreased staff.

3. BServe as the Accountable Consular Officer (ACO).

4. Serve as the section's Anti-Fraud Officer.

5. Conduct the professional training of newly-arrived junior officers and
supervise that of the American PIT's and Chinese local staff.
6, Adopt, where possible, “off the shelf" software to improve efficiency
and accountability of consular functions. P

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES:

1. Reinvigorate the anti~fraud program with emphasis on potential L-1
fraud, prepare more freguent spot reporting to the Department and the
constituent posts, and draft a guarterly anti-fraud report to Washington.
2. Identify a local vendor to provide basic PC training for DSB and
American staff.

3. Design and install a LAN system linking existing consular PC's.

4. Design and procure Chinese language materials with post and China-
specific orientation for use by FSI and consular officers at post.

5. Work with private and government tourist/travel agencies to establish
a program to meet rising demand for tourist travel to U.S.

6. Serve 'as the Embassy’s Coordinator for the Atlanta 96.0lympics.

€. Describe any spacial zircumstances influencing the work program.
Managing a fully operational MRV post which is required to produce
thousands of routine cables with limited technical support in addition to
conducting all interviews in Mandarin creates an extremely stressful daxly

environment, and calls for excellent interperso and
FORM When completed on Foreign Service personne), this is an efficiency repott vth:h shall be subject

ne.tesa
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FORM DS-1829
TA. EVALUATION OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT {Complete
ALL CLASSES EXCEPT SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE

A. General Appraisal:
) ‘was satis y a¢ better {if no, see ir for it s QY:S D No
8. Di i rengths and is evaluated in terms of the six competency groups tisted below. fSee instructions for
definitions and &st of vompetencies withia groups. Hems ¥ tuough 5 must be addrossed with at least one campetancy from sach group.
Foreign Language Competen m 6} should be addressed for if provisions spply {see i £
1. Substantive Knowledge, . 2. Leadership 3. Managerial Skills 4. intellectual Skills §. Interpersonal Skills
&, Foreign Language Skills (coldiete per instructions)

Substantive Knowledge: Mr. Parish understands the nonimmigrant visa
process as well as any officer in the Foreign Service and has a better
grasp than nost of the ways in which automation and computer technology
can be harnessed to cope with ever increasing workloads and severely
limited personnel resources.

ntel a ana ial ski : Mr. Parish had the conceptual skill
to discern that the key to more effective utilization of the new
technology in consular applications is more and better training and he
had the managerial skill and understanding of human resources to carry
out his plan. He started by identifying the goals he wanted to achieve.
His junior officers were reasonably equipped to deal with automated
systems but the largest number of his unit's employees are Chinese and
not true FS$N's. They are hired from the Diplomatic Services Bureau, an
agency of the Chinese Government. It would be by training this group
that maximum results could be obtained. He had te locate a local service
provider, identify the type and amount of training to be given, and then
by working with both the vendor and the staff, cooperatively develop a
syllabus and the materials necessary to achieve the desired result. By
the end of the rating period all 14 of the Chinese local employees have
had basic PC training. They can use Windows 3.1 and execute simple DOS
commands. In addition, they can do basic English and Chinese word
processing, format and send faxes, and create and manipulate a simple
data base. Recognizing further the need for a useable PC LAN system for
the Consular Section, he worked closely with the Admin Section to
identify consular LAN requirements and to devise a plan to meet the need.
The system is now up and running and is available to all of the
officers. .
Leadership Skills: After the revision of his work requirements statement
last autumn giving Mr. Parish primary responsibility f&r the section's
anti-fraud program, he arranged to increase the local staff resources
available for investigations. We are now more responsive to INS
inquiries, in particular those that are time sensitive due to pending
deportation action. He could do more. I am disappointed, specifically,
that there has been little written reporting on NIV fraud trends or anti-
fraud activity during the past year. He was very active in a recent
carrier consultant program visit, coordinating local airline, immigration
and Foreign Rffice officials, and the visitors to maximize the
effectiveness and utility of the anti-fraud training. He has also taken
the lead in deéveloping local procedures for handling the hundreds of
Chinese participants and officials destined for the 1996 Olympic Games in
Atlanta. .

Interpersonal Skills: Mr. Parish has a wide circle of friends and
contacts in the Chinese community. He is in constant demand for social
events and his warm outgoing personality endears him to his many friends.
He deals with thousands of inquiries the visa unit receives by phone and
in person. He is invariably polite and helpful and strives always to
provide a high quality of customer service.

el age Skills: Mr. Parish effectively uses his Chinese in his

work. He has continued his efforts to increase his proficiency.
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Page 3

k22
§iB. EVALUATION OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT {Completed by Bater}
FOR SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE USE

A Generst YES NO
- Performance was sa!ﬁfacwtvoi better ¥ no, see i for 7S
B. SFS Wember: 1. Adjustment of Salary Lmu! - Pevfmmann was wxcellent or better
2 n«mber was mshntw botter D D
ian, &nd eriteria} D

- 3 mhﬂmnmmm?«fmm?w
e 45 evaluated in temms ot the six competenty groups {See wstuetions Jor definitions

and Est.of campetencies mm prennxl -hems 1 through § must be addressed with 8t least one competency from easts group, Foreign
age Compatency Gtem §) should be. addroased for empioyees if mandstory provisions apply {see instructionsl, Yo fustity &
mcmmmnn tor parformance pay awird, the rater must siso addeess the additional sight pi pa criteria fsee
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FORM DS-1829

{i._EVALUAYION OF POTENTIAL {Comp
A. General Appraisalt Check block thet best descnbes potentialf
1. For Career Candidates only: Assessment of career potential 35 a Foreign Service Officer or Foreign Service Specialist:
Unable to assess potential from obiservations 1o date
8 Candidate is unfikely to serve effectively aven with additional expariance
Candidate is fikely 1o serve elfactively but judgment is contingent on additional evaluated exparience
Candidate is secommended for tenure and can be expected to serve successtully across & normal career span
{Support your choice by discussing below the candidare’s potential for successful service across a normal caresr spas, citing
examples which filustraie strengths and weaknesses in the competencies cited ix Section 1L}
2. For other Fareign Service employees:
Aecommend immediate gramotion
Recommend additionat experience at current grade
(Discuss betow the rated employee’s command of skiis for in positions, i ianal andior in employes's
cone or specialty, at the next Figher grade. For thase for additional i the rater it must deserbie
the specific experience neoded and idantify the competericy 07 competencies fisted in Section I, Including skills in employee's cone or
speciaity, which that experience will develop.}
8. Discussion:
One of Mr. Parish's greatest strengths is his ability to deal with fast
moving, guickly changing crisis situations. When confronted with
emergencies he shows to best advantage his qualities of clear thinking,
organizational expertise, and decisive action. No one could have
responded more imaginatively or innovatively than did Mr. Parish than when
I sent him to the furthermost reaches of far-Wastern China last summer in
search of Harry Wu. The incarceration and temporary disappearance of this
controversial American made front page headlines worldwide, Mr. Parish's
ability to move swiftly to Urumgi, 1500 miles from Beijing, and from there
arrange for overland transportation another 300 miles to the border of
Kazakstan, challenged his initiative and survival skills to the utmost.
The last stage of the trip, over barely passable dirt roads, took 12
hours. Keeping in constant touch with the Embassy was nearly impossible
but he @id it and that made it infinitely easier for us to respond to
demands from the Department, the Hill, and the White House.

A more prosaic challenge to Mr. Parish's adaptability and innovation
occurred on the very cold day in January when the Consular Section
reopened after the 15-day furlough. Confronted with an enormous crowd of
desperate visa seekers, he swiftly organized crowd control measures which
separated the easy cases from the tough opes, arrangad expeditious
handling for those needing to travel urgently, deferred processing for
routine cases, and enakled a harried visa staff to deal with four times
the normal workload without extra bodies and without c8llapsing
altogether.

It is his ability to rise to such challenges which suggests that Mr.
Parish is capable of greater responsibility in the future.

€. Areas for improvement: The following must be for 3t should be made aware of areas whers they
should concentrate their efforts to imprava. Based on your observation of the employee in his/het present position, specify at least one
areq in which he/she might test direct such efforts. Justify your choice, fThe response is not to he directed to need for formal training.}

Mr. Parish has difficulty in communicating upwards. Despite my urging, he
has not Kept me as fully informed of plans, problems, or changes of policy
in his unit as I would have liked. Raving preceded him at post, my
familiarity with the unit and its staff makes it relatively easy for me to
overcome these lacunae. My successor will not have these advantages and
Mr. Parish must take care in the coming year to be more open with his
supervisor. Regular ongoing dialogue which he initiates, instead of
simple responses to queries, will be essential teo a good working
relationship.
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" FOAM DS-1828 ~
IV, RATING OFFICER'S COMPLIANCE STATEMENT
Work requirements were established by rater, reviewer, and employee on 7/20/95 .
(if applicabi i were revisedon 10/16/95 3
Employee’s performence was discussed (candidate was counseled) on the following dates:
;. 6/6/95 .. 10/16/95 5 1/10/96 "

5§59.5(2) subject to fon}, or 3 FAM §78 (FSO,

Date Rating Completed 4%&%” 7 _r87¢
{Reter’s Signature)

V. REVIEW STATEMENT {Completed by Reviewer}

A. Discussion: Give your asssssment of the employee's performance and potential fif a cereer candidate, overall pa!enrlal 10 serve effectively
at all levels scross a normal career span, including £S-1 if an FSG n performance and potential
should be supported by providing additional examples of performance observed this rating petiod. Nate ifarences with (he cater's appraisal
o recommendations. Comment on relations between rater and employee.

This has been an extremely troubled policy year for U.S-China relations,
and Charles Parish was at the center of one of the proximate causes --
the apprehension and arrest of Harry Wu. Charles' involvement not only
called upon his years of experience in ACS cases, but also required
stamina, courage, and a deft diplomatic touch. Leaving town on two
hours' notice to travel to Urumugi and making arrangements to continue
on, which ultimately resulted in a 16 hour, 720 kilometer taxi ride to
the Kazakhstan border, put Charles at the end of a very long, tenuous
line, isolated and without precise guidance. Facing unfriendly and
unhelpful local Chinese authorities, Charles was unsuccessful in finding
Harry Wu, who had been spirited out by the central government. He,
nevertheless, acquitted himself superbly and in the process demonstrated
U.S. resclve and the Department's concern about the welfare of one of our
citizens in a case frought with political and policy conseguences that
attracted the close attention of the highest levels of our government.

Away from the glare of the spotlight, Charles guided his NIV unit in the
day-to-day task of providing quick, efficient visa service to the Chinese
public. He oversees an operation that continues to provide next-day
service and has even managed to shift a significant portion to same~day
issuance. His close collaboration with the Information Management staff
in designing the consular LAN system has resulted in a fully functional
core of four operational terminals. These are primarily for use by the
local staff but will grow until each officer has access to his or her own
PC. Charles' unit maintained high service standards despite a 40 percent
growth in staff (seven new local employeas) and the turnover of three new
JO's.

Although relations between Charles and the rating cfficer were generally
good, there was a distinct difference in philosophy on visa issuance,
which occasionally put Charles at odds with the rating officer and others
in the Secticn.

B. dewing Officer's

with the i by

After reviewing this report carefully, 1 consider it to be complate, in
specific examples of performance.
Date Section V. Completed__ PPT11 15, 1996 J;a ij ’Jé“aifé L”é

(Reviewer's§fonature)
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FOAM DS-1829

VI. STATEMENT 8Y RATED EMPLOYEE

A. Discussian: This sectian is intended 10 provide the rated employee's views on the period of performance appraised and on career goais
and objectives. You must comment on your most significant achievements during the period. ~ Yau aiso may wish to sddress a

problems which may not have been adequately covered in this repart, or aspects of the appraisal which may need claril

correction. You are encouraged 1o state your current career goals including training and assignments desired over thg next 5 yoars

(Continuation sheets may be used.)

During the rating period I can say that my greatest accomplishment was
to continue the process of improving service to the Chinese public.
Absent technical problems, we consistently return passports and visas
within 24-hours and even have begun to experiment with same-day returns
for those walk-in applicants who are interviewed before 10:00 a.m.

Related to this is the fact that I have been successful in providing
basic PC training for my entire staff. This training has paid great
dividends not only in increased efficiency of production but also in
staff morale. The discipline and energy that is needed to successfully
study a technical subject has clear application to their day-to-day work
and this also has enhanced efficiency and morale. I have plans for more
comprehensive training in the future -and am hopeful that I will be able
to successfully argue for the necessary funds.

I Chadin feuadile

Employse’s Signature

Vil. REVIEW PANEL STATEMENT (Complated by Review Panel}

A. Examples of Performance: Specific examples have-been provided to suppart the ratings given the empioyse. [t Yes {if not, return to

A rater for rewrite.)
8. Certification: ‘has been prepared according to the regulations and contaings no inadmissibll
Robert P. Ludan
{Panel Chairperson’s Name - Typai
2 {If submitted tate, indicate wha is responsible for delay.}

iSignaturel
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PART i-- NOMINATION
[SOCIAL SECURITY NO.
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The Kyoto Conference in December 19927 marked a Cir.coical
turning point in the efforts of nations to combat the threat
of global climate change. for the first time,
industrialized countries adopted legally binding targets to
reduce their emissions of greenhouse gases, whose continuec
accumulation in the atmosphere may change irrevocably the
condition of life on this planet. Simultanecusly, they
embraced a range of market mechanisms both to lower the
costs of compliance and to encourage countries without
targets to participate meaningfully in the global response
to climate change.

The Kyoto Protocol, produced by the efforts of over 165
nations over an intense, two-week period of non-stop
negotiations amid the glare of klieg lights, the
incantations of every conceivable stripe of non-~governmental
organization, and intense public interest in every corner of
the world, triumphed over skeptics and nay-sayers and the
not inconsiderable efforts of well-organized opponents to
ensure that the effort would crater.

The role of the United States at Kyoto proved not only
indispensable but critical to its success. Despite the
anxious warnings of well-intentioned advisers, Vice
President Gore not only participated in the Conference but
instructed U.$. negotiatcrs in the critical final hours to
show increased flexibility in order to reach an agreement.
His appearance electrified the tortuous negotiations and
focused media interest in a high stakes gamble to ensure
success. ’

The effort mounted by the U.S. delegation at Kyotc also
had few parallels. With a delegation of over 80, Underx
Secretary for Economic Affairs Stuart Eizenstat and Acting
Assistant Secretary Melinda Kimble marshaled experts from a
broad array of federal agencies and specialties to mount a
multi-pronged offensive. They recognized that slccess in
Kyoto would depend not only on the skill of U.S5.
negotiators but on an ability te capture the high ground
early with the media, to deal sensitively and substantively
with formally-constituted observer groups from the U.S.
Senate and House of Representatives that included both
-members and staff, and to respond openly and swiftly to the
incessant demands of U.S. NGOs for information and for
articulation of U.S. strategy and negotiating objectives.
The achievements of the U.S. delegation on each of these
fronts - forged the perception that the United States
dominated the Conference, and this perception of U.S.
strength endured the success of the ocutcome.
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U.S. performance overall in Kyoto depended on the
efforts of a small, dedicated team that handled the
logistical support, administrative and communications needs
of the U.S. delegation, backstopping our negotiators and
ensuring effective liaison between local staff and the
delegation and between Washington and the delegation. The
individuals cited herein were the unsung ‘heroes’ of the
U.S. negotiating effort, operating as a tightly organized,
well-disciplined and highly motivated team to provide an
extensive range of support, literally on a moment’s notice,
that enabled U.S. negotiators to function with maximum
efficiency and effectiveness.

In this regard, they set up and maintained several U.S.
contrels rooms, including the main room near the Conference
site. Collectively, they found rooms for members of the
U.S. delegation at multiple hotels in Kyoto, even when none
were to be nad; they obtained, distributed and serviced the
delegations’ “cell~-phones” --- the life blood of the
negotiators; they served as liaison with White House staff,
handling their multiple support needs; they worked with USIS
staff in Japan to develop and implement the U.S. press
strategy; they coordinated with local staff and undertook
distribution of press statements and other materials
concerning the U.S. position; they worked with Members of
Congress and their staffs to brief them daily, put them in
touch with key U.S. negotiators, handle their support needs
and organize delegation-wide briefings; they helped set up
bilateral meetings for Congressional representatives, took
and distributed urgent messages, prepared documents on a
moment’s notice for U.S. negotiators and made sure that they
were provided in sufficient quantities to enable the
negotiators to have major -influence in various groups and- at
negotiations on various issues; and they helped represent
the United States in the plenary sessions, carefully noting
the positions taken by other delegations and reporting back
to key U.S. negotiators.

The efforts of this group helped significantly to
ensure that the United States neot only achieved its
negotiating obijectives but took the lead internationally in
moving forward toward a meaningful international response to
the threat of global warming. They are to be commended for
their professional skill, their extraordinary dedication and
their exemplary achievement in producing.an outcome in Kyoto
that furthered U.S. policy and began a critical process to
protect future generations from the threat of global
warming.
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Y, iad 2o taet m&:— !mj, ekttt
1,5 DEPARTMENT OF STATE HAME OF EMPLOYEE BEING RATED /Sumams frstf
U.S. FOREIGN SERVICE
EMPLOYEE EVALUATION REPORY __[PARISH, CHARLES
+ [¥PE OF REPORY GRADE SSH
recuar B caneen canoware [T voruntary T 7}1‘:.?-2 I Lo
INTERIM: Changs of Bates [ outies [} assignment [] | CONSULAR OFFICER VISA
Eo;\t; G RGRMZATION PERIOD wvsm,i 1199 o
fram 09/28 ¥ /131997
RATER [ T ..‘.....J REVIEWER rpe sevel o
nnE: aanoe. FSO-1  fwne e suspe: FE-
IYEE'S D WORK REQUIR! By Rater, Reviswar and €

A, Dascribe the position snd wherg it fits in the statfing parterr; indicats the rumber and kind of employees supervisad.

injons to Foreign Service

.} This is one of eight case officers responsible for providing Security Advisory
rezn of Consular Affairs.

posts worldwide, in the Coordination Division of the Legal Office, Visa office,
‘This position reports directly to the Office Director.

B. Divida work tequirements info two categores, continuing vesponsiblities and specitic objsctives fincluding, as appropriate, professional
development activities); delineate in descanding priotity order. Include specific requitements refating to neads of othar sgencies.

CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITIES

~ Provide accurate, timely, and haianwd security advisory opinjons on visa applications from the Middle East
to Foreign Service Posts worldwide. .

~ Establish and maintain effective internal controls over classified materials used for SAOs.

-~ Bstablish and maintain effective personal contacts with State Department offices and outside agencies which
are part of the SAO process.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

~ Develop office procedures to handle 2 100% mcreasemw;rg!mdinkaniancasesmdaso% increase in

SAQ requests for other ies, without an in

- Act as team leader for a secretary and a student intern assigned to the Middie Eastern portfolio.

—~ Direct existing computer resources to reducing paper files and records in the Middle Bastern portfolio toa
minimum,

€. Describe an special circumstances influancing tha work program.
SAO requirements for Iranians were expanded without prior notification, increasing Iranian work load by 100
percent. New legislation making Consular officers personally responsible for failure to submit SAOs has
increased SAQ requests 50 percent for other nationalities. The Middle Eastern portfolio has the highest
terrorist threat fevel for the US in the world.

FORM Ds.1828 When camphoted on Facelqn Sarvics personntl, this is an SIfCenCy repart which Shatl be subijsct
10.85 o inspection only by those persons authonzed by Sec. 604.0f the Favdign Servics Act of 1980,
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FUNM DS-1828 Page 2
HA. EVALUATION OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT {Completed by Rater)
ALE CLASSES EXCEFT SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE

A. General Appraisai:

A was Sati ¥ or better 1 o, see i ians for s Ves DNc
8. gths and is evaluated in terns of tha six competency groups fisted delow. {See instuctions for

definitions and list of competencies within groups.t Hems 1 through B must bs addrassed with t leas: cne compotency frem each group.
foreign Language Competency (item 6) shauld be adirsssed for employens if mandatory provisions apply isee instryctionsh.

1. Substantive Knowlsdge 2. Lenderstip . Managerial Skills 4. inteflectual Skiks $. interpersonsl Skills

6. Foreign Language Skills fcomplete per instructions}

SUBSTANTIVE KNOWLEDGE: During this rating period Charles developed a management system to handle
2 150% increase in work load in the Mideastern porti%elio, without any additional resources. He also led and
coached a diverse group of employees to become an effective working unit. This shows that Charles has a good
grasp of both management theory and practice.

LEADERSHIP SKILLS: Scon after taking over the portfolio, Charles realized that the unit needed beter
relations with various outside agencies which are involved in the SAQ process. He then began to build those
relations, with phone calls, office visits, and finally a Jurch, which improved the working refationship
significantly, and made it easier for us to expedite cases when it was really necessary. Since we have no
represenitational budget, Charles paid for this out of his own pocket, but the results were worth every penny.

MANAGERIAL SKILLS: Seeing that his work day had ex?anded 150% abmost overnight, Charles quickly
developed some innovative solutions to his work load !grob.ems. He then had the courage to come to his
supervisor - me - and tell me that he couldn't handle the work alone. (Most people wait to tell me they need
help until the things have gone totally and completely to hell.) He briefed me thoroughly on the problems and
made me & part of his solution, He then "sold" his co-workers on his plan, building a team to deal with the
problem. His careful marshalling and of human to solve an enormous work load
problem showed a real under ding of what is.

INTELLECTUAL SKILLS: QOne of Charles' challenges in working with outside agencies is deciding who is in
charge there. Can one FBI office clear a cabie, or must it go to the Director? Who has the information we need
on a specific case in the CIA, and who can release it? Charles gets his job done in an interagency environment
where who seems to be in charge and who really is running the show are not readily apparent. He knows who
to calt when we need a decision made and who can answer his question on a clearance. n he finds the right
person, he communicates extremely well, He understands that these outside organizations have different
cultures, and knows how o tailor his speech and writing to his audience, The result is that he maintains good
relationships with some very diverse organizations and knows how to use those relationships to get what we
need.

INTERPERSONAL SKILLS: Charles has a marked ability to build tearms and facilitate cooperation on a
common goal. He is able to gather very different people into 2 team, build a relationship among the
individuals, and direct that group's energies to solving problems. He has the respect and affection of his
co-workers. All this is amply demonstrated in his building an ad-hoc team to deal with sudden large increases
in SAG worl; load. kt is a very effective team made of of very different people. It works because Charles
makes it work.

s
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FORM 05:182 : Page s
1. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL {Completed by Rater}

A. General Appraiasl: {Check diock that hest deschbes potentisl|.
1. For Caresr Candidates only: Assessment of caresr potential as a Foroign Service Officst or Fareign Service Specialist:
Unable to assess patential from abservatians 1o date
1 Condidate is untikely to serva atfectively even with additional experience
] Cantidate is likaly to serva stfectivaty but judgment is contingent on additional avaluated experience
{0  Candidate is recomynended for terure and can ba expested to serve successtully across a nommal carger span
Support your choice by discussing below the candidata’s potential for successful servica across & nommal career span, Citing
exampies which ifiustrate strengths and weaknesses in the competencies cited in Section It)
2. for other Foreign Service employsas:
Recurnmend immediate promotion
[J flecammend additional axperience at cairent grade
{Discuss below the rated employee's commang ot skilis for successful in oos(xm'\s, i andfor it employes
cong of speciaity, at the next highsr grade. For those far additionat it must describe
the spacific axperience newded and identily ths competency or campetoncies fisted in Section I, lmimﬁng wkills in smplayee’s cone oF
specisity, which that expevience will develop.)
8. Distussion:

Charles Parish s a swamp-drainer. Although that isn't 2 glamorous image, it's what Foreign Service managers
shouid do, but mostiy don’t. Put into an impossibly busy job, where there are probiems in all directions, most
Foreign Service managers work overtime and weekends to answer cables. finish cases, and gex the work out.”
They attack the symptoms - the ailigators - rather than with the
swamp. Charles was thrown into the Middle Eastern portfolio swamp without any expemnce in t.he region, or
any training in the compuiter systems we use or the work we do. Changes in law and SAD requirements
increased the work load about 130 percent overnight, in a region that has more active terrorist threats than any
other. The office lost one full time position, and o new resources were available. Alhgamrs inall d:recuons
When he saw the problems, Charles reacted Jike a good t should. He identified

- office procedure, wasted lack of organt poor coordinati wﬂh outside ies -
and found kmg term solutions to them, He came up With a new ﬁlmg tgf: lure that made controlling cases
easier, got training on unused computer systems that saved time and effort, and 100k time 10 meet and develop
contacts in outside agencies. The problem with long term solutions is that they take time to implement - in the
|meantime the alligators kept biting Charles - and his boss. Posts kept asking him - and me - about delayed
answers 1o SAOs. Despate the pressure, Charles kept putting most of his time where it would do the most

good, into p to the portfolio’s problems, oot casework, ’!'hls perseverance in the face of
extreme i d g and a of is unusual. In the fonger run,
the reforms took effect. Output increased, and the backiog disappeared 1y and without ime.

‘We still have a few alligators around, but they are a vanishing species in the Middle Eastern portfolio.
Alligators get scarce when the swamp is disappearing - problems are reduced when a good management system
is in place. And when "Crocodile® Parish is running the show.

Charles Parish is a Jeader. As part of the solution to sharply expanded work load, he arranged to have one GS
secretary and a student intern assigned to the Middie Eastern portfolio. He has built this unlikely team into an
effective unit by developing their skills, g and them to contri to their

full ability under very challenging circumstances. Makmg this gmup successful shows how aware Charles is of
diversity in the workplace, and how skilled be is in managing it.

Charles Parish is working like an O-1 now, and should get paid for it. Which is why he should be promoted

C. Ateps for tmprovement: The following must he complatad fuc alf employees. Employeas should b made aware of areas whare they
shauld concantrate their afforts 1o improve, Based on your ohservstion of the employee in hisihar prasert position, specily at least ave
area in which he/she might best direct such efforts. Justify your chaics. (Fhs response it not to i dirscted to neod for Tormal trainiog. |

Charles is much more interested in management and in his people than in "substance.”™ The fine points of the
law, the precedent cases on key SAQ issues, the nitty-gritty details of how we do our work leave him pretty
cold. Charles needs to recognize that he will be a better if he fully d ocess and can

fully appreciate what it takes to produce a good SAQ on a complicated issue. Ahenergraspof(h:specxaimd
skifls that go into this business would serve him well.
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1V, BATING OFFICER'S COMPLIANCE STATEMENT
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L “fRater’s Signatuta)
V. REVIEW STATEMENT (Compieted by Reviewer}
o tha iira l:amb:‘ candidate, overail potendial o sene afectively ot all lavels

A Give your
#0708 & nommal.career span, fekiding FS1 it an FSO candidate]. on and potentiai should be supponed by
fing ke of abserved this raing period, Note diferences with ihe rater's appraisal o tecommendations. Comment

on reiations betwaats rater nG employed.

Charles Parish has done an excelient job in what is one of the least known or understoed, yet most important
parts of the Visa Office. The Coordination Division is the part of VO that coordinates with the intelligence and
law enforcement commuinities the handling of the most sensitive visa applications, those from persons suspected
of terrorism, espionage, or other serious threats to U.S. national interests. The job requires a thoreugh
knowledge of the:applicable sections of immigration faw and visa {ations, i Y b

skills for dealing with the other agencies. and a keen sense for the potitical and policy implications of individual
visacases, As the rating officer has accurately described, Mr. Parish possess ali of these qualities in good
measure. 1 strongly endorse the rater'spraise for Mr. Parish’sperfi e and the ion for
promotion, R

Asthe rater points out, even inan office fraught with sensitive issues and cases, the Middle Eastern account,
-which Mr. Parish handled, is the most challenging of all. That certainly was truc-during this rating period when
the sudden imposition of a new ¢l gui for all visa appli from Iran, more than doubled the
caseload overnight. The rater rightly praises Mr. Parish for his “big picture” approach te this situation. Despite
pressure from Congressional offices, high levels of the Department, and overseas posts for the special handling
of individual cases, Mr. Parish refused, as the rater terms it, to grapple with the alligators. Tnstead he took the
wiser approach of finding i organizational cures for the situation -- draining the swamp. Mr.
Parish indeed deserves-high peaise for his success in that regard. We have been very well served to have him
handling this key portfolio at a very difficult time, .

The rater also accurately described the difficek interagency environment in which the Coordination Division
must function. Each agency has its different priorities and agenda, and some view the visa function as process
zather than as substance. To succeed in this ervironment, 2s Mr. Parish has done, requires great skill at

iation and jcations, as well as persistence.

Mz, Parishsaffability and sense of humor have made him a very welcome presence in a division that
frequently was short-staffed and overworked during the past year. We'vebeen very lucky to have him.

Relations between Mr. Parish and the rating officer were excellent.

8. g

Aftar toviewing this report carelully, | consider it to be somplate, ¥ with the i 1 adaquately
SPACIC BXAMPBIeS Of paraTnance.

Camplsted 05405197 _[' .
s (Revlewor's Signatre)
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L. STATEMENT BY RATED EMPLOYEE

A Discussion: Ts soction it inteadad to provide the raiod smglaywe’s views 20 thw period of perfrmence aporaised snd or catses gosis and objectives. You Izt commeet i Yo mogt
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Having to use existing resources to manage a substantial increase in workload was the greatest achisvement of
this marking period. Key to the success of my efforts was the ability to form good working relationship with
diverse agencies and individuals, both inside and outside the department. These negotiations led to a healthy
climate of mutual understanding and cooperation that was key to my ability to manage the portfolio effectively
without additional resources.

Afu:r serving my entire career in overseas assignments 1 can say that this department tour has greatly added to
of the of the foreign service command structure. [ feel that Thave 2 much

broader picture of the diverse criteria and the bureaucratic necessities that are necessary o arrive at decisions
in a variety of seemingly unrelated issues. The "Big Picture” perspective will serve me well in future
assignments.

{ would also like to say that serving in Washington, D.C. has given me the opportunity (0 address my felt

| need for tack of familiarity and with moden systems. I have completed a number of
basic computer courses at NFATC and 1 now fest confident of my ability 1o use the PC's and MS software
- that any FSO can expect. to find in place in our or here in Washil D.C.
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Fanbeesys of e Unidted Stetes o Yinevics

January 3, 1397

Sensitive But Unclasgified

Memorandum -
To: The DCM -

from: NIV Unit Chief —l
subject: Fraud Work and Visa Work Flow

vour attached correspondence raises excellent guestions
that should be addressed. The basic answers to your two
guestions are 1) yes, I do believe that some 0SB employees
(especially those driving cars on DSB salaries) could veryv
well be receiving gratuities for influence-peddling,
aithough I have no proof; and 2) ves, I believe that,
despite its utility to us, as] _pointed
out in her excellent cable ($é Chengdu 3283), the“waiban
. system has been corrupted and is used at times for
fraudulent purposes. % " the Anti-Fraud officer,
can provide specific éxamples of Walfeasance in the
Beijing walban system.

The essential guestion, however, is "What do we do about
it?" As you are aware, ronimmigrant visa work involvas a
delicate balance between meeting customer needs and
protecting U.S. border security from fraud and malfeasance.

I assumed my present positicn because my predecessor
suddenly curtailed, under a cloud of suspicion but with no
wrong doing definitively esver proved. No follow-up
inguiries or investigaticn team ever came from the
pepartment -- not from 0S, CA, or the IG office.
additicnally, it took six months of continued pressure on
my part to have a security interview conducted {in late
October -- Charles left in May) with Yang LiPing, Charles’
former secretary, partner on trips to America, and
presumed accomplice in whatever, if anything, went wrong.
I felt this interview was essential, if for no other
reason than for appearances’ sake with the other DSB
employees. In sum, the lack of bureaucratic follow-up on
this investigation has left the Vice Consuls in the NIV
unit cynical and somewhat demoralized. As a manager
responsible for the career develcpment of more junior
officers, I find this disquieting, as I have discussed
withl . jespecially since.despite the stress of an
ever-expanding work load, the Vice Consuls are all doing a
commendable job.

pc
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- W . -2-
Sengitive But Unclassified
. . -
~§TEZ; I‘ve been here, the emphasis, starting with D
has been mainly on the service, rather than the -
investigative, aspects of the job -- and escalating work

load requires this, if we are to keep our heads above
water. I have no problem with this, in that I balieve in
a "serve the people” approach in public service
positions. Additionally, with the expected explosion in
NIV applications resulting from travel document reform in
China, we will be sticking our finger in the dyke by
summer just to meet work load demands. I note, however,
that the poison pen letter on NIV influence peddling here
allegedly also went to the San Francisce Examiner. If a
major Chinese visa scandal blows up in the press, the
Embassy does not want to be left in a position of holding
the bag because of emphasis on service over fraud
prevention.

The old saying "no pain, no gain' applies here. We simply
do not have the staff or rescurces to continue, especially
with numbers ecalating, to provide next day NIV service
and, at the same time, tc address the fraud issue with the
seriousness it apparently warrants.

Korea, where 1 have worked for eight years of my foreign
service career, has had three major visa busts in the last
tws decades. In the seventies there was Seoul police
involvement in manufacturing phoney police clearances for
immigrant visa applicants. In the eighties, fraud came
out of the four ROK government-designated visa broker
offices, located across the street from the American
Embassy. The political problem there was that people of
influence, including relatives of then First Lady Lee
Soon-Ja, had invested in the broker houses. Today, a
third clean-up, in the NIV section with reported American

iewr) involvement, is taking place. I mention these
xamples simply to show that opening the door on the fraud
issue can produce a political can of worms. Seoul took a
lot of public and political heat to clean things up, but’
their experience proves it can be done with sufficient
resources and the commitment of management.

In conclusion, I stand ready_ to carry out whatever De
priorities you and! . ldesignate. However, the
message myself and the NIV officers are receiving -- given
the lack of follow-up on the Parish case, etc. -~ is that
service and speed of production take precedence over fraud
and malfeasance considerations. A serious approach to
investigating bhusiness and student visa fraud would
require a slowing down of processing for some legitimate
travelers. The question is: Are we prepared to pay that
price? -
~ -~
ce: CGL

b
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. Memorandum

DATE: January 15, 1998

. »e

TO: CG -
Ll
FROM: Niv.
" RE: Visa Fraud and Damage Controt

We are about to be hit with a media earthquake. When CNN and/or the LA Times run their pieceson
visa fraud in China {and possibly Chasles Parrish) the Congsular section will be overrun with Western
joumalists looking for.a new angle on the story. At this point we cannol prevent this from happening --
nor should we, given the almost sacred place which press freedom holds in our culture and in our taws.
What we can do is put inte effect some damage control measures before the earthquake hits. The old

* adage “Caesar's wife must be above suspicien” applies here — both impropriety and, equally imp
the appearatice of impropriety must not be apparent. That calls for revising some of the ways visa
business is conducted within this Embassy

1 srongly urge the i diate impl ian. of the following

- the Country Team be informed that the blue referral (noninterview) system may not be used for any
case involving a prior refusal. Yellow referral forms with interview should be used in those cases.

- AsH §. citizens are being offered money to escort applicants (if Yuri and Tara coukd find this out, 2
good journalistin Beijing can as well) we inform all Americans, official as well unofficial, that those
escorted must wait their ram in line and that escorted reconsideraion cases can only make apphcauon
after first time cases are screened -~ at approximately ten thirty.

~_ that the Embassy request that the Chinese goverament, given the sensitivity of visa fraud issues inthe
United States, iftvestigate what is going on at the shop across-the street,-including the preparation of the
daily list and whether any money changes hands in that process. We should include in the request that
this operation be shut-down if it is determined that money changes hands.

-« Reiterate at Country Team our “red door sign” paficy of no contact berween Embassy staff and our
DSB and' American staff on visa questions «— ail queries should come to you, me or Pat.

- Include in the one-day waiban conference with Chinese officials a discussion of the need to reform the
waiban system and so inform the Country Team.




Today we had the following exarmples of likely widespread visa malfeasance at our very gates: 1) the
US. citizen, originally from Taiwan, who was told to return this evening to “register” his applicant on
the list; 2) the posting on our outside bulletin board of an i with phone bers, promisis
services to facilitate visas; and 3) a tampering with a yellow pickup form submitted by the waiban

system.
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NOTES FOR 10/23/97 MEETING WITH HEAD OF INSPECTION TEAM

We would like to raisg the following points to illustrate and clarify the role of our o,
rjmmeggatc supervisori ., During the Consul General’s absences,[_ p 2
. acting-CG; was responsible for key management decisions. Indeed, the vice
consuls have found)_to be an exceptionally responsive manager, often in the face of
conventional wisdom or reluctant inertia to act. For example:

Fraud
(1) For several months previous to his removal, a DSB employee named Da Cheng was
brought to the attention of the CG by the vice consuls. The DSB employee was widely
reputed to be involved in acts of visa malfeasance. No action was taken until Halpin, as
acting-CG, fired Da Cheng in Apnl 1997
Moreover, for about one year, one of the vice consuls regularly wrote memos,
including at least one to the DCM in December 1996, concerning local employees
involved in malfeasance and that larger issue of fiaud in general. His concerns were .
ignored by virtually all of with the exception of{; B Pe

-

(2) Among many incidents contributing to low morale among the vice consuls were those:
involving allegations that the former NIV line chief was involved in visa malfeasance.
Severai of the vice consuls at that time raised the issue with the then-CG. Instead of being
investigated, the incident appears to have been deemed closed when the former NIV line
chief was transferred back to Washington, DC, where he was received a merit pay
increase. The NIV line chief was alsc ailgged to have been assisted in acts of visa 7
malfeasance by a DSB employes. When) _ assumed the role of NIV fine chief, he
requested that the RSO interview the DSRB employee in question. Despite Halpin's
repeated requests for action, the DSB employee was not interviewed until four months
after the former NIV ling chief’s departure from post.

Moreover&lﬂp@repeatedly told the current CG that allegations of malfeasance
and subsequent apparent lack of action on the matter were seriously demoralizing the vice
consuls. He stated that management’s apparent lack of action would likely result in the
resignation of the two vice consuls who resigned earlier this year. In fact, both vice
consuls cited this incident as major factors in their decision to leave the Foreign Service.

WORK LOAD

‘While visa applications have skyrocketed over the past five years, staffing has not
increased commensurately. During this past summer, the three vice consuls routinely
interviewed 500-600 applicants per day, from 8:30 a.m. to about 2:30 or 3:00 p.m,, with
no small breaks or lunch until interviews were completed. Although the vice consuls
expressed concern about the stressful nature of interviewing hundreds of applican& for six.
hours without a break, no action was taken to ameliorate the situation untilj a8 e
acting-CG, instituted procedures for limiting and controlling the volume of applicants.
Similar to practice in other major “visa mills,” all first time applicants arriving before 11:00
a.m. are interviewed. Depending on the day’s number of applicants, previously refused
applicants are then interviewed immediately following completion of interviews for first-
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time applicants, or are asked to return after lunch. These measures have resulted ina
more orderly and less stressfil work load for the vice consuls, with little or no decrease in
the number of applicants interviewed.

MORALE
Given that three of the four interviewing consular officers are of non-European heritage,

prejudice has emerged as 2 problem. Although the issue was raised in at least two staff’
meetings, again no action was taken untif | 38 acting-C(, raised the issue at country
team. Only then did management acknowledge the existence of this problem and agree to
cooperate to address it.

-

L . jresponsiveness to these and other issues faced by the consular section have
contributed to a halt in the declining morale of the section as it continues t0 manage an
increasing workload with inadequate resources. ‘

be

be
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it was sugges!ed that § apply for the vacancy crearcd by the sudden curtailment, under the waming of

d fid by the Ambassador, of the Nonimsmij Visa Unit chief. Whileno
mvcsngnnun was ever conducted into the allegations concerning the conduct of my predecessor, the
problems in the visa section in Embassy Beijing were so widely known in the spring of 1996 that the
controiled Chinese press, via a ine article {Attach F), presented a detatled repnrt on !he subject.
In addition, among the atleged gressions pointed-to reg:
rclauonsrup with pohunal fund-raiser Johnny / Chung. While;-in faiﬂie’s’s",“nommg concrete was ever proven

m s duet; T Taust question a personnel system which, one year-after

curtailment under pressure, presented this officer with a meritorious step increase while tow ranking me,
the very person wha is acknawledged as having rectified for the Depantment a sznously flawed situation,
and th g me \vnh the possibifity of lection out. 1 impl d a number of
; nis upon my arrival in my new position which werz chronicied by the Vice
Consuls in a summary lhev presented ata meennv with a represenmwe of the Office of the Inspector
Gen«niwhmh secently leted an i of Emt 2 {Attach Q)

'
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