
February 4, 2025

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

The Hon. Tammy Hull, Vice Chair
Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency
17550 H St. NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC  20006

Dear Vice-Chair Hull:

long been a champion of the inspector general community.  Independent, honest, and aggressive
inspectors general are vital to maintaining public trust and transparency in agencies across the federal 
government.  with
individual inspectors general that transcend the individual agency or Office of Inspector General (OIG).1 It 
follows from this mission that CIGIE, to demonstrate its commitment to this important role, needs to intervene 
where the integrity and accuracy of an individual OIG is in question and there are lingering concerns about an

work.  This need is even more apparent when the individual OIG consistently fails to correct its work and 
concerns. One such glaring example is the DOD

OIG), which in 2020 issued a report on alleged corruption in the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) 
cloud contract process.2 There are serious omissions, misleading statements, and false statements in that report 
that make me question whether it underwent the proper review process before it was published.3 Indeed, that 

Moreover, after speaking with multiple whistleblowers over the 
years since the JEDI contract, there are repeated allegations that the DOD OIG has been, and continues to be,
ineffective and unwilling to address corruption in DOD contracting.4 CIGIE needs to step in now and fulfill its 

s JEDI report.  I ask it to do so now.

DOD planned JEDI contract.  This
contract was to be for cloud computing at DOD.  Even though it was eventually canceled, it left another kind of 
cloud in its wake: a dark cloud of concealment and lack of candor to Congress and the American people. That
cloud still lingers over the DOD work and its report that claimed to examine the issues raised.  This is 
unacceptable.  Glossing over evidence of misconduct sends the wrong signal to those tempted to act corruptly in 
federal procurement at DOD and other agencies.

 
1 Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, Mission (last visited on January 31, 2025), 
https://www.ignet.gov/content/mission-0.
2 il 13, 
2020), https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)%20CLOUD%20P
ROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF.
3 See, e.g., Off. of Sen. Charles E. Grassley, Floor Remarks by Senator Chuck Grassley, During Sunshine Week, Grassley Discusses 
Lessons Learned From the JEDI Cloud Procurement (March 14, 2024), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/news/remarks/during-
sunshine-week-grassley-discusses-lessons-learned-from-the-jedi-cloud-procurement.
4 Notes of multiple whistleblower conversations on file with Committee staff.  
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The DOD OIG remarkably found no evidence that that one of the key figures in the controversy, Ms. 
Sally Donnelly, violated her ethical obligations or gave to Amazon than other contract 
competitors.5 This is despite the fact that Ms. Donnelly arranged intimate dinners in Washington and London 
between key Amazon figures, including an Amazon Vice President and later its CEO, Jeff Bezos, and the 
Secretary of Defense; that she and her business associate, Andre Pienaar, took clear steps to hide the purchaser 
of her consulting firm by an Amazon-partnered company from DOD, the OIG, and from the public; and that 
Amazon continued to pay that consulting company bearing her name related to DOD procurement even as Ms. 
Donnelly advocated for Amazon at DOD behind the scenes, a fact the DOD OIG failed to uncover in its 
investigation.6 y letters both to the DOD OIG and to Ms. 
Donnelly and Mr. Pienaar, as well as my floor speech on the topic.
addressed by the OIG report. 

As I pointed out in that speech on the Senate floor last year, the DOD OIG report in question repeatedly 
and intentionally left out the most compelling evidence of corruption, cut out parts of quotes without using 
ellipses, selectively quoted parts of emails and conversations while omitting other more incriminating ones, and 
even falsely stated that another federal entity supported its conclusions.7 This is a disgrace.  All of this together 
made it appear as if Ms. Donnelly simply had nothing to do with the initial stages of the JEDI contract and acted 
for Amazon just as she did with other tech companies.  The record shows otherwise.  Ms. Donnelly and Mr. 
Pienaar, as the attached correspondence shows, have also repeatedly hidden behind the shoddy work of the 
DOD OIG and their lawyers to avoid and obstruct 
report not only miserably been weaponized 
against congressional investigation into her conduct.  No matter how the matter eventually i
that it be re- -reviewed to spot issues and resolve inaccuracies 
and inadequacies in the report. This cloud has lingered long enough.  

Accordingly, I ask that you conduct a peer review o
planned review to my office no later than February 18, 2025.  If you have any questions or concerns, please 
reach out to James Layne on my Committee staff at (202) 224-5225.  Thank you for your prompt attention to 
this matter.  

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley
Chairman 
Committee on the Judiciary

Cc:  The Hon. Steven Stebbins, Acting Inspector General, Department of Defense
The Hon. Peter B. Hegseth, Secretary, Department of Defense 

 
5 DOD OIG JEDI Report, supra n. 2 at 200-201. 
6 The attached floor speech and letters document these facts in more detail.  
7 Floor remarks, supra n. 3. 



 

April 9, 2019

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION
Patrick M. Shanahan
Acting Secretary of Defense 
3010 Defense Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301-3010

Dear Acting Secretary Shanahan:

The Department of Defense (Department) is seeking vendors to help it build a 
comprehensive cloud computing system, known as the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure 
(JEDI) program.1 The vendor awarded the indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity contract to 
construct and maintain JEDI has the potential to receive up to $10 billion over a ten year 
performance period.2 According to multiple news reports, two individuals affiliated with 
Amazon Inc. were employed by the Department and responsible, in part, for crafting central and 
confidential aspects of a single-award contract for JEDI.3 Critics allege that their role indicates 
the Department tailored the contract to favor Amazon in violation of the Federal Acquisition

                                                           
1 Jared Serbu, , Federal News Network
(Feb. 22, 2019), available at https://federalnewsnetwork.com/defense-main/2019/02/court-filings-offer-additional-details-on-
dods-jedi-conflict-of-interest-probe/; Department of Defense Press Release, Contract Milestone Brings Enterprise Cloud Solution 
One Step Closer to Warfighter, July 26, 2018, available at https://dod.defense.gov/News/News-Releases/News-Release-
View/Article/1584975/contract-milestone-brings-enterprise-cloud-solution-one-step-closer-to-warfight/; see also Ron Miller, Jeff 

, Tech Crunch (Oct. 15, 2018), available at https://techcrunch. 
com/2018/10/15/jeff-bezos-is-just-fine-taking-the-pentagons-10b-jedi-cloud-contract/.
2 Carl Weinschenk, AWS, Oracle, and the Pentagon Continue Fight Over JEDI Cloud Contract, SDX Central (Jan. 28, 2019), 
available at https://www.sdxcentral.com/articles/news/aws-oracle-and-the-pentagon-continue-fight-over-jedi-cloud-contract/ 
2019/01/.
3 See Julie Bort, -take-all $10 billion Pentagon cloud contract, and it could be good 
news for Microsoft, Business Insider (Feb. 19, 2019), available at https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-jedi-cloud-contract-
snag-2019-2; see also Katishi Maake, Reported revelation pauses legal fight over JEDI procurement, Washington Business 
Journal (Feb. 21, 2019), available at https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2019/02/21/reported-revelation-pauses-
legal-fight-over-jedi html.
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Regulation (FAR).4 Some industry experts also have speculated that this contract could unfairly 
restrict future competition for Department cloud services.5

Two other vendors, Oracle America Inc. and the IBM Corporation, filed independent pre-
award bid protests with the Government Accountability Office (GAO) challenging both the
terms of the request for proposals issued by the Department and the aforementioned conflicts of 
interest.6 GAO racle has subsequently brought suit on the same 
terms in the Court of Federal Claims. 7

JEDI would provide both classified and unclassified cloud services to the entire 
Department (streamlining its current system consisting of hundreds of independent servers), as 
well as establish and promote a platform for machine learning, and act as a testing ground for 
artificial intelligence (AI) capabilities.8 The system AI capabilities would improve information 
sharing throughout the Department and the intelligence community, and allow warfighters to 
compile, analyze, and utilize data from a single source. Despite those perceived advantages, 
however, some industry experts and trade groups assert [d]eployment of a single cloud 
conflicts with established best practices and industry trends in the commercial marketplace, as 

                                                           
4 See Bort, supra n. 3; see also FAR 6.101(a) & (b); see also FAR 3.301(a) & (b).
5 Ron Miller, nuts, Tech Crunch (Sep. 15, 2018), 
https://techcrunch.com/2018/09/15/why-the-pentagons-10-billion-jedi-deal-has-cloud-companies-going-nuts/.
6 Aaron Gregg, , WASH. POST (Dec. 
11, 2018), available at https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2018/12/12/gao-axes-ibms-bid-protest-teeing-up-court-battle-
over-pentagons-billion-cloud-effort/?utm term=.781b4670547a; see also IBM Corporation, B-416657.5 et al. (Comp. Gen. Dec. 
11, 2018) (hereinafter IBM GAO Protest); see also Oracle America, Inc., B-416657 et al. (Comp. Gen. Nov. 18, 2018)
(hereinafter Oracle GAO Protest ).
7 See IBM GAO Protest, supra n. 6; see also Oracle GAO Protest, supra n. 6; Ralph O. White, GAO Statement on Oracle Bid 
Protest, Government Accountability Office (Nov. 14, 2018), https://www.gao.gov/about/press-center/press-releases/read/oracle  
bid protest nov 2018 htm; Ron Miller, IBM files formal JEDI protest a day before bidding process closes (Oct. 12, 2018),
available at https://techcrunch.com/2018/10/12/ibm-files-formal-jedi-protest-a-day-before-bidding-process-closes/;
Memorandum of Law in Favor of Plaintiff s Motion for Summary Judgment on the Administrative Record, Oracle America, Inc. 
v. United States, Case No. 18-1880C (C.F.C. 2019), available at https://federalnewsnetwork.com/wp-content/uploads/2019 
/02/021219 oracle memo motion for judgment.pdf.
8 See Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum, DoD Cloud Strategy, Department of Defense 2, 11, (Dec. 2018), available at,
https://media.defense.gov/2019/Feb/04/2002085866/-1/-1/1/DOD-CLOUD-STRATEGY.PDF; see also Ben Tarnoff, 
Weaponised AI is coming. Are algorithmic wars our future?, The Guardian (Oct. 11, 2018), available at https://www.the 
guardian.com/commentisfree/2018/oct/11/war-jedi-algorithmic-warfare-us-military; see also Naomi Nix, Google Drops Out of 

, Bloomberg (Oct. 8, 2018), available at https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles 
/2018-10-08/google-drops-out-of-pentagon-s-10-billion-cloud-competition; see also Patrick Tucker, Google is Pursuing the 

, Defense One (Apr. 12, 2018), available at
https://www.defenseone.com/technology/2018/04/google-pursuing-pentagons-giant-cloud-contract-quietly-fearing-employee-
revolt/147407/; see also Cheryll Pellerin, Project Maven to Deploy Computer Algorithms to War Zone by ,
Department of Defense (July 21, 2017), available at https://dod.defense.gov/News/Article/Article/1254719/project-maven-to-
deploy-computer-algorithms-to-war-zone-by-years-end/; see also Daisuke Wakabayashi and Scott Shane, Google Will Not Renew 
Pentagon Contract That Upset Employees, N. Y. TIMES (June 1, 2018), available at https://www nytimes.com/2018/06/01/ 
technology/google-pentagon-project-maven html.
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well as current law and regulation, which calls for the award of multiple task or delivery order 
9

At the request of the Department, the Court of Federal Claims has granted an unopposed 
motion to stay the proceedings of in order to grant the Department the ability to 
reconsider whether possible personal conflicts of interest impacted the integrity of the JEDI 
Cloud procurement 10 In an effort to conduct oversight of this review process and 
ensure that future concerns involving conflicts of interest are resolved earlier in the contracting 
process, please answer the following no later than April 23, 2019:

1. What internal policies does the Department have in place to ensure that Requests for 
Procurement (RFP) and subsequent government contracts are not drafted so that they are 
tailored to match the specific technical capabilities of a particular company when that 
company does not qualify for a sole source contract as per FAR 6.101 and FAR 3.301?  
Were these policies adhered to in this case? If not, why not?

2. Please provide copies of current Department policy and procedures that address potential 
conflicts of interest in the contracting process.  Please include any policies and 
procedures that address roles and responsibilities in drafting contracts and requests for 
proposals, and in reviewing those processes for potential conflicts.  

a. Are any of these policies and procedures subject to independent review or audit?   

b. Is it common practice for individuals representing or associated with potential 
bidders to draft contracts or requests for proposals? 

c. To what extent did the Department follow its policies and procedures addressing 
potential conflicts of interest in designing the JEDI contract?

3. Department officials have report intended to 
provide a model for the Department s future transition of legacy IT systems to the cloud.
Please describe any related efforts to ensure full and open competition for future 
Department cloud services contracts.

                                                           
9 Alliance for Public Sector, to Chairman John McCain, Senate 
Armed Services Committee, et al. (Apr. 30, 2018), available at https://www nextgov.com/media/gbc/docs/pdfsedit/043018 
fk2ng.pdf; see also Dave Deptula, The Perils of JEDI: A Single Cloud Provider For The Pentagon And CIA Could Spell 
Disaster, Forbes (Feb. 27, 2019), available at https://www.forbes.com/ sites/davedeptula/2019/02/27/jedi-and-why-its-important-
a-single-cloud-provider-for-both-dod-and-cia-could-spell-disaster/#7751e19a6477 (stating that the Central Intelligence Agency 
has also awarded Amazon a cloud computing contract).
10 See Oracle America, Inc. v. United States, Case No. 18-1880C (C.F.C. 2019), available at https://federalnewsnetwork.com/ 
wp-content/uploads/2019/02/021919 JEDI cofc stay.pdf.
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a. The Department expects to maintain contracts with numerous 
cloud providers to access specialized capabilities not available under the JEDI 
Cloud contract. Please describe these specialized capabilities, as well as any 
related efforts to ensure full and open competition for related contracts.

4. In a May 2018 report to Congress, the Department indicated that the 
documentation required by the Federal Acquisition Regulation to support the single 
award ID/IQ approach is still under development within the Department. The 
Department also said that it would not release the final JEDI solicitation until it executed 
the underlying justification documents. Please provide the justification 
supporting the use of a single award ID/IQ approach for the JEDI contract.

5. In September 2018, the OMB published their CLOUD SMART Strategy Proposal.11 How 
does the JEDI program and procurement process align with the Federal government-wide 
strategy outlined in the aforementioned document? 
 
Should you have questions, please contact Daniel Boatright of my Committee staff at 

(202) 224-4515.  Thank you for your attention to this important mater. 

Sincerely,

Charles E. Grassley
Chairman
Senate Committee on Finance

                                                           
11 OFFICE OF MGMT. & BUDGET, EXEC. OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, From Cloud First to Cloud Smart, (Sept. 24, 2018), available at
https://cloud.cio.gov/strategy/; see also, THE WHITE HOUSE, OMB Announces Cloud Smart Proposal (Sept. 24, 2018), available 
at https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/omb-announces-cloud-smart-proposal/.



October 5, 2020

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

The Honorable Mark Esper
Secretary of Defense
3010 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-3010

Dear Secretary Esper:

On April 9, 2019, I sent a letter to then-Acting Secretary of Defense, Patrick Shanahan,
regarding my concerns with respect to the Department) Joint Enterprise 
Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) program, alleged conflicts of interest pertaining to those charged 
with creating its bid, and reported disputes between bidders and the Department.1 The 

Office of the Inspector General (OIG) completed a review and provided 
recommendations in response to members of Congress raising concerns about the JEDI program.2

The OIG report found that, at the very least, there was an appearance of impropriety in the
formation and design of the JEDI bid proposal.3 In addition, the OIG report found Department 

that were 
expected to bid on, or actively competing for, the JEDI contract.4 is a word not often used 
by any OIG. 

1

(Apr. 9, 2019), https://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2019-04-09%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI).pdf; Letter from 

Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. (May 3, 2019), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05-06%20DOD%20to% 
20CEG%20%28JEDI%29.pdf;
Letter, GRASSLEY.SENATE.GOV (June 25, 2019), http://www.grassley.senate.gov/sites/default/files/2019-06-
25%20DOD%20to%20CEG%20%28JEDI%20-%20Addendum%29.pdf
correspondence after a subsequent request from the Senate Committee on Finance).
2 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, INSPECTOR GEN. DEP T OF DEF.,
REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079 (Apr. 13, 2020) [hereinafter JEDI OIG Report], https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/15/
2002281438/-1/-1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20
(JEDI)%20CLOUD%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF.
3 Jared Serbu, Pentagon IG Review Finds DoD Improperly Disclosed JEDI Information to AWS, FED. NEWS NETWORK (Apr. 15, 
2020), https://federalnewsnetwork.com/defense-main/2020/04/pentagon-ig-review-finds-dod-improperly-disclosed-jedi-
information-to-aws/.
4 JEDI OIG Report, supra note 2, at 152 53.
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Although the OIG stated the deception did not have a substantive impact on the contract,
and relevant authorities have chosen not to pursue charges, the mere appearance of impropriety 
taints the contracting process and could cause all applicants to wonder if they won or lost a contract 
due to backroom deals that benefit Department employees. 5 This appearance is further 
complicated when applicants are not afforded a debriefing process which is typically given after 
bids are not accepted.

To counteract the appearance of a conflict of interest and to improve the bidding process,
the OIG provided several recommendations in the JEDI report, including policy changes and 
administrative actions against Department personnel.  The report, states [t]he responsible officials 
did not respond to the recommendations on the draft version of [the] report.  Therefore, the 
recommendations are unresolved.  [The OIG] request[s] that the appropriate officials provide 

6 The Department has failed to do so thus far.

The Department has a duty to the American taxpayer to ensure funds are spent wisely, and 
contracts are free of costly and unnecessary disputes.  To that end, I request you provide a briefing 
to my staff on how Department regulations will change as a r
report and answer the following questions by October 19, 2020.

1. How much in total transaction costs has the Department spent on the JEDI program for the 
following categories: acquisition personnel, technical expertise, and administrative 
support?  In your response, please address costs including, but not limited to, personnel, 
planning, market research, contract solicitation, drafting, proposal evaluation, negotiations, 
solicitation revision, litigation, and corrective actions.

a. How much of that cost is due to the issues that arose from allegations of conflicts of 
interest or other issues that may have caused significant delays and award disputes?

2. At the exponential rate in which technological advancements occur, especially relating to 
cloud and artificial intelligence technology, are the contract requirements that were written
over two years ago still up to date?7 If not, what steps have you taken to get them up to 
date?

a. In the past 6 months has the Department assessed and 
trends to ensure the Department receives the most appropriate and advanced equipment
and is aligning with industry standards?

3. Can the Department cite to any other major procurement program that has moved forward 
with the contract award process despite Department employee conflicts of interest issues?

5 Id. at 154 55.
6 Id.
7 See Jason Miller, , FED. NEWS NETWORK (Apr. 13, 2020), 
https://federalnewsnetwork.com/reporters-notebook-jason-miller/2020/04/time-for-dod-to-cancel-jedi-ride-the-cias-cloud-
coattails/ ( By now Dana Deasy, the DoD CIO, or David Norquist, the DoD deputy secretary, should be able to see that the time 
for JEDI has passed and the Pentagon should cut its loses and cancel the 
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a. What were the costs of the cited programs and how do they compare in complexity to 
the JEDI program?

4. Generally, after a government contract is awarded, an opportunity is provided to those 
applicants that did not receive the award to be briefed by the agency on why another bid 
was selected over theirs.8 Why was the normal debriefing process not followed in this 
instance?

5. Why did the Department not initially comment on JEDI draft report?

6. Why has the Department not commented on since 
publication?

7. The the Acting Director for Contract Policy, Defense Pricing and 
Contracting, consider developing and implementing appropriate policy to require some 
level of documentation and analysis supporting key acquisition decisions, including any 
legal reviews and advice, for contracts that exceed the $112 million threshold established 
by statute 9 What steps has the Department taken to close that recommendation?

8. The OIG recommended the Chief Management Officer, in coordination with the 
[Department] General Counsel, consider administrative action against appropriate 
individuals for failing to review the redacted reports and attachments to the debriefing e-

?10 What 
steps has the Department taken to close that recommendation?

9. The OIG recommended 
[Department] OGC/Defense Legal Services Agency Professional Conduct Board, in 
coordination with the [Washington Headquarters Services (WHS)] General Counsel, 
determine whether disciplinary action should be taken against appropriate individuals 
under attorney performance standards for failing to review the redacted reports and 
attachments to the debriefing e-mails, and disclosing proprietary, proposal, and source 
selection information. 11 What steps has the Department taken to close this 
recommendation? 

8 See Steven L. Schooner, Enhanced Debriefings: A Toothless Mandate?, 34 NASH & CIBINIC REP. NL ¶ 10 (
-value, high-profile procurement isn't destined to 

see also Steven L. Schooner, Postscript 
II: Enhanced Debriefings, 34 NASH & CIBINIC REP. NL ¶ 26 (May 2020).
9 Id. at 49.
10 Id. at 93.
11 Id.
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10. The OIG recommended the Director of the WHS Acquisition Directorate, in coordination 
with the WHS General Counsel: r]equire training for WHS officials handling acquisition-
related matters regarding the contents of the [Department] Source Selection Procedures 
Debriefing Guide with special attention to Section A.8.3, Information Not Appropriate for 
Disclosure[;] 12 [d]evelop a standard redaction policy applicable to all acquisitions to 
eliminate the ambiguity regarding redactions of source selection information, particularly 
Source Selection Team names. 13 What steps has the Department taken to close these 
recommendations? 

11. The OIG recommended the Chief Information Officer incorporate a record of Mr.
misconduct into his official personnel file. 14 What steps has the Department taken to close
this recommendation?

12. The OIG recommended that the Information Officer notify the [Department]
Consolidated Adjudications Facility of Mr. misconduct with regard to any security
clearance he may hold or seek in the future. 15 What steps has the Department taken to
close this recommendation?

13. The OIG recommended Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment
consider appropriate action for Ms. ethics violations, including potential
counseling and training. 16 What steps has the Department taken to close this 
recommendation?

14. The OIG recommended the Chief Information Officer review the Cloud Computing
Program procedures for identifying and mitigating potential conflicts of interest
and take appropriate action as a result of this review. 17 What steps has the Department
taken to close this recommendation?

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.  Should you have questions, please 
contact Danny Boatright of my Finance staff at 202-224-4515.

Sincerely,

Charles E. Grassley 
Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

12 Id.
13 Id.
14 Id. at 8.
15 Id.
16 Id. at 10.
17 Id.
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cc:
Sean O Donnell
Acting Inspector General 
Department of Defense
4800 Mark Center Dr. 
Alexandria, VA 22350

Dana Deasy 
Chief Information Officer
Department of Defense
6000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301



April 28, 2021

The Honorable Lloyd J. Austin III
Secretary 
Department of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington D.C. 20301

Dear Secretary Austin:

Since April of 2019, I have sent three letters to the Department of Defense (Department) 
inquiring into the contracting process for the cloud computing program known as the Joint
Enterprise Defense Infrastructure program (JEDI).1 I have yet to receive fulsome responses to any
of my letters. In response to my most recent letter dated January 1 of this year, I received a mere 
handful of documents almost all of which I have received before, and most of which have been
publicly available for some time.2 According to information provided to my staff, the material I 
have received thus far represents only a fraction of the material the Department originally gathered 
in response to my requests. I am looking to you to correct this situation as soon as possible,
particularly since the 
administrative review of the procurement has left many questions unanswered.

Many have seized on DoD OIG administrative review of the JEDI procurement process
as proof that the Department, with the exception of particular individuals, did not commit any 
substantive wrongdoing. 3 However, I have serious concerns about the scope.  
DoD OIG did not examine key issues that occurred before the request for proposal (RFP) process,
including allegations of pressure from senior leadership to conduct the entire contract without a 
competitive bidding process (also known as an Other Transactional Authority or OTA) as well as 
the apparently unusual and significant involvement of senior leadership throughout the entirety of 

 
1 Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. & David Perdue, U.S. Sen., Armed Servs. Comm., to Christopher 

of Def. (Jan. 1, 2021); see also Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on 
Fin., to Patrick M. Shanahan, (Apr. 9, 2019); Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S.
Comm. on Fin., to Mark Esper, (Oct. 5, 2020). 
2 Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. & David Perdue, U.S. Sen., Armed Servs. Comm., to Christopher 

 
3 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, INSPECTOR GEN. DEP T OF DEF.,
REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079 (Apr. 13, 2020). 
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the process.4 reportedly failed to fully consider information submitted 
s whistleblower hotline.5 I do not know to what extent these issues could have 

impacted the contract, but those are questions the review should have considered, investigated,
and answered.

Further, I was advised that OIG worked in concert with the Department to withhold 
documents gathered in response my January 1, 2021 letter. Consequently, I also intend to write to 
Acting Inspector General Sean requesting additional detailed information regarding 
this review.

In an effort to provide continuing oversight of the JEDI program and 
contracting process generally, please provide unclassified versions of documents that were
originally compiled in response to my letter regarding JEDI dated January 1, but have not been 
provided. Additionally, please also produce unclassified versions of the documents listed below.
Please provide all documents not later than April 30, 2021.

1. A copy of all requests made by the OIG to the DOD in support of its JEDI administrative 
review;

2. A copy of all materials provided to the OIG regarding the JEDI administrative review;

3. A copy of all materials relating to OGE Forms 278 and 450, including, but not limited to 
email exchanges, and the ethics files and the forms themselves, for the following former 
DOD employees:

a. Deap Ubhi
b. Sally Donnelly
c. Anthony DeMartino
d. James Mattis

4. A copy of all emails written by Deap Ubhi, Sally Donnelly and Anthony DeMartino using 
the search terms: JEDI, JEDI procurement, OTA, Amazon, cloud, Jeff, Bezos, Marcuse, 
Lynch, Teresa, Carlson, tailored acquisition, AMZ, and Amazonian;

 
4 Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec. Vice President, Oracle Corp. Mar.
5, 2020); see also Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp.

see also Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp.
see also Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp., to 

Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. (Dec. 7, 2020).
5 Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp.
5, 2020); see also Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp.

Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp.
020); Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec.Vice President, Oracle Corp., to Charles E. 

Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. (Dec. 7, 2020). 
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5. The date which the following individuals received and completed their ethics training at 
the DOD including any materials signed demonstrating completion of that training:

a. Deap Ubhi
b. Sally Donnelly
c. Anthony DeMartino

6. Any documents relating to the following individuals and whether or not they currently
enjoy or are being considered for Special Government Employee Status by the DOD:

a. Deap Ubhi
b. Sally Donnelly
c. Anthony DeMartino

7. Please provide all documentation 
Conduct Office (SOCO) referencing the below individuals including, but not limited to, 
those that demonstrate dates of meetings and training received, e-mail correspondence,
ethical questions that were posed, and responses that were provided. 

a. Deap Ubhi
b. Sally Donnelly
c. Anthony DeMartino

Thank you in advance for your attention and assistance in this important matter. Should 
you have any questions, please reach out to Danny Boatright on my Judiciary Committee staff at 
(202) 224-5225. 

Sincerely,

Chuck Grassley
Ranking Member
Senate Committee on the Judiciary

cc:
Sean
Acting Inspector General 
Office of the Inspector General 

Department of Defense
4800 Mark Center Drive
Alexandria, VA 22350-1500



June 8, 2021

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

The Honorable Lloyd J. Austin III
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Secretary Austin:

On April 28th of this year I sent you a letter seeking information I originally requested from 
the Department of Defense (Department) in January regarding the Joint Enterprise Defense 
Infrastructure program (JEDI).1 I have not received a response.  However, the day my letter was 
transmitted, the Court of Federal Claims rendered another decision in the series of cases regarding 
JEDI. 2 Although that litigation continues, the Department had previously informed Congress that 
if the s motion to dismiss in part failed, the repercussions, particularly with regard to 
discovery, would be enormously burdensome.3 Subsequent news articles suggest that the 
Department is considering redrafting and resoliciting the JEDI contract, pointing to 
decision as one of many factors.4 As you weigh the pros and cons of this decision, I wanted to 
highlight some of my continuing concerns regarding the JEDI program.
                                                           
1

2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.jedifollowup.pdf; see also Letter from Charles 
E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. & David Perdue, U.S. Sen., Armed Servs. Comm., to Christopher C. Miller, Acting 

, https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2020-10-
05%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI%20II).pdf; Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin., to Patrick M. 

, https://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2019-04-
09%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI).pdf.
2 Amazon Web Services v. United States, No. 19-1796C (Fed. Cl. Apr. 28, 2021); see also Jared Serbu, 
JEDI Challenge Intact, Dealing Blow to DoD, Microsoft, FEDERAL NEWS NETWORK (Apr. 28, 2021), 
https://federalnewsnetwork.com/defense-main/2021/04/court-keeps-amazons-jedi-challenge-fully-intact-dealing-blow-to-dod-
microsoft/.
3Aaron Gregg, Court Rejects Motion to Dismiss JEDI Allegations, Allowing Amazon to Argue for Depositions, THE WASH. POST

(Apr. 28, 2021), https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2021/04/28/pentagon-cloud-contract-depositions/; see also Serbu, 
supra note 2; see also Tom Temin, Cancel JEDI? No Shame to DoD in Doing So, FEDERAL NEWS NETWORK (May 19, 2021), 
https://federalnewsnetwork.com/tom-temin-commentary/2021/05/cancel-jedi-no-shame-to-dod-in-doing-so/.
4Mila Jasper, If the Pentagon Drops JEDI, Then What?, NEXTGOV (May 17, 2021), https://www.nextgov.com/it-
modernization/2021/05/if-pentagon-drops-jedi-then-what/174093/; see also Naomi Nix, Judge Declines to Toss Amazon Suit 
Claiming Trump Blocked JEDI Bid, BLOOMBERG (Apr. 28, 2021), https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-04-28/judge-
declines-to-toss-amazon-suit-claiming-trump-cost-jedi-bid; see also Carten Cordell, Will the Department of Defense Cancel the 
Mass , WASH. BUSINESS JOURNAL (Apr. 30, 2021), 
https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2021/04/30/cancel-jedi-microsoft-aws.html.
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 As you know, the JEDI solicitation envisioned an indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity 
(IDIQ) contract to construct and maintain a Department-wide cloud-based computing system
capable of eventually holding , as 
well as certain artificial intelligence (AI) programs.5 The Department consistently represented that 
a single awardee could receive up to $10 billion over a ten-year performance period.6

From the beginning, allegations arose that the JEDI contract was tailored, meaning that 
it was written to advantage a preferred vendor, reportedly Amazon.7 Multiple Department officials 
with Amazon affiliations reportedly failed to properly recuse themselves from this acquisition 
planning process, including, among other things, deciding upon the single-award approach for 
JEDI in violation of the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and numerous federal statutes.8

As I mentioned in previous letters oD
OIG) completed an extraordinary report last year that reviewed the JEDI program and some
conflicts of interest allegations. In addition to confirming allegations of impropriety in the 

                                                           
5 DEP T OF DEF., DOD CLOUD STRATEGY (2018), https://media.defense.gov/2019/Feb/04/2002085866/-1/-1/1/DOD-CLOUD-
STRATEGY.PDF; see also Ben Tarnoff, Weaponized AI is Coming. Are Algorithmic Wars Our Future, THE GUARDIAN (Oct. 11, 
2018), https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/oct/11/war-jedi-algorithmic-warfare-us-military; see also Naomi Nix,

, BLOOMBERG (Oct. 8, 2018), 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-10-08/google-drops-out-of-pentagon-s-10-billion-cloud-competition; see also 
Patrick Tucker, , DEFENSE ONE

(Apr. 12, 2018), https://www.defenseone.com/technology/2018/04/google-pursuing-pentagons-giant-cloud-contract-quietly-
fearing-employee-revolt/147407/; see also Cheryll Pellerin, Project Maven to Deploy Computer Algorithms to War Zone by 

, DEP T OF DEF. (July 21, 2017), https://www.defense.gov/Explore/News/Article/Article/1254719/project-maven-to-
deploy-computer-algorithms-to-war-zone-by-years-end/; see also Daisuke Wakabayashi and Scott Shane, Google Will Not Renew 
Pentagon Contract That Upset Employees, N. Y. Times (June 1, 2018), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/01/technology/google-pentagon-project-maven.html.
6 Carl Weinschenk, AWS, Oracle, and the Pentagon Continue Fight Over JEDI Cloud Contract, SDX CENTRAL (Jan. 28, 2019), 
https://www.sdxcentral.com/articles/news/aws-oracle-and-the-pentagon-continue-fight-over-jedi-cloud-contract/ 2019/01/. 
7 Def. to the Sec https://federalnewsnetwork.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/091317_Shanahan_Cloud_Memo.pdf; see also Sec of the 

https://federalnewsnetwork.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/010418_shanahan_cloud_memo.pdf
(On September 13, 2017, Deputy Secretary of Defense Shanahan issued a Department-

contract
two months Awarding the 

; Jared Serbu, Amazon Asks Federal Court to Stop Work on JEDI Cloud Contract, FEDERAL NEWS 

NETWORK (Jan. 23, 2020), https://federalnewsnetwork.com/defense-main/2020/01/amazon-asks-federal-court-to-stop-work-on-
jedi-cloud-contract/; see also Julie Bort, -Take-All $10 Billion Pentagon Cloud 
Contract, and it Could be Good News for Microsoft, BUSINESS INSIDER (Feb. 19, 2019), 
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-jedi-cloud-contract-snag-2019-2.
8 John D. McKinnon, Pentagon Weighs Ending JEDI Cloud Project Amid Amazon Court Fight, WALL ST. J. (May 10, 2021), 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/pentagon-weighs-ending-jedi-cloud-project-amid-amazon-court-fight-11620639001; see also 
Adam Mazmanian, Lawmakers Look to Revive Collusion Case Against Amazon in JEDI, WASHINGTON TECHNOLOGY (May 4, 
2021), https://washingtontechnology.com/articles/2021/05/04/jedi-lee-buck-letter.aspx; see also Bort, supra note 7; see also
Katishi Maake, Reported Revelation Pauses Legal Fight over JEDI Procurement, WASH. BUS. J. (Feb. 21, 2019), 
https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2019/02/21/reported-revelation-pauses-legal-fight-over-jedi.html; Deap Ubhi, 
@deapubhi, TWITTER (Jan. 30, 2017, 11:57 PM), https://twitter.com/deapubhi/status/826293256249958404 (stating that he would 

); see also Bort, supra note 7; see also FAR 6.101(a) & (b); see also FAR 3.301(a) & (b); Steven L. 
Schooner, Indefinite-Delivery/Indefinite-Quantity Contracts: Time to Correlate Practice and Policy?, 32 NASH & CIBINIC 

REPORT ¶ 44 (September 2018) ( As has become practice, the DoD is merely ... papering over avoidance of the [Congressionally]
stated multiple-award policy. ).
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formation and design of the JEDI request for proposals [or RFP or solicitation], the IG found that 

companies 
that were expected to bid on, or actively competing for, the JEDI contract.9 Nor does it appear 
that Department officials cooperated fully with the IG s work.10

Further, high-level political leadership reportedly were both inexperienced and overly 
involved in the acquisition strategy for JEDI. Former Department officials familiar with the 

inner workings have
acquisition process due to: 1) the pressure by political leadership to accelerate the JEDI acquisition 
and 2) the failure of political leadership to recognize their own lack of expertise in the government 
contracting process and the extremely technical aspects of 
the cloud marketplace. These political appointees allegedly were zealous to quickly acquire JEDI 
for the Department even though they did not fully understand it.

Unfortunately, DoD OIG has not fully reviewed the complete universe of allegations 
involving the JEDI procurement. This has led to multiple court cases as well a sense in the industry 
that an amicable resolution is unlikely.11 Public perception tees up a lose-lose scenario, in which
an Amazon win would appear to confirm that the contract was designed for them, while an Amazon
loss would suggest that the political deck was stacked against Amazon. Worse, the longer it takes 
to settle these disputes the more out of date the contract requirements become, resulting in the 
American warfighter receiving a less advanced product.

There have now been three major bid protests since 2018 challenging different elements of 
the JEDI contracting process.  On August 8, 2018, Oracle filed a pre-award bid protest with the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO)

conflicts of interest related to the procurement.12 On October 10, 2018, International Business 

                                                           
9 committed ethical violations when he lied, or failed to disclose information, on at least three occasions, in an effort to 
conceal relevant information from, or mislead, his Amazon and DoD supervisors and DoD [Standards of Conduct Office] 

REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, INSPECTOR GEN. DEP T

OF DEF., REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079 (Apr. 13, 2020); see also Postscript II: Enhanced Debriefings, 34 NASH & CIBINIC 

REPORT ¶ 26 (May 2020) (highlighting, amon -preparation rubric employed by the DOD at the 
conclusion of the JEDI procurement has little in common with the aspiration of the enhanced debriefing initiative, best practices, 
or the common justifications for the debri ), https://ssrn.com/abstract=3598373.
10

ch 
resulted in several DoD witnesses being instructed by the DoD Office of General Counsel not to answer our questions about 
potential communications between White House and DoD officials about JEDI. Therefore, we could not definitively determine the
full extent or nature of interactions that administration officials had, or may have had, with senior DoD officials regarding the JEDI 

7.
11 Temin, supra note 3.
12 Oracle America, Inc., B-416657 et al. 
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Machines (IBM) filed its own protest also challenging various aspects of the JEDI procurement.13

Oracle then filed suit in the United States Court 14

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit affirmed the decision,15 and Oracle has sought review 
by the United States Supreme Court.16 On November 22, 2019, following the Department
of JEDI to Microsoft, Amazon filed its own protest in the Court of Federal Claims, based, in large 
part, on allegations of political interference.17 The Court of Federal Claims denied motions to 
dismiss brought by the United States and Microsoft.18

The Department recently provided Congress a briefing paper asserting that this most recent 
case, should it proceed, would impose significant and burdensome discovery obligations on the 
Department. The case would require many senior level Department officials as well as current and 
former White House officials to testify or produce materials.19 The ongoing proceedings also 
would further delay the ever-extending timeline for this project. In my October 5, 2020, letter I 
asked if the Department considered it necessary to review the technical parameters of the contract 
due to the procurement delays and the speed at which cloud computing is growing and changing.20

Although the Department assured me that its existing parameters 
actions seem to contradict this statement as, by and large, the cloud computing industry has moved 
away from single vendor designs. Multiple other federal agencies have followed suit.

Specifically, in November 2020 the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) awarded a cloud 
computing contract to five separate providers: Amazon, Microsoft, Google, Oracle, and IBM.21

                                                           
13 International Business Machines, B-416657.5; Aaron Gregg, 

THE WASHINGTON POST (Dec. 11, 2018), https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2018/
12/12/gao-axes-ibms-bid-protest-teeing-up-court-battle-over-pentagons-billion-cloud-effort/; see also Press Release, IBM, JEDI:

https://www.ibm.com/blogs/policy/jedi-protest/.
14 Oracle America, Inc. v. United States and Amazon Web Services, Inc., No. 18-1880C (COFC).
15 Oracle American, Inc. v. United States and Amazon Web Services, Inc., 2019-2326,
https://www.pacermonitor.com/view/IKEXRLI/Oracle_America_Inc_v_US__cafc-19-02326__0082.0.pdf
16 Oracle American, Inc. v. United States and Amazon Web Services, Inc., Pet. for Cert. pending, (filed),
https://www.law360.com/articles/1355060/attachments/0; Oracle American, Inc. v. United States and Amazon Web Services, 
Inc., Reply Br. No. 20-1057 at pg. 10 (filed May 2021), https://www.docketalarm.com/cases/Supreme_Court/20-1057/Oracle_ 
America_Inc._Petitioner_v._ United_States_et_al/05-17-2021-Reply_of_petitioner_Oracle_America_Inc/0517111629101-
Main_Document/ (showing that Oracle told the Supreme Court that DoD is not entitled to deference in policing its own criminal 
misconduct in this context.).
17 Amazon Web Services Inc. v. United States and Microsoft Corp., No. 19-1796C (COFC).
18 https://www.law360.com/articles/1380449/attachments/0
19 https://federalnewsnetwork.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/02/INFO-PAPER-UPCOMING-JEDI-CLOUD-LITIGATION-MILESTONE.pdf
20 Letter from
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2020-10-05%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI%20II).pdf.
21 Chris Ciccia, CIA Awards Cloud Computing Contract Worth Billions to Firms Including Amazon, Microsoft, Google, FOX BUS.
(Nov. 20, 2020), https://www.foxbusiness.com/technology/cia-awards-cloud-computing-contract-worth-billions-to-amazon-
microsoft-google-ibm-and-oracle-report; see also Frank Konkel, CIA Awards Secret Multibillion-Dollar Cloud Contract, 
NEXTGOV (Nov. 20, 2020), https://www.nextgov.com/it-modernization/2020/11/exclusive-cia-awards-secret-multibillion-dollar-
cloud-contract/170227/; see also Carten Cordell, CIA Awards Multibillion-Dollar Cloud Contract to Multiple Vendors, WASH.
BUS. J. (Nov. 20, 2020), https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2020/11/20/microsoft-aws-among-c2e-cloud-contract-
awardees.html.
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those in charge within the Intelligence Community (IC) can select providers on the basis of the 

22 Essentially, the IC selects the best contractor for 
the job and is neither hampered nor impeded by the inflexibilities often found in typical 
government contracts. I believe the multi-vendor operation fosters an atmosphere of competition,
innovation, and flexible services. Further, it ensures our national security 
eggs in one basket. This could be a win-win solution for our warfighters, the Department, and the
American taxpayer.

As public servants, it is of the utmost importance that we be good stewards of the resources 
provided by the American people. That requires us to carefully examine the apparent conflicts of 
interest regarding the JEDI program and take actions to ensure that future negotiations follow all 
legal and ethical standards. That accountability also demands a balance between entering into
contracts that provide the most efficiency while also exercising fiscal responsibility with taxpayer 
funds. So, before continuing in costly, drawn-out disputes, I would encourage the Department to 
carefully analyze its options and utilize a solution that will be reliable, adaptable, and profitable 
for the widespread demands. Further, the questions I previously posed remain 
unanswered and continue to linger over the JEDI program.
failure to provide forthright answers will continue to erode public trust in its cloud computing 
goals. I look forward to your expeditious reply. Thank you for your attention to this important 
matter.

Sincerely, 

Charles E. Grassley
Ranking Member
Committee on the Judiciary 

                                                           
22 Konkel, supra note 21; see also Billy Mitchell, CIA Quietly Awards C2E Cloud Contract Possibly Worth Billions, FEDSCOOP

(Nov. 20, 2020), https://www.fedscoop.com/cia-quietly-awards-billion-dollar-c2e-cloud-contract/; see also Phil Goldstein, Where 
Will the CIA Go with Its New Cloud Contracting Vehicle?, FEDTECH (Dec. 10, 2020), 
https://fedtechmagazine.com/article/2020/12/where-will-cia-go-its-new-cloud-contracting-vehicle.



August 3 , 2021 

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

The Honorable Sean O’Donnell 
Acting Inspector General
Department of Defense
4800 Mark Center Dr.  
Alexandria, VA 22350 

Dear Inspector General O’Donnell: 

On April 28, 2021, I sent a letter to Secretary Austin regarding lingering questions related 
to the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) program.1  In that letter, I informed the 
Secretary that I would be writing the Department of Defense (DoD) Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG), regarding the OIG’s review of the program.2  At that time I had concerns about reported 
political interference in the program and I also had concerns that your office’s review of JEDI was 
not as full and complete as it should have been.  Unfortunately, new reports have come to light 
alleging that your office withheld evidence and mischaracterized key elements of its report.3 For 
example, evidence has been provided to my office, reportedly recovered from FOIA productions, 
that show that your office left out key emails between DoD employees that provide important 
context about how those employees were involved in the JEDI contracting process in such a way 
that contradicts the report’s ultimate findings.  Specifically, the selective editing of DoD employee 
emails in such a way that it diminishes the impact of their advocacy for Amazon as well as their 
authorities and roles in DoD.  This also includes the selective editing of a DoD legal opinion 

1 Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on Judiciary, to Lloyd J. Austin III, Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def. 
(Apr. 28, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.jedifollowup.pdf; see also Letter 
from Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on Judiciary, to Lloyd J. Austin III, Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def. (June 8, 
2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/news/news-releases/grassley-to-defense-dept-cloud-computing-contract-questions-
remain-unanswered-other-approaches-show-more-promise; Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin., & 
David Perdue, U.S. Sen., Armed Servs. Comm., to Christopher C. Miller, Acting Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def. (Jan. 1, 2021) (on 
file with author); Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin., to Mark Esper, Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def. 
(Oct. 5, 2020), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2020-10-05%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI%20II).pdf; 
Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin., to Patrick M. Shanahan, Acting Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def. (Apr. 
9, 2019), https://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2019-04-09%20CEG%20to%20DOD%20(JEDI).pdf.  
2 INSPECTOR GEN., U.S. DEP’T OF DEF., REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD 

PROCUREMENT, REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079 (Apr. 13, 2020), https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)%20CLOUD
%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF. 
3 Sara Sirota, DoD IG Omitted Evidence of Alleged Corruption in JEDI Program, Documents Show, THE INTERCEPT (July 13, 
2021), https://theintercept.com/2021/07/13/microsoft-amazon-jedi-contract/. 
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without notation  the reader unaware that significant edits had been made to the 
legal opinion they were being shown.  These emails, as well as other productions, not only 
show your report is potentially fundamentally flawed, they also show that DoD employees 
potentially lied to your office and likely materially altered both the program’s design and the 
subsequent contracting process. 

This selective editing significantly altered material elements of the report, downplayed the 
impact of key players, and fundamentally altering the reader’s conclusions.  This conduct is 
unacceptable and will potentially have a lasting negative impact on future OIG actions.  The 
Department needs to be aware of the totality of mistakes surrounding the JEDI program to avoid 
repeating this mishandled process as it moves into Joint Warfighter Cloud Capability (JWCC) 
program.4  Those lessons can’t be learned if the OIG doesn’t perform a proper JEDI review. 

Accordingly, I have asked the Council of Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency 
(CIGIE) to review the process surrounding your office’s JEDI review.  However, the public and 
Congress still deserve answers from your office.  To that end I ask that you provide the below 
documents and answer the attached questions before September 9, 2021.   

Document Requests 

1. Please provide a copy of the complete case file for Case No. 20190321-056996-CASE-0.1,
relating to JEDI and the investigation leading to the Report, including but not limited to:

a. A copy of any report(s), memoranda, or other document(s), prepared by the Office
of Defense Criminal Investigative Services that served as the basis for the
conclusions of the report, or otherwise were incorporated either directly or
indirectly into the Report;

b. A copy of any report(s), memorandum, or other document(s), prepared by the
Office of Administrative Investigations that served as the basis for the conclusions
of the report or otherwise were incorporated either directly or indirectly into the
Report; and

c. A copy of all work papers documenting DoD OIG’s analysis of the Report
including the assessments made by auditors, criminal and administrative
investigators and defense acquisition professionals.

4 Ross Wilkers, JEDI Is No More, but Military’s Enterprise Cloud Push Goes On, WASHINGTON TECHNOLOGY (July 6, 2021), 
https://washingtontechnology.com/articles/2021/07/06/jedi-cancel-whats-next.aspx; see also Press Release, U.S. Dep’t of Def., 
Future of the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure Cloud Contract (July 6, 2021), 
https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2682992/future-of-the-joint-enterprise-defense-infrastructure-
cloud-contract/. 
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Questions 

1. Did any current or former employees or contractors of DoD OIG voice any
concern(s)/disagreement(s) (in writing or verbally) regarding the content, findings,
recommendations, or any other aspect of the Report prior to its publication?  If so, please
describe the situation in detail and identify everyone by name and title, whether or not
they continue to be employed by the DoD OIG.

2. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation not to address particular communications (phone,
email, or in-person) between General James Mattis and Jeff Bezos, the CEO of Amazon?

3. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation not to address particular communications (phone,
email, or in-person) between any combination of the Secretary of Defense, the Director
of Travel Operations, and any current or former employees of Amazon?  If so, what were
those specific instructions and who gave them?

4. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation not to follow through on all necessary leads generated
during the JEDI investigation? Specifically, leads about the relationship between General
Mattis, Sally B. Donnelly, and employees of Amazon Web Services (AWS)?  If so, what
were those specific instructions and who gave them?

5. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation to limit the scope of questioning when conducting
interviews with General James Mattis and Anthony DiMartino? If so, what were those
specific instructions and who gave them?

6. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation to limit time spent running overseas investigative leads?
If so, what were those specific instructions and who gave them?

7. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation not to address overseas travel by General James Mattis
to the Kingdom of Bahrain?  If so, what were those specific instructions and who gave
them?

8. Did the Inspector General’s office ever give specific instructions to the investigators
overseeing the JEDI investigation not to address the relationship between Amazon
management, Andre Pienaar, Viktor Vekselberg, and Teresa Carlson (AWS)? If so, what
were those specific instructions and who gave them?
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9. During the production of the final JEDI report of investigation, did members of the
Inspector General’s staff advise investigators or other OIG employees to “keep things
short” when referring to the amount of information that should be included in the report?
If so, who gave that advice?

10. Did the Inspector General’s office intentionally not include the investigative responses
and notes pertaining to a majority of the nearly 100 people interviewed in the final JEDI
report of the investigation?  If so, why?

11. Did the Inspector General’s office intentionally not include the signature page of the
authorized person responsible for the approval and release of the final JEDI report of
investigation?  If so, why?

12. Were there any concerns raised by any DoD OIG employee regarding the preparation of
the JEDI report or after the publication of the JEDI report? If yes, please explain in detail.

13. Did the DoD OIG review all hotline submissions and contact all whistleblowers about
their allegations?

14. Please explain the rationale for not examining the pre-RFP period in the OIG’s JEDI
Report.

15. I have been informed that from time-to time some sensitive reports undergo a process
known as ‘rounding.’  In essence, this process would most often be used by high-level
staff members in the OIG to smooth out sensitive reports and avoid controversy. Can you
please tell me if the process of ‘rounding’ was used, directly or indirectly, during the
preparation of the JEDI report?

Should you have any questions please reach out to Danny Boatright of my Judiciary staff
at (202) 224-5225. Thank you for your time and consideration regarding this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Grassley
Ranking Member 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
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cc:
The Honorable Lloyd Austin
Secretary 
Department of Defense

Allison Lerner 
Chair 
CIGIE 



Memorandum 

TO: Senator Grassley
 FROM:  Oversight and Investigations 
 SUBJECT:   New allegations regarding DoD OIG JEDI review  

  DATE:   August 27, 2021  

Over the last two years you have conducted an investigation into the Department of 
Defense’s (DoD) Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) program which would provide 
cloud computing services for the entirety of DoD.  Many whistleblowers have come to you and 
your office to express their concerns with DoD’s handling of both the JEDI’s design and 
contracting process. In April 2020, the DoD Office of Inspector General (OIG) issued a report on 
JEDI and found that some individual DoD employees engaged in ethical misconduct related to the 
JEDI Cloud procurement; oddly, however, the report also found that the same contracting process 
was conducted generally within bounds and did not detrimentally affect the contracting process.   

 
After that report was issued, your office received additional whistleblower information, 

reports, and other documents relating to JEDI.  Reports recovered from FOIA productions show 
that DoD OIG’s report excluded key emails between DoD employees that provide important 
context about how those employees were involved in the JEDI contracting process and that 
contradict the report’s ultimate findings.  Specifically, the report selectively edited DoD employee 
emails in such a way that it downplayed the impact of the employees’ advocacy for Amazon as 
well as their authorities and roles in DoD.  The report also includes a selectively edited DoD legal 
opinion without notation that it’s been edited.  These emails, as well as other productions, also 
show that DoD employees potentially lied to DoD OIG and likely materially altered both the 
program’s design and the subsequent contracting process. In light of the report’s apparent 
fundamental flaws, and considering the DoD’s forthcoming second attempt to build a cloud 
computing infrastructure across the Department through its Joint Warfighting Cloud Capability 
program (JWCC), your staff concluded that the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and 
Efficiency (CIGIE) must conduct a thorough review of the OIG’s JEDI report.  

 
The JEDI program has been marred in controversy from the beginning.1  As originally 

conceived, the program would have provided classified and unclassified cloud services to DoD, 
established and promoted a platform for machine learning, and created a testing ground for 

 
1 Ashley Stewart, The $10 Billion JEDI Process Was a ‘Nonstop Litany of Inappropriate Ethical Behavior,’ But Now Amazon’s 
Best Bet to Take the Deal From Microsoft Hinges on a ‘Wildcard’ Error, Experts Say, BUSINESS INSIDER (Apr. 27, 2020), 
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-pentagon-microsoft-jedi-cloud-computing-2020-4 (quoting George Washington 
University Law School’s government contracting professor, Steven Schooner, “I can’t think of another procurement ever where 
the nonstop litany of inappropriate ethical behavior and conflicts of interest produced such a steady drumbeat”); see also Press 
Release, George Washington University School of Law, Schooner Featured in AP, Bloomberg, and WaPo for Procurement 
Expertise (Jan. 29, 2020), https://www.law.gwu.edu/schooner-featured-ap-bloomberg-and-wapo-procurement-expertise; Steven 
L. Schooner, Indefinite-Delivery/Indefinite-Quantity Contracts: Time to Correlate Practice and Policy?, 32 NASH & CIBINIC REP. 
¶ 44 (2018), https://scholarship.law.gwu.edu/faculty_publications/1363/. 
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artificial intelligence (AI) capabilities.2  According to reports, DoD officials initially intended to 
award the program’s contract to Amazon via a government contracting method known as Other 
Transaction Authority (OTA), which would have allowed DoD to avoid using the normal 
competitive bidding process.3 Internal DoD contracting experts rejected this approach for various 
reasons, including the size and scope of the JEDI program, which made it fundamentally 
incompatible with OTA requirements.  DoD leadership subsequently published a memo describing 
its intent to award the JEDI contract via a “tailored acquisition.”4 Since “tailored acquisition” is 
not a term defined in the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR), many interpreted this as an 
alternative means of “tailoring” the process to award the $10 billion JEDI program to Amazon.5

DoD personnel with ties to Amazon were allegedly responsible for crafting key
confidential aspects of the JEDI program and its contract.6 These conflicts of interest prompted 
multiple joint and independent legal challenges.7  They also led to multiple congressional inquiries 
and an OIG review.8

 
2 Ben Tarnoff, Weaponized AI is Coming. Are Algorithmic Forever Wars Our Future?, THE GUARDIAN (Oct. 11, 
2018), https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/oct/11/war-jedi-algorithmic-warfare-us-military; see also 
Memorandum from Patrick Shanahan, U.S. Deputy Sec’y of Def., on DoD Cloud Strategy to Dep’t of Def. (Dec. 2018), 
https://media.defense.gov/2019/Feb/04/2002085866/-1/-1/1/DOD-CLOUD-STRATEGY.PDF (providing an infographic 
outlining DoD plans for cloud consolidation under the JEDI program). 
3 10 U.S.C. § 2371b (codifying the OTA program); see also Tom Schatz, A Closer Look at DOD’s Cloudy JEDI Contract, FCW 
(Aug. 10, 2018), https://fcw.com/articles/2018/08/10/comment-schatz-jedi.aspx (calling the JEDI program’s “protracted process 
leading up to the RFP . . . a lesson in how [not to do] procurement in the federal government,” while also explaining the DoD’s 
history with the OTA authority and its implication in the JEDI contract design process). 
4 Memorandum from Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Sec’y of Def. on Accelerating Cloud Adoption to Dep’t of Def. (Sept. 13, 2017), 
https://federalnewsnetwork.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/091317_Shanahan_Cloud_Memo.pdf.  
5 May Jeong, “Everybody Immediately Knew That It Was For Amazon”: Has Bezos Become More Powerful In D.C. Than 
Trump?, VANITY FAIR (Aug. 13, 2018), https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2018/08/has-bezos-become-more-powerful-in-dc-than-
trump.  
6 See Julie Bort, There’s a New Snag for Amazon in the Winner-Take-All $10 Billion Pentagon Cloud Contract, and it Could Be 
Good News for Microsoft, BUSINESS INSIDER (Feb. 19, 2019), https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-jedi-cloud-contract-snag-
2019-2; see also Katishi Maake, Reported Revelation Pauses Legal Fight Over JEDI Procurement, WASHINGTON BUSINESS 

JOURNAL (Feb. 21, 2019), https://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2019/02/21/reported-revelation-pauses-legal-fight-
over-jedi.html; Aaron Gregg, ‘Once an Amazonian, Always an Amazonian’: Former Pentagon Official’s Business Ties Draw 
Scrutiny, WASHINGTON POST (Dec. 18, 2018), https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2018/12/18/once-an-amazonian-
always-an-amazonian-former-pentagon-officials-business-ties-draw-scrutiny/. 
7 Aaron Gregg, GAO Axes IBM’s Bid Protest, Teeing Up a Court Battle Over Pentagon’s $10 Billion Cloud Effort, WASHINGTON 

POST (Dec. 11, 2018), https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2018/12/12/gao-axes-ibms-bid-protest-teeing-up-court-battle-
over-pentagons-billion-cloud-effort/?utm_term=.781b4670547a; see also IBM Corporation, B-416657.5 et al. (Comp. Gen. Dec. 
11, 2018) [hereinafter IBM GAO Protest]; Oracle America, Inc., B-416657 et al. (Comp. Gen. Nov. 18, 2018). 
8 INSPECTOR GEN., U.S. DEP’T OF DEF., REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD 

PROCUREMENT, REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079, at 1–3 (Apr. 13, 2020), https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)%20CLOUD
%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF; see also Letter from Rep. Chris Stewart & Rep. Steve Womack to Lloyd 
Austin III, Sec’y of Def., Dep’t of Def., & Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def. (May 19, 2021), 
https://stewart.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=806; Letter from Mike Lee, Ranking Member, Subcomm. on 
Competition Policy, Antitrust, and Consumer Rights of the S. Comm. on Judiciary & Ken Buck, Ranking Member, Subcomm. on 
Antitrust, Commercial, and Administrative Law of the H. Judiciary Comm. to Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of 
Def. Off. of Inspector Gen. (May. 4, 2021), https://www.lee.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/0792e85a-87d2-4e24-9076-
bf1c132d39af/letter-to-dod-oig-05.04.21-1-.pdf; Letter from Mike Lee, Ranking Member, Subcomm. on Competition Policy, 
Antitrust, and Consumer Rights of the S. Comm. on Judiciary & Ken Buck, Ranking Member, Subcomm. on Antitrust, 
Commercial, and Administrative Law of the H. Judiciary Comm., to Merrick Garland, Att’y Gen., Dep’t of Justice (May 4, 
2021), https://www.lee.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/4418963a-8c3d-4abb-bb2d-0318e7e22dcb/letter-to-ag-garland-
05.04.21.pdf. 
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The OIG’s April 2020 review of the JEDI program focused on issues and conflicts that 

arose after the program’s Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued but ultimately did not find the 
JEDI program’s contracting process had been corrupted.9  Many seized on the OIG’s 
administrative review of the JEDI procurement process and findings as proof that the DoD, with 
the exception of certain individuals, did not commit any substantive wrongdoing.  However, the 
OIG did not examine allegations surrounding events preceding the RFP process, including 
allegations senior leadership were involved from the very beginning and pressured DoD 
employees to assign the contract to Amazon without using a competitive bidding process.10 The
OIG’s review also reportedly failed to fully consider information submitted through the office’s 
whistleblower hotline before publication of the JEDI report.11 These reports allege the reviewed 
issues stemmed from instances that occurred well before the RFP, implying there was likely reason 
to expand the DoD OIG’s scope of review, which the OIG did not do. Specifically, these reports 
claim OIG did not consider seven evidentiary submissions made to the whistleblower hotline, and 
failed to interview key witnesses including companies that had participated in the JEDI 
competition and requested to be interviewed. 

In addition, new reports stemming from Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests raise 
additional concerns.  Documents provided to your office support whistleblower allegations that 
OIG leaders were more closely involved in drafting and editing the review than usual and that 
political concerns heavily influenced their actions.  Such behavior conflicts with well-established 
OIG standards as well as the independence expected of OIGs.12  Accordingly, it appears that the 
OIG JEDI report is fundamentally flawed.   

DoD OIG selectively edited quotes from Sally Donnelly’s emails, diminishing the perceived 
role she played as both gatekeeper to Secretary Mattis and advocate for the JEDI program 
going to Amazon.  

Sally Donnelly served as Senior Advisor to the Secretary of Defense starting in January 
2017 and began advocating for DoD to procure a cloud computing system.13  She originally began 
working for DoD in 2007 as a Special Assistant to Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, before joining James Mattis three years later at the United States Central 

 
9 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, supra note 8, at 3–5. 
10 Id. at 3–4.  
11 Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec. Vice President, Oracle Corp., to Glenn A. Fine, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def. (Mar. 
5, 2020) (on file with author); Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec. Vice President, Oracle Corp., to Sean O’Donnell, Acting 
Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def. (May 1, 2020) (on file with author); Letter from Kenneth Glueck, Exec. Vice President, Oracle 
Corp., to Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def. (Oct. 13, 2020) (on file with author); Letter from Kenneth 
Glueck, Exec. Vice President, Oracle Corp., to Charles E. Grassley, Chairman, S. Comm. on Fin. (Dec. 7, 2020) (on file with 
author). 
12 U.S. GOV’T ACCOUNTABILITY OFF., GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS, GAO-21-368G (2021), 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-368g.pdf; see also COUNCIL OF THE INSPECTORS GEN. ON INTEGRITY AND EFFICIENCY,
QUALITY STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL OFFICES OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (2012), 
https://www.ignet.gov/sites/default/files/files/Silver%20Book%20Revision%20-%208-20-12r.pdf.  
13 Sally Donnelly, U.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, https://www.defense.gov/Our-Story/Biographies/Biography/Article/1420561/sally-
donnelly/ (last visited Aug. 30, 2021). 
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Command.14  In 2012, Donnelly shifted to the private sector to found SBD Advisors, a firm which
bore her initials and specialized in “engagements between the technology and defense sectors.”15

Donnelly’s experience with DoD was her selling point.  Top clients, including Amazon, turned to 
her firm for advice about securing new DoD cloud contracts.16  In January 2017, Donnelly sold 
her majority share in the firm to Andre Pienaar, the CEO of C5 Capital, who also has close ties to 
Amazon, for $1.56 million, $1.17 million of which she received while working at DoD.17 On 
January 21, 2017, Donnelly was sworn in as Senior Advisor to the Secretary of Defense.18 She 
stepped into the role with many years of DoD experience, significant connections to Amazon, and 
extensive knowledge regarding the internal workings of DoD, ethical expectations, and politics.19

Armed with this knowledge, it would appear she, and others, used that knowledge to shape the 
development of the JEDI contract from its early stages so Amazon could more easily procure it.   

The documents released in response to FOIA requests show Donnelly advocated for 
Amazon from the beginning of her return to DoD. The OIG’s JEDI report refers to an April 21, 
2017 email sent by a redacted DoD employee to Donnelly and a high-ranking service member to 
ask if they wanted the Secretary to accept a request for a call with Jeff Bezos.20  However, the OIG 
report cut the e-mail’s final line in which Donnelly is informed that Secretary Mattis’ Chief of 
Staff deferred to her for consideration.21  This directly contradicts another section in the OIG report 
where the OIG also cites an interview that was conducted with Donnelly in which she denies that 
she was the “decider of who gets in meetings, and who goes to meetings [with the Secretary of 
Defense].”22 The email illustrates Donnelly was a gatekeeper, at least for this meeting with Bezos.   

 
By not including this email language in the JEDI report, the DoD OIG failed to provide 

full context and seemingly endorsed her claim that she was not responsible for who Secretary 
Mattis met with.  Additionally, the OIG report omits Donnelly’s response to the  Chief of Staff’s 
prompt.  Her reply enthusiastically stated with regard to Bezos, “I think he is the genius of our age, 

 
14 James Bandler, Anjali Tsui & Doris Burke, How Amazon and Silicon Valley Seduced the Pentagon, PROPUBLICA (Aug. 22, 
2019), https://www.propublica.org/article/how-amazon-and-silicon-valley-seduced-the-pentagon; see also Sally B. Donnelly, 
HOLLINS UNIVERSITY, https://www.hollins.edu/175th-anniversary/distinguished-graduates/sally-b-donnelly/ (last visited Aug. 25, 
2021); Sara Sirota, Pentagon Audit Found Connection Between Mattis-Era Defense Department and Amazon-Linked British 
Consultant, THE INTERCEPT (June 14, 2021), https://theintercept.com/2021/06/14/pentagon-defense-department-amazon-mattis/; 
Sally Donnelly, POGO, https://www.pogo.org/database/pentagon-revolving-door/people/sally-donnelly/ (last visited Aug. 30, 
2021). 
15 Andrew Kerr, Government Ethics Watchdogs Fear Amazon’s Web Of Influence May Have Tainted Pentagon’s $10 Billion 
JEDI Cloud Deal, DAILY CALLER (Aug. 8, 2018), https://dailycaller.com/2018/08/08/sally-donnelly-defense-department-jedi-
cloud-amazon/.   
16 Kerr, supra note 15; see also Bandler, Tsui, & Burke, supra note 14.  
17 Kerr, supra note 15; see also Sirota, supra note 14. 
18 Sirota, supra note 14; see also Sally Donnelly, U.S. DEP’T OF DEFENSE, https://www.defense.gov/Our-
Story/Biographies/Biography/Article/1420561/sally-donnelly/ (last visited Aug. 25, 2021).
19 Donnelly completed her initial ethics training on Jan. 25, 2017 as well as an annual training on Jan. 19, 2018.
20 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, supra note 8, at 195; see also 
Email from DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor & Adm., and Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 21, 
2017) (on file with author). 
21 Email from DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor & Adm., and Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 21, 
2017) (on file with author). 
22 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, supra note 8, at 177. 
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so why not.”23  When viewing the email in its entirety, it is clear Donnelly not only approved of 
the call but strongly indicated her support for the meeting and for Bezos as an individual.   

      *Note: Highlighted sections indicate portions of text that were not included in DoD OIG’s JEDI review quotations. 

Instead of fully quoting this correspondence, the OIG report places emphasis on an 
unsolicited email Donnelly sent two days later to Admiral Craig Faller providing reasons why 
Secretary Mattis should meet with Bezos.24  Unfortunately, the OIG also heavily edited this email
in a way that changes its plain meaning, effectively softening Donnelly’s overt advocacy for 
Amazon.  At numerous points in the FOIA document, Donnelly praises both Bezos and Amazon 
for having “deep knowledge of predictive analytics and technology,” “innovation,” and “influence 
beyond the business world.”25  She also cites to the CIA’s decision to use Amazon and its apparent 
satisfaction with Amazon’s services (the CIA, as well as most of the information security industry, 
has since changed its cloud computing program from the single provider model - solely Amazon - 

23 Email from Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor to DoD Employee & Adm., to Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 21, 
2017) (on file with author).
24 Email from Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor, to Adm. Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 23, 2017) (on file with 
author).
25 Email from Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor, to DoD Employee & Adm. Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 23, 2017) 
(on file with author).
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to one with multiple providers to enhance usability, security, and reliability).26 Evidence of 
Donnelly’s advocacy and blatant preferential treatment, as displayed in these emails, are nowhere 
to be found in the OIG’s report.  

               *Note: Highlighted sections indicate portions of text that were not included in DoD OIG’s JEDI review quotations. 

The DoD OIG downplayed Donnelly’s involvement in the Secretary of Defense’s “sales 
pitch” meeting with Bezos and the broader implications on the formation of the JEDI 
program and contract.  

According to emails released in response to a FOIA request, Donnelly edited and approved 
documents in preparation for the Secretary’s August 2017 meeting with Bezos.  On July 12, 2017, 
a redacted DoD employee emailed Donnelly stating an attached draft of the Amazon agenda, 
“reflect[ed] the edits that [Donnelly] made earlier [that day].”27  The redacted DoD employee 

26 Email from Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor, to DoD Employee & Adm. Craig Faller, Senior Military Advisor (Apr. 23, 2017)
(on file with author); see also Ron Miller, The CIA Wants to Upgrade its Cloud Tech Without DoD’s JEDI Drama, TECH 

CRUNCH (Feb. 7, 2020), https://techcrunch.com/2020/02/07/the-cia-wants-to-upgrade-its-cloud-tech-without-dods-jedi-
drama/?guccounter=1.  The article states: 

The procurement process would be in two phases.  In the first phase, they would pursue multiple vendors to 
provide ‘foundational cloud services.’  In Phase 2, the department would layer on platform and software 
services on top of that Phase 1 foundation . . . Cloud technology has certainly evolved in the seven years 
since the CIA last did this exercise, and it makes sense that it would want to update a system this old, which 
is really ancient history in technology terms.  The CIA likely sees the same cloud value proposition as the 
private sector around flexibility, agility and resource elasticity, and wants the intelligence community to reap 
the same benefits of that approach.  Certainly, it will help store, process and understand an ever-increasing 
amount of data, and put machine learning to bear on it as well.  

27 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (July 12, 2017) (on file with author); see also Miller, 
supra note 26. 
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further asked Donnelly to approve the draft before transmission.  The attached draft outlined what 
equates to Amazon cloud sales points for the future JEDI project.28 It included lines explaining 
how Amazon could move DoD to a “more modern IT environment,” how the CIA and NSA were 
already using Amazon cloud services, and how DoD AI programs would eventually become part 
of the JEDI program.  Donnelly approved the draft that evening.  

 
 
On August 7, 2017, three days before the meeting with Bezos, Donnelly approved the 

tentative Amazon meeting minutes.  They included an introduction by the Chief of Amazon Web 
Services (AWS) Sales and former Donnelly client, Teresa Carlson, as well as a block of time set 
aside for an AWS cloud overview by an AWS salesperson.29

 
28 Id. 
29 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 7, 2017) (on file with author).  
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Minutes after the August 10 meeting between the Secretary of Defense and Bezos, 

Donnelly received an email from a redacted DoD employee who was with the Secretary at the 
meeting.  The email read:  

 
Just leaving Amazon. The one on one seemed to go very well. The 
large group seemed to morph into an AWS sales pitch.  Boss was 
nice and gracious but I didn’t get a good vibe out of it.  Will share 
more later.30

 
Approximately 30 minutes later Donnelly received another email stating, “Boss did say 

that he was ‘99.9% there’ in terms of going to cloud … Bezos ended up staying for the duration 
of the entire visit which was not part of the original plan.”31  Donnelly then replied, “Excellent.”32

 
Two days after the meeting, a redacted DoD employee emailed Deputy Secretary of 

Defense Patrick Shanahan and Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment Ellen 
Lord to inform them the Secretary of Defense “now believe[d] in Cloud tech and want[ed] to move 
the DoD to it.”33  The employee then added, “we have the baton on pulling a plan together for 
him.”34 The employee also explained, “The CIA has already blazed a trail moving to C2S (i.e., 
TS/SCI Amazon Web Services Cloud).”35 Donnelly was forwarded this email and informed, “SA. 

 
30 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 10, 2017) (on file with author) (emphasis 
added). 
31 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 10, 2017) (on file with author). 
32 Email from Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor to Redacted DoD Employee (Aug. 10, 2017) (on file with author).  
33 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Sec’y of Def., & Ellen Lord, Under Sec’y of Def. for 
Acquisition and Sustainment (Aug. 12, 2017) (on file with author); see also Billy Mitchell, Pentagon Sets ‘Aggressive’ Path to 
Cloud with New Steering Group, FEDSCOOP (Sept. 22, 2017), https://www.fedscoop.com/pentagon-sets-aggressive-path-cloud-
new-steering-group/. See generally Ellen M. Lord, U.S. DEP’T OF DEF., https://www.defense.gov/Our-
Story/Biographies/Biography/Article/1281505/ellen-m-lord/ (last visited Aug. 30, 2021). 
34 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Sec’y of Def., & Ellen Lord, Under Sec’y of Def. for 
Acquisition and Sustainment (Aug. 12, 2017) (on file with author). 
35 Id.  
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NODIS please.”36 Translation: “Situational awareness.  No distribution please.”  On September 
13, 2017, after just a month of reviewing the strengths and weaknesses of the CIA’s cloud program, 
Shanahan published the “tailored acquisition” memo outlining DoD’s plans for cloud adoption.  It 
is important to note that shortly after these meetings, the CIA left its C2S platform in favor of a 
multivendor program known as C2E.37 

Unfortunately, the OIG’s JEDI report fails to include any of these examples as evidence
which, if cited, would have contradicted Donnelly’s claims that she had limited involvement with 
the JEDI program.  Further, it misleadingly describes the Secretary of Defense’s California trip in 
August as “meetings with leaders from Amazon, the Defense Innovation Unit (Experimental), 
Google, and Apple Inc., to discuss how the Pentagon can improve in recruiting and retaining 
young talent.”38 The emails in question clearly show these topics were not the focus of the meeting
with Bezos and were instead listed under the category “time permitting.”39  Further, the Secretary 
of Defense told the OIG that Donnelly “knew of his interest and concerns about cloud technology 
and suggested that he travel to the west coast to meet with the CEOs of the companies he had been 
reading about, and learn more about their available technologies.”40 He also told the OIG that, “at 
his request, [Donnelly] and other staff members organized an August 2017 trip to Seattle, 
Washington and Silicon Valley in California, to meet with executives from Amazon, Microsoft, 
Google, and Apple.”41

 
It is unclear whether Microsoft, Google, and Apple were provided a similar opportunity to 

give sales pitches to the Secretary of Defense.  It is also unclear if any high-ranking DoD officials 
helped craft talking points/minutes for the other companies.  However, we know from the FOIA 
documents that Donnelly did strongly advocate for Amazon to the point that some DoD employees 
expressed concerns regarding the Amazon “sales pitch.”42  With the limited information that we 
have, we are led to believe the Secretary of Defense’s meeting with Bezos was unique compared 
to the others that occurred during the August 2017 trip.   

 
Ultimately, the OIG’s JEDI report asserts that Donnelly “did not give preferential treatment 

to Amazon officials.”43 This finding draws doubt because the FOIA documents strongly indicate 
otherwise.  The documents show that Donnelly acted as a gatekeeper for the Secretary of Defense 
on this issue; passionately advocated for the Secretary’s meeting with Bezos; was the final check 
on meeting documents pertaining to what would be discussed, by who, when; and expressed 

 
36 Email from Tony DeMartino, Deputy Chief of Staff to Sec’y of Def., to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 12, 2017) (on 
file with author).  
37Memorandum from Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Sec’y of Def. on Accelerating Cloud Adoption to Dep’t of Def. (Sept. 13, 2017) 
(on file with author); see also Miller, supra note 26.  
38 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, supra note 8, at 171 (emphasis 
added).  
39 Id. 
40 Id. at 178 (emphasis added). 
41 Id. at 178 (emphasis added). 
42 Email from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 10, 2017) (on file with author). 
43 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, supra note 8, at 201. 
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satisfaction after being told that, despite the meeting devolving into an Amazon cloud sales pitch, 
the Secretary was on the verge of initiating a DoD wide cloud computing program.    

The DoD OIG materially misrepresented an official DoD Standards of Conduct Office 
Ethical opinion that raised concerns about favoritism toward Amazon in the design of the 
JEDI program. 

After the Secretary’s first meeting with Bezos and in preparation for a second, DoD sought 
an ethical opinion from its Standards of Conduct Office (SOCO).44  The quoted portion of SOCO’s 
response included in the OIG report leads the reader to believe it is acceptable, if not customary,
for the Secretary of Defense to meet with CEOs from large tech companies like Amazon as long 
as the process is fair and transparent and all competitors are afforded the same opportunity.   

However, documents released as a result of a FOIA request show that a large section was 
omitted from the middle of the SOCO opinion without any editorial indication.  That section says 
DoD officials may meet with industry officials “as long as they do not give preferential 
treatment.”45 The omitted section also states that when determining whether there has been 
preferential treatment, there are “[s]everal factors [that] should be taken into account, including 
the topic(s) to be discussed . . . and any other factors that might give rise to the appearance of 
impropriety.”46  As previously noted, Donnelly approved the minutes for the meeting with Bezos
which was later called an AWS cloud sales pitch.  If Donnelly arranged that meeting so that 
Amazon could provide the Secretary of Defense a sales pitch on their cloud computing services, 
such a meeting would likely run afoul of the test that DoD’s SOCO describes, especially when
taking into account the resulting RFP that followed which was described by industry insiders as
being designed for Amazon.47  Without access to the additional documents that DoD and DoD 
OIG have thus far failed to provide you, we cannot confirm whether or not other companies that 
bid on the JEDI program received similar time and access with the Secretary of Defense.  Nor can 
we determine without this information whether or not DoD employees likewise advocated on 
behalf of those companies.  None of the issues or concerns in this paragraph were discussed at any 
length by the OIG’s report let alone how they would almost certainly lead people to believe the 
JEDI program was designed and built for Amazon.48

 
44 Id. at 183–84. 
45 Email from Ruth Vetter, Dir. of Standards of Conduct Off., to Kevin Sweeney, Chief of Staff to the Sec’y (Oct. 18, 2017) (on 
file with author). 
46 Id. (emphasis added). 
47 May Jeong, “Everybody Immediately Knew That It Was For Amazon”: Has Bezos Become More Powerful In D.C. Than 
Trump?, VANITY FAIR (Aug. 13, 2018), https://www.vanityfair.com/news/2018/08/has-bezos-become-more-powerful-in-dc-than-
trump; see also Patrick Tucker, Google is Pursuing the Pentagon’s Giant Cloud Contract Quietly, Fearing An Employee Revolt, 
DEFENSE ONE (Apr. 12, 2018), https://www.defenseone.com/technology/2018/04/google-pursuing-pentagons-giant-cloud-
contract-quietly-fearing-employee-revolt/147407/; Rosalie Chan, Google Drops Out of Contention for a $10 Billion Defense 
Contract Because It Could Conflict With Its Corporate Values, BUSINESS INSIDER (Oct. 8, 2018), 
https://www.businessinsider.com/google-drops-out-of-10-billion-jedi-contract-bid-2018-10. 
48 See generally Frank Konkel, Much of the NSA’s Most Prized Intelligence Data May be Moving to the Cloud., NEXTGOV (Aug. 
10, 2021), https://www.nextgov.com/it-modernization/2021/08/nsa-awards-secret-10-billion-contract-amazon/184390/; Microsoft 
Says NSA Needs to Undo Its $10B Cloud Computing Contract with Amazon, HOMELAND SECURITY TODAY (Aug. 17, 2021), 
https://www.hstoday.us/subject-matter-areas/information-technology/microsoft-says-nsa-needs-to-undo-its-10b-cloud-
computing-contract-with-amazon/. 
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*Note: Highlighted sections indicate portions of text that were not included in DoD OIG JEDI review and was not noted as being 
removed.  

Compliance with Congressional Requests for Information 

Critically, despite multiple requests for information you made to DoD and the DoD OIG 
over the years about the JEDI program, neither agency ever produced the information discussed in 
this memo to you.  Instead, your staff compiled this information from documents that were 
provided to us from individuals and organization that made outside FOIA requests.  This continues 
the trend of federal agencies ignoring congressional inquiries.  As you know, some agencies have 
refused to respond to members unless they are committee chairmen.  Agencies instead push 
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members to make their congressional inquiries via FOIA.49  This came up most recently during 
the Trump administration when DOJ OLC published an opinion that claimed only congressional 
committees and committee chairman are “constitutionally authorized” requestors.50 You pushed 
back at that time and were able to get commitments that the administration would continue to 
respond to Congressional inquiries irrespective of Chair status. 

Conclusion 

The JEDI program may have come to an end, but much is still required to fully understand 
and remedy the unethical conduct stemming from the actions of some DoD employees and a faulty 
OIG investigation. Evidence compiled from the FOIA request suggests the OIG’s JEDI report was 
at best highly mismanaged and at worst purposefully manipulated, or “rounded.”51  The report 
neglected to include Donnelly’s gatekeeping role, misrepresented her efforts to advocate for 
Amazon, downplayed her role in the “sales pitch” meeting with Bezos, and omitted key portions 

 
49 U.S. CONST. art. I (authorizing that all legislative powers shall reside with a bicameral Congress); see also McGrain v. 
Daugherty, 273 U.S. 135, 177, 181–82 (1927) (stating “We are of [the] opinion that the power of inquiry—with process to 
enforce it—is an essential and appropriate auxiliary to the legislative function.”); Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s Fund, 
421 U.S. 491, 509 (1975) (expanding on its holding in McGrain, the Court declared, “To be a valid legislative inquiry there need 
be no predictable end result.”); Watkins v. United States, 354 U.S. 178 (1957) (The “power of Congress to conduct investigations 
is inherent in the legislative process. That power is broad. It encompasses inquiries concerning the administration of existing 
laws as well as proposed or possibly needed laws.”) (emphasis added); 5 U.S.C. § 522 (d) (1966) (showing explicitly that 
Congress did not alter its historic authority to conduct oversight: “[The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)] is not authority to 
withhold information from Congress.”); Murphy v. Dep’t of Army, 613 F.2d 1151 (D.C. Cir. 1979). In Murphy, the D.E. Circuit 
stated:  

Similarly, we find no basis in the statute or in public policy for distinguishing for FOIA purposes between a 
congressional committee and a single Member acting in an official capacity.  The Senate and the House are 
so organized that certain legislative and quasi-legislative activities may be accomplished only through 
committee action.  In other respects, however, the legislature acts through its individual Members.  All 
Members have a constitutionally recognized status entitling them to share in general congressional powers 
and responsibilities, many of them requiring access to executive information.  It would be an inappropriate 
intrusion into the legislative sphere for the courts to decide without congressional direction that, for example, 
only the chairman of a committee shall be regarded as the official voice of the Congress for purposes of 
receiving such information, as distinguished from its ranking minority member, other committee members, or 
other members of the Congress.  Each of them participates in the law-making process; each has a voice and a 
vote in that process; and each is entitled to request such information from the executive agencies as will 
enable him to carry out the responsibilities of a legislator. 

Id. But see FOIA Update: OPI Guidance: Congressional Access Under FOIA, Vol. V, No. 1 (Jan. 1, 1984) (stating that, despite 
Murphy the DOJ, and by extension, the rest of the Federal government, only needs to provide information when it is requested by 
committee Chairmen).  This opinion appears to stand alone in such a line of reasoning, and in fact seems to contradict federal 
statutes, regulations, appellate court opinions, Supreme Court opinions, and the U.S. Constitution.  Agencies, however, continue 
to rely on this flawed reasoning to neglect and delay Congressional inquiries which are necessary to effectively conduct oversight 
of the federal government, find solutions, and ultimately legislate.  Further, countless nominees have sat before the various 
Senate committees and sworn under oath to quickly provide requested information to all members as well as substantive and 
thorough responses.  Despite the oaths they take and the overwhelming legal requirements outlined above, appointees and the 
agencies they represent consistently utilize tactics of evasion, obfuscation, and ambiguity in an effort to obstruct lawful 
congressional oversight.  
50 Senator Charles E. Grassley, News Release, Grassley Calls On President To Rescind OLC Opinion Shielding Bureaucrats 
From Scrutiny (June 9, 2017) https://www.grassley.senate.gov/news/news-releases/grassley-calls-president-rescind-olc-opinion-
shielding-bureaucrats-scrutiny (calling on President Trump to answer all Congressional inquiries regardless of seniority or party 
stating, “I know from experience that a partisan response to oversight only discourages bipartisanship, decreases transparency, 
and diminishes the crucial role of the American people’s elected representatives”). 
51 Judiciary Oversight and Investigations staff was advised by former DoD OIG employees that from time-to-time sensitive 
reports undergo a process known as “rounding.”  This process is used by high level staff members in the OIG to smooth out 
sensitive reports and avoid controversy.  It is unclear if this is a formal or informal process, regardless it is reportedly a well-
known within DoD OIG and possibly other OIGs as well. 
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of a SOCO opinion.  In direct contradiction to the report, the documents that your staff has 
uncovered show that Donnelly utilized her years of DoD experience and a professional history of 
lobbying for defense contractors to not only encourage the successful creation of a DoD cloud 
computing program, but helped engineer the creation of the JEDI program in such a way that 
Amazon was all but sure to be the winner. 

These omissions in the OIG report fundamentally reshape the understanding of the 
potential ethical violations that may have been committed by Donnelly and the other DoD 
employees named in the report.  It is also unclear at this time if other omissions were made in the 
report or what effect they have on a full understanding of the facts.  Whether these omissions by 
the OIG were deliberate or the result of simple oversight is unclear but Congress deserves answers 
on that point.  Regardless of the intentions, they demonstrate the need for additional oversight.  
CIGIE must conduct a thorough review to evaluate the flaws in the investigative process and the 
inaccuracies in the JEDI report. Further, the OIG should be compelled to explain how these 
inaccuracies were included in their report. 

In the same memo DoD announced the end of the JEDI program, it announced the 
beginning of a new DoD-wide cloud computing initiative known as JWCC which will likely 
require similar oversight.  All of the information surrounding the improprieties of the JEDI 
program must be made public to ensure the mistakes made in JEDI do not follow the new JWCC 
program.   

 
Finally, in response to the aforementioned concerns with respect to the JEDI report, your 

staff believes that further review is necessary and recommends that you send a letter to DOD OIG 
requesting that they answer questions relating to the failings of the JEDI report and provide 
outstanding records.  We also recommend that you send a letter to CIGIE asking them to appoint 
an impartial third-party OIG to review the failings that transpired during the DoD OIG JEDI 
review.  As you’ve said many times in the past, sunlight is the best disinfectant.  

 
  

 
 



January 7, 2022

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

Acting Inspector General
Department of Defense
4800 Mark Center Dr.
Alexandria, VA 22305

Dear :

I read your September 15, 2021 response to my August 31, 2021 letter regarding my 
continued oversight of the Department of Defense (DoD) Office of Inspector General (DoD OIG)
Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) report.1 Unfortunately, I continue to receive
information from whistleblowers that suggests Do investigative process and the resulting 
JEDI report is materially deficient. Further, despite repeated calls between DoD OIG and multiple 
congressional offices, DoD OIG continued failure to adequately respond to inquiries demands 
additional scrutiny.

used to draft my August 31
an interesting assertion, given the trove of requested 

and the DoD refuse to provide. Your position is untenable 
in light of the overwhelming evidence that clearly shows your office cut corners and 
misrepresented the full context of government records in your possession records that your office 
failed to produce to Congress but were ultimately acquired by Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)

 
1 Acting Inspector Gen.
Def. (Aug. 31, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.officeofinspectorgeneral 
jedireportfaults.pdf; Letter f to Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, 
S. Comm. on Judiciary (Sept. 15, 2021), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedi.pdf; see also INSPECTOR GEN., U.S.
DEP T OF DEF., DODIG-2020-079, REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT 

(2020), https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)%20CLOUD
%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF [hereinafter JEDI Report].
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requesters. For more than two years, I have made repeated requests for information from DoD
and the DoD OIG and both offices failed to provide full and complete responses. The only new 
and relevant documents that I received since the publication of the JEDI report were acquired by 
third party requesters of FOIA documents.2 I have attached copies of the recent FOIA documents 
that I have received during this investigation to this letter to show DoD and DoD OIG what 
governmental transparency looks like.3

Simply put, it is unacceptable and nonsensical that in response to my August 31 letter, DoD
OIG replied to my requests by highlighting portions of documents to support the JEDI report while 
also refusing to provide those very same documents in full.4 This pattern of repeated obfuscation 
by DoD OIG shows disdain and disregard for congressional oversight. Moreover, Do
dismissive attitude toward well-documented concerns that individuals involved in the drafting and 
finalization of the JEDI report were responsible for omissions and material misrepresentations of 
key evidence In fact, it creates 
more questions.

For example, in anticipation of a September 20, 2021, phone call between your staff and 
several congressional offices to discuss your September 15, 2021, letter, two documents were 
requested from your Office:

1. An ethics email m

2. A sales contract for SBD Advisors, a firm retained by Amazon Web Services 
(AWS), and owned by Sally Donnelly, the former Special Assistant to then-
Secretary of Defense, James Mattis to unknown individual(s).5

These documents, though received by my office, were fully redacted and lacked any 
notation justifying the redactions.  Fortunately, a whistleblower delivered an un-redacted version 
of the ethics email to my office, a copy of which is also attached to this letter.6 Additionally, 

 
2

information from Inspectors General. See Letter from Roger Wicker, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on Com., Sci., & Transp.,
Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on Judiciary, Tim Scott, Ranking Member, S. Comm. Aging et al., to Merrick 

(Sept. 24, 2021), https://www.commerce.senate.gov/services/files/CB506190-F57A-4026-
A799-616F00475DE0.
3 Attachment A (All received FOIA Documents not otherwise cited).
4 to Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on 
Judiciary (Sept. 15, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedi.pdf.
5 Attachments B & C (Redacted documents from DoD OIG).
6 The e-
for the U.K. meeting. Further, the body of the e- ersonal relationship with most if not all of the 

ist of 
people because they did not know who those individuals worked for. See Attachment D (Unredacted SOCO Opinion).
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during this call, and contrary to standard practice when briefing congressional staff, your staff 
refused to identify some key members of the JEDI report team who conducted the briefing. I
request a written explanation for withholding the names of these federal employees who were 
integral enough to brief Congress on the quality and veracity of the JEDI report, but somehow 
barred from being identified.

Further, the JEDI report characterized the Do Office (SOCO) 
ethics email as finding neither a conflict of interest nor an objection to the meeting between former 
Secretary Mattis and high-level Amazon officials, among others.7  However, the email shows that
SOCO never performed a conflict of interest analysis regarding who would be at that meeting, but 
instead simply evaluated the meeting on the narrow grounds of whether Do meal 
gifts were triggered. Accordingly, the JEDI report attributed a much broader conflict of interest 
assessment to SOCO than was actually performed.8

Separately, after receiving your September 15, 2021 letter I returned to the second SOCO 
ethics opinion, which I discussed in my August letter to you.9 In the JEDI report, an entire 
paragraph from that opinion, which details
evaluating potential conflicts for a meeting between Secretary Mattis and Jeff Bezos, is omitted 
from the JEDI report.10

 
7 to Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on 
Judiciary (Sept. 15, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedi.pdf.
8 JEDI Report, supra note 1, at 184, https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)%20CLOUD
%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF; see also Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on 

Acting Inspector Gen. Aug. 31, 2021), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.officeofinspectorgeneral jedireportfaults.pdf.
9 Acting Inspector Gen.
Def. (Aug. 31, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.officeofinspectorgeneral 
jedireportfaults.pdf; to Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, 
S. Comm. on Judiciary (Sept. 15, 2021), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedi.pdf.
10 
(emphasis added) (on file with author); see also Letter from Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on Judiciary, to 

ell, Acting Inspector Gen. , at 10 (Aug. 31, 2021), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.officeofinspectorgeneral jedireportfaults.pdf.
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These factors are important because they highlight what circumstances or activities create a
an 11

When applied oD OIG had evidence of at the time of the JEDI 
report, it is clear that her conduct satisfies several of these factors.  Despite this, DoD OIG failed 
to note for the reader that any edit had been made to the substance of the opinion. Even with an 
entire paragraph missing, you continue to assert that the omission of this information was
inconsequential and would have somehow made the final JEDI r

12

As such, it appears that at least two times in the same report, DoD OIG materially 
misrepresented SOCO opinions to su
metric. I request an explanation of these decisions, who made them, and the rationale for omitting 
the content, because any reader of the JEDI report would clearly obtain a false impression of the
full SOCO opinions as written.

Other documents obtained via third-party FOIA requests raise new questions regarding the 
integrity of the Do investigative process and resulting JEDI report. Specifically, newly 
obtained email communications from Sally Donnelly, a conflicted former AWS lobbyist turned 
senior advisor to the former Secretary of Defense, show that while employed at DoD she and a 
current AWS sales representative discussed during an upcoming sales 
pitch with the Secretary of Defense, as well as communications between Donnelly and other DoD
employees where employees state how

to the JEDI contract.13 The Do failed to mention these emails, which
illustrate that conflicts infected the JEDI procurement process and Donnelly should have been 
recused from all JEDI matters in light of her previous work for AWS.

 
11 Id. 
12

Judiciary (Sept. 15, 2021), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedi.pdf.
13 Attachment E; E-mail from Redacted DoD Employee to Sally Donnelly, Senior Advisor (Aug. 10, 2017) 
leaving Amazon. The one on one seemed to go very well. The large group seemed to morph into an AWS sales pitch. Boss was 
nice and gracious but (emphasis added) (on file with author).
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I have also requested copies of underlying documents regarding sale of SBD 
Advisors to still-unknown individual(s) and have only received heavily redacted documents.14 As 
you are aware, Donnelly worked at DoD under General Mattis before he became Secretary.  She 
left DoD, founded SBD Advisors, and took on AWS as a client.  Prior to returning to DoD a second 
time, Donnelly sold her SBD shares to unknown individuals. Donnelly then received payments 
from that sale while she worked at DoD and assisted the AWS procurement process.  The un-
redacted versions of these documents are relevant as they may show who bought SBD advisors 
from Donnelly and could illustrate additional conflicts of interest concerns.15

During the call with my staff on September 20, 2021, DoD OIG leadership conveyed that 
they were proud of the report and that no one who had participated in it had raised concerns with 

, a term 
used by whistleblowers to denote the watering down of reports for political convenience or other 
purposes. These positions do not match statements made to my office by multiple whistleblowers
or information found in government records provided to my office. For this reason, I am requesting 
a list of the individuals (full or part-time) who have, for any reason, departed the DoD OIG during 
the period of January 1, 2019, to the date of this letter. When preparing this information, please 
provide the following: full name; (e.g., Audit, DCIS, OCO, 
Evaluations, etc.); and relevant title; and if the individual continues 
to be employed by the Executive Branch, please identify that agency. 

 
14 Attachment C (Redacted documents from DoD OIG).
15 SBD Advisors appears to no longer be in business and therefore any release of sale documents could not impact any current 
business operations. 
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The questions regarding both this report and the JEDI program should be resolved before 
Do
encourage your office and the DoD to meet with me and my staff to address the continuing 
concerns with JEDI. Should you have any questions please reach out to Daniel Boatright or 
Quinton Brady of my Judiciary staff at (202) 224-5225. Thank you for your time and consideration 
regarding this important matter.

Sincerely,

Charles Grassley
Ranking Member
Senate Committee on the Judiciary

cc:
The Honorable Lloyd Austin 
Secretary 
Department of Defense  

Allison C. Lerner
Chairwoman
Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency
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October 24, 2022 

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

Lloyd J. Austin  
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 

Sean O’Donnell 
Acting Inspector General 
Department of Defense 
Office of Inspector General 

Dear Secretary Austin and Acting Inspector General O’Donnell:  

I write to you today as part of my investigation into the Department of Defense (DoD) and 
its Inspector General’s (DoD OIG) conflicts of interest analysis concerning Sally Donnelly and the 
sale of her company, SBD Advisors LLC.  

Background 

On April 28, 2021, I wrote to the DoD and requested an unredacted copy of Sally
Donnelly’s Public Financial Disclosure Report, OGE Form 278e.1 According to Ms. Donnelly’s 
OGE Form 278e, she sold SBD Advisors LLC before entering government service, divested her 
interest in the business, and disclosed two substantial payments related to the sale of SBD Advisors
LLC. As disclosed in her OGE Form 278e, dated May 17, 2017, Ms. Donnelly reported a payment 
related to the sale of SBD Advisors LLC for $390,000.2 On her second OGE Form 278e, dated 
May 4, 2018, and filed two months after her resignation from the DoD, Ms. Donnelly reported the 
second, third, and final partial payments from the sale of SBD Advisors LLC totaling $1,170,000, 
which she received while in federal service.3 Notably, both of Ms. Donnelly’s OGE Forms failed 
to disclose the identity of the purchaser of SBD Advisors LLC. 

Following my April 28, 2021, letter to the DoD, I requested an unredacted copy of the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement of SBD Advisors LLC from DoD OIG—once in advance of a 

1 Letter from Senator Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Lloyd J. Austin, 
Secretary, Dep’t of Def. (Apr. 28, 2021), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.jedifollowup.pdf.  
2 Exhibit A. 
3 Exhibit B.
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September 2021 bicameral call, and again on January 7, 2022.4 (DoD OIG released records, 
including a redacted Purchase and Sale Agreement, in response to a FOIA request.5) In response 
to my January 7, 2022 letter, Acting Inspector General Sean O’Donnell responded that Ms. 
Donnelly’s attorney “did not authorize us to release the unredacted [Purchase and Sale 
Agreement],” that “DoD OIG does not have the legal authority to release the DoD documents,” 
and that the “DoD is the release authority for the DoD documents.”6

 
On March 8, 2022, in a letter to Congress, Acting Inspector General Sean O’Donnell 

further revealed that Ms. Donnelly’s counsel provided DoD OIG the Purchase and Sale 
Agreement, but redacted the name of the purchaser.7 DoD OIG argued, “neither the purchaser nor 
the purchase vehicle of Ms. Donnelly’s [company] was relevant to whether she complied with her 
ethical obligations.”8 The DoD OIG’s report on the JEDI cloud procurement also states, “[w]e 
found no evidence that [Ms. Donnelly] had an ongoing or undisclosed financial relationship with 
C5 or Amazon and its affiliates.”9 However, not only did the DoD OIG fail to acquire an 
unredacted version of the Purchase and Sale Agreement, it never even interviewed Andre Pienaar, 
Chief Executive and Founder of C5 Capital, during its review of DoD’s JEDI cloud procurement 
program. 

 
Knowledge of the entity that purchased her firm is relevant and central to the question of 

whether a conflict of interest existed and could have substantively affected the protocols required 
to wall off Sally Donnelly from potential and actual conflicts of interest while employed at DoD. 
Based on information collected for this investigation, the DoD OIG’s conclusion concerning Ms. 
Donnelly’s lack of financial connection to C5 appears to be inaccurate. Indeed, two senior C5 
officials, including the founder of C5 Capital, were involved in the purchase of SBD Advisors 
LLC–connections that existed while Donnelly was at DoD and received payments from the sale of 
her company.  

 
 On June 24, 2022, I sent a letter to Mr. Pienaar and requested an unredacted copy of the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement of SBD Advisors LLC as well as the names of individuals and 
entities involved in the sale of Ms. Donnelly’s company.10 According to Ms. Donnelly’s sworn 

 
4 Letter from Senator Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Sean O’Donnell, Acting 
Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def. (Jan. 7, 2022), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_dept.inspectorgeneraljedicontract.pdf.  
5 JEDI Documents, DEP’T OF DEF., https://www.dodig.mil/foia/jedi-documents/ (last viewed Sept. 26, 2022). 
6 Letter from Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def., to Senator Charles E. Grassley, Ranking 
Member, S. Comm. on the Judiciary (Jan. 25, 2022) (on file with Committee). 
7 Letter from Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector Gen., Dep’t of Def., to Congresswoman Yvette Herrell 10 (Mar. 8, 
2022) (on file with Committee). 
8 Id. at 8.  
9 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT,  
INSPECTOR GEN. DEP’T OF DEF., REPORT NO. DODIG-2020-079 at 201 (Apr. 13, 2020),  
https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)
%20CLOUD%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF. 
10 Letter from Senator Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, S. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Andre Pienaar, Chief 
Executive and Founder, C5 Capital (June 24, 2022), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_andre_pienaar. 
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testimony to the DoD OIG, “Andre Pienaar was the organizer of the sale of SBD.”11 DoD OIG 
never asked Ms. Donnelly to expand on what she meant by “organizer” of the sale.

 Following several months of negotiations with Mr. Pienaar’s counsel, Mr. Pienaar 
produced the Purchase and Sale Agreement in-camera for my staff to review and take notes. 

The Purchase and Sale of SBD Advisors LLC

The following timeline details the purchase and sale of SBD Advisors LLC and the flow 
of money from Mr. Pienaar, and related third-party entities, to Ms. Donnelly.  

a. August 2013 – July 2014  

According to the Purchase and Sale Agreement, Mr. Pienaar made three capital 
contributions to SBD Advisors LLC—$320,000 on August 1, 2013; $150,000 on March 28, 2014; 
and $210,000 on July 14, 2014.12 According to counsel, Mr. Pienaar was a so-called “angel 
investor,” who gave capital contributions to Ms. Donnelly so that she could run her business, SBD 
Advisors LLC. Mr. Pienaar’s capital contributions are noteworthy because it shows that he had a 
significant financial interest in SBD Advisors LLC.   

b. August 2016 

 According to Mr. Pienaar’s counsel, sometime in August 2016, Mr. Pienaar paid Ms. 
Donnelly $390,000 for a 20 percent stake in SBD Advisors LLC and maintained his share in the 
company until March 2017.  

11 Donnelly Depo. 43: 49, https://www.dodig.mil/Portals/48/DODOIG-2020-
001050%201st%20Interim%20response%20records_1.pdf. 
12 Exhibit D.
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c. January 2017 

 On January 19, 2017, three days before she entered federal service, Ms. Donnelly sold her 
80 percent stake in SBD Advisors LLC to VMAP Investor LLC for $1,560,000 paid in two 
installments of $780.000.13 According to the Purchase and Sale Agreement, the first payment was 
supposed to be made within two weeks of execution of the Agreement and the second payment 
within six months of the first payment.14 However, according to DoD OIG, Ms. Donnelly “did not 
receive payment for SBD Advisors LLC as indicated in the Purchase and Sale Agreement,” but 
instead received four installments of $390,000 paid on January 2017, March 2017, July 2017, and 
March 2018.15

 
 Mr. Pienaar signed on behalf of VMAP Investor LLC for the purchase of SBD Advisors 
LLC.16 More than three years later, on December 7, 2021, VMAP Investor LLC filed an 
amendment and changed its name to C5 Holdings USA, LLC.17 Vincent Mai signed as an 
“authorized person(s)” for VMAP Investor LLC. Vincent Mai is the Chairman and CEO of 
Cranemere, a private equity firm that acts as “a long-term holding company for founders, 
management teams and family-owned companies in the United States and Europe.”18 In public 
investment advisor disclosure forms filed with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission, Mr. 
Mai is also listed as an individual owner of C5 Holdings in Luxembourg.19

 
 C5 Holdings USA, LLC is related to C5 Holdings, the parent company of C5 Capital and 
other related entities founded by Mr. Pienaar—the same companies connected to Amazon. 
Moreover, the address listed on the Purchase and Sale Agreement for VMAP Investor LLC is also 
the same address used for C5 Capital’s London office.20 Mr. Pienaar’s counsel confirmed that Mr. 
Pienaar helped facilitate the sale of SBD Advisors LLC to VMAP Investor LLC and was involved 
in the creation of C5 Holdings USA, LLC. According to Mr. Pienaar’s counsel, two private 
investors established VMAP Investor LLC—Vincent Mai and Andre Pienaar.21 

 
13 Id.  
14 Id. 
15 See REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD 
PROCUREMENT, supra note 9, at 190-192. 
16 Exhibit D. 
17 Exhibit C. VMAP Investor LLC’s Company Number (#6287198) also corresponds to C5 Holdings USA LLC’s 
file number. See Exhibit E and F.  
18 Home, CRANEMERE, https://www.cranemere.com/ (last viewed Sept. 26, 2022). 
19 C5 Capital Limited, SEC.GOV, https://reports.adviserinfo.sec.gov/reports/ADV/297542/PDF/297542.pdf (last 
viewed Sept. 26, 2022). 
20 Exhibit D.  
21 At one point, counsel explained that Andre Pienaar owned 49 percent and Vincent Mai owned 51 percent of 
VMAP Investor LLC.  
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VMAP Investor LLC was incorporated on January 18, 2017, one day before the sale of 
SBD Advisors LLC on January 19, 2017, and three days before Ms. Donnelly entered government 
service on January 21, 2017.22 Ms. Donnelly never disclosed the identity of the purchaser of her 
company, VMAP Investor LLC, or its connections to two senior C5 officials to the DoD or the 
DoD OIG, information that is relevant to better understanding the scope of her financial 
relationships with those parties and potential and actual conflicts.  

d. March 2017 

Two months later, in March 2017, Andre Pienaar sold his 20% stake in SBD Advisors LLC
to Win Sheridan, Director of ASGN Incorporated.23 According to Mr. Pienaar’s counsel, around 
this same time, VMAP Investor LLC sold a 39% stake in SBD Advisors LLC to a third U.K.-based 
investor. Despite repeated requests, Mr. Pienaar’s counsel refused to identify this investor, but 
described him or her as someone with experience in the mining industry who may have also served 
on the board of C5 Capital.  

22 Exhibit F.
23 Government Ethics Watchdogs Fear Amazon’s Web of Influence May Have Tainted Pentagon’s $10 Billion Jedi 
Cloud Deal, DAILY CALLER (Aug. 8, 2018), https://dailycaller.com/2018/08/08/sally-donnelly-defense-department-
jedi-cloud-amazon/ (This article quotes Price Floyd, a former principal and advisor of SBD Advisors. According to 
Mr. Floyd, “SBD Advisors was sold to a group of investors led by Win Sheridan in January 2017.”) See also, 
Exhibit A; Exhibit B. Counsel for Mr. Pienaar confirmed that Win Sheridan purchased Mr. Pienaar’s 20 percent 
stake in March 2017.
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 Knowledge of the entity that purchased Ms. Donnelly’s firm is a relevant and central to the 
question of whether a conflict of interest existed and could have substantively affected the 
protocols required to wall off Ms. Donnelly from potential and actual conflicts of interest while 
employed at DoD. For example, according to DoD OIG, “[s]ometime in March 2017, Ms. 
Donnelly received the second partial payment of $390,000 from her sale of SBD Advisors
membership units.”24 Around this same time, Ms. Donnelly attended a dinner in the United 
Kingdom with Secretary James Mattis, Mr. Pienaar, and Theresa Carlson, then-Vice President of 
Amazon Worldwide Public Sector Business, among others.25 Notably, at this dinner, Ms. Carlson, 
on behalf of Mr. Jeff Bezos then-President and Chief Executive Officer of Amazon, requested a 
meeting with Secretary Mattis for the purposes of discussing Mr. Bezos’ “thoughts/observations 
on DoD’s relationship with the tech [technology] sector.”26

 
 Ms. Donnelly’s involvement in this dinner is noteworthy for several reasons. First, from 
2013 to 2016, Ms. Donnelly worked as a consultant for C5 Capital.27 Second, in 2015, Amazon 
Web Services (AWS) hired Ms. Donnelly to advise them on “understanding how the DoD 
operates.”28 AWS is also one of several organizations that support two C5 startup accelerator 
programs, the Peacetech Accelerator in Washington, D.C. and the Cloud 10 Scalerator in Bahrain, 
to help early-stage businesses with mentorship, training on cloud computing skills, and access to 
potential investors.”29 Further, “C5 [also] became part of the AWS Partner Network Channel 
Reseller Program for one deal supporting the Bahrain Information and eGovernment Authority,” 
in April 2017. 30

Taken together, while in government service, Ms. Donnelly received payments from 
VMAP Investor LLC—an entity directly linked to two senior C5 officials, a company connected 
to Amazon. These facts were not included in DoD or DoD OIG’s conflicts analysis. 
 

e. March/April 2018 

In March or April 2018, ITC Secure acquired a majority stake in SBD Advisors LLC.31

Mr. Pienaar is the Chairman of the Board for ITC Secure.32 The company is also a portfolio 
company of C5 Capital.33

 
24 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT,  
supra note 9, at 191. 
25 Id. at 173-75. 
26 Id. at 176. 
27 Id. at 169. 
28 Id. at 189. 
29 Setting the Record Straight on Inaccurate Reporting about AWS and JEDI, AWS (Dec. 13, 2018), 
https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/publicsector/setting-the-record-straight-on-inaccurate-reporting-about-aws-and-jedi/.  
30 Id.  
31 ITC Secure Acquires U.S.-based SBD Advisors, BUSINESSWIRE (Apr. 3, 2018), 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180403005624/en/ITC-Secure-Acquires-U.S.-based-SBD-Advisors.  
32 Our People, ITC SECURE, https://itcsecure.com/our-people/ (last viewed Sept. 20, 2022). 
33 ITC Secure Acquires U.S.-based SBD Advisors, BUSINESSWIRE (Apr. 3, 2018), 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180403005624/en/ITC-Secure-Acquires-U.S.-based-SBD-Advisors.  
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Conclusion 

In order to conduct a thorough and complete conflicts of interest analysis, the DoD and 
DoD OIG should have known who purchased SBD Advisors LLC. In this case, DoD and DoD 
OIG failed to obtain the necessary information and failed in their duty to protect the American 
taxpayer. In addition, the statement in the DoD OIG’s report that states, “[w]e . . . found no 
evidence that [Ms. Donnelly] had an ongoing or undisclosed financial relationship with C5 . . . that 
would have required her to recuse from any of her official duties during her service in the DoD,” 
appears to be incorrect. Especially in light of the aforementioned connections to VMAP Investor 
LLC, the two senior C5 officials, and financial payments received from the sale of SBD Advisors 
LLC during her time at DoD—information which would have been discovered by reviewing the 
unredacted purchase agreement.34

 
The American people must have confidence that their government isn’t plagued by 

conflicts of interest and that the decisions made by government officials are done for the people 
and their best interests, not the financial interests of government officials. In light of the new 
information I’ve shared with you today, please describe in detail how it does or does not affect 
your conflicts of interest analysis with regards to Sally Donnelly and whether you will reopen the 
review. In addition, please describe how your offices will review and improve their internal 
processes and procedures so that they capture the true sources of income from the sale of 
businesses connected to government employees before performing a conflicts of interest review.
  
 

Senator Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member  
Senate Judiciary Committee  

 
34 REPORT ON THE JOINT ENTERPRISE DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE (JEDI) CLOUD PROCUREMENT, 
supra note 9, at 201. 
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July 27, 2023 

Via E-mail 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
United States Senate
135 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Nancy Mace
United States House of Representatives
1728 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC  20515

Re: July 13, 2023 letter to André Pienaar

Dear Senator Grassley and Congresswoman Mace:

On behalf of my client, André Pienaar, I write in response to your letter of July 13, 2023. As you 
note in your letter, Mr. Pienaar has provided assistance to previous inquiries related to the 
Department of Defense (“DoD”) Inspector General's (“DoD IG”) 2020 report on the Joint 
Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (“JEDI”) Cloud Procurement. This matter has been fully 
reviewed by the DoD IG, the Government Accountability Office (“GAO”), the U.S. Court of 
Federal Claims, and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit—and all relevant claims 
have been dismissed. Nevertheless, we appreciate this opportunity to further respond to questions 
on this matter and dispel the continued falsehoods being disseminated by the Oracle Corporation 
(“Oracle”). 

Oracle has lobbied for years to secure congressional support for a debunked conspiracy theory 
that in reality is a common business grievance against a competitor, Amazon. Oracle has also 
aired these grievances with the Office of Management and Budget, the Council of Inspectors 
General on Integrity and Efficiency, and the Department of Justice. Each relevant authority 
rejected this debunked conspiracy theory. 

REDACTED 

REDACTED
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Our letter states the facts of the matter in question, responds to statements in Senator Grassley’s 
October 24, 2022 letter to Secretary Lloyd J. Austin and Acting Inspector General Sean 
O’Donnell, and also responds to your request. 

The Facts 

The allegation at the root of the debunked conspiracy is that Mr. Pienaar sought to obtain an 
improper advantage for Amazon Web Services (“AWS”), of which his wife, Teresa Carlson, was 
an executive, in connection with the JEDI Cloud Procurement. This allegation is based on the 
well-established falsehood that Mr. Pienaar sought this influence by purchasing Sally Donnelly’s 
business, SBD Advisors, when she joined DoD as an advisor to Secretary Jim Mattis. This claim 
has been widely circulated by Oracle in an effort to show why the company lost the since-
cancelled JEDI contract, which AWS also lost (it was awarded to Microsoft).1 The claim is 
completely and totally false. It has been debunked by every neutral arbiter who has reviewed the 
matter, including:  

 The DoD OIG concluded—in a 300+ page report issued after conducting more than 80 
interviews and reviewing 32 gigabytes of documents and information—that there is “no 
evidence that Ms. Donnelly gave Amazon officials greater or more frequent access to 
meetings with Secretary Mattis than Amazon’s competitors who requested to meet with 
him”; that there is “no evidence that Ms. Donnelly was involved in or influenced any 
aspect of the JEDI Cloud procurement”; and that there was no evidence to substantiate 
complaints of ethical improprieties against Ms. Donnelly.2

 The DoD OIG, in response to questions from Senator Grassley, reiterated its 
conclusions—and the extensive investigation of which they were the product—and 
specifically explained that it “found no evidence that Secretary Mattis’ meetings with 
Amazon differed substantively from similar meetings with Amazon’s industry 
competitors,” that Ms. Donnelly did not have “any role” in “shaping or developing the 
JEDI Cloud acquisition,” and that Ms. Donnelly “complied with her disclosure 

 
1 It would not be in the best interests of our country’s national security to allow an Oracle-driven propaganda 
campaign focused on a repeatedly debunked conspiracy theory to distract from the reality that Oracle has simply 
been unable to compete effectively in the free market. In a recent report by MarketWatch, one analyst made clear 
that “Amazon remains the de facto cloud provider, but Azure does not appear far behind,” Thill said, noting that 
48% of CIOs surveyed reported that AWS was their primary cloud provider, while 43% said Azure, 8% said GCP 
and 3% said Oracle.” Available at https://www.marketwatch.com/story/ai-is-driving-big-gains-in-tech-but-it-is-not-
as-great-a-factor-in-cloud-spending-9bcab5c3. 
2 Inspector General of the Department of Defense, Report on the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) 
Cloud Procurement 7, 9, 200-01 (Apr. 13, 2020) [hereinafter, “Inspector General JEDI Report”], available at 
https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)
%20CLOUD%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF 
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obligations.”3 It also specifically rejected the accusation that “the DoD OIG downplayed
Ms. Donnelly’s involvement in a ‘sales pitch’ meeting between Secretary Mattis and 
Amazon and Mr. Bezos in August 2017, and that this meeting had broader implications 
on the formation of the JEDI Cloud procurement process.”4

 The GAO rejected Oracle’s protest of the JEDI Cloud Procurement and specifically 
rejected Oracle’s assertion that conflicts of interest gave Amazon/AWS an unfair 
competitive advantage in the Procurement.5

The Court of Federal Claims likewise rejected Oracle’s protest of the JEDI Cloud
Procurement, specifically affirming as “reasonable and well supported” the Contracting 
Officer’s conclusion that Amazon/AWS did not obtain any improper “competitive 
advantage.”6 

 The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit affirmed the Court of Federal Claims’ 
decision rejecting Oracle’s protest of the JEDI Cloud Procurement, specifically rejecting 
“the extensive array of claims raised by Oracle.”7 

 Oracle also presented its same allegations that conflicts of interest gave an unfair 
competitive advantage to Amazon/AWS in the JEDI Cloud Procurement process to the 
Acting Director of the Office of Management and Budget (on April 20, 2020), the 
Executive Chair of the Council of Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency (on 
April 20, 2020), the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of Virginia (on June 
23, 2020), and the Public Integrity Section of the Department of Justice’s Criminal 
Division (on September 17, 2020), and those offices all appropriately rejected Oracle’s 
claims. 

Mr. Pienaar’s work to arrange the sale of SBD Advisors was done to assist Ms. Donnelly in her 
diligent efforts to comply with all applicable ethics rules. At no point was this effort intended to 
benefit AWS in any federal contract, at no point did it benefit AWS in any federal contract, and 
any claims to the contrary are false. We are also currently unaware of any instance in which any 
relevant information that was required to be disclosed was withheld during this process. None of 
these facts have prevented Oracle from attempting to spread its conspiracy theories through 
Congress and in the media. 

 
3 Letter from Sean W. O’Donnell (Acting Inspector General, Department of Defense) to Hon. Charles Grassley & 
Hon. Richard Durbin at 3-4 (Sept. 15, 2021) [hereinafter “Inspector General Letter to Sen. Grassley”], available at 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/defense_dept.inspectorgeneraltograssleyjedireview.pdf. 
4 Id. at 3. 
5 In re Oracle America, Inc., B-416657; B-416657.2; B-416657.3; B-416657.4 (GAO Nov. 14, 2018), available at 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/b-416657%2Cb-416657.2%2Cb-416657.3%2Cb-416657.4.pdf. 
6 Oracle Am., Inc. v. United States, 144 Fed. Cl. 88, 125-26 (2019). 
7 Oracle Am., Inc. v. United States, 975 F.3d 1279, 1302-03 (Fed. Cir. 2020). 
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Due to reasons known only to Oracle and its leadership, rather than devoting its resources to 
taking on their competitors and providing superior service to the federal government and 
taxpayers, Oracle has chosen to spend its time, resources, and reputation on Capitol Hill to attack 
my client, Mr. Pienaar, his wife Teressa Carlson, and public servants such as Ms. Donnelly.  

Senator Grassley’s June 24, 2022 Letter to Mr. Pienaar and October 24, 2022 Letter to 
Secretary Austin

On June 24, 2022, Senator Grassley wrote to Mr. Pienaar requesting certain information related 
to the sale of SBD Advisors.8 Following my client’s full cooperation with this inquiry, including 
an in-depth briefing from counsel on July 26, 2022, Senator Grassley wrote to Secretary of 
Defense Lloyd J. Austin and Department of Defense Acting Inspector General Sean O’Donnell 
on October 24, 2022 (“October letter”) relaying his views on these transactions and their alleged 
relationship with the Department of Defense’s former JEDI Cloud procurement.  

Because your offices show continued interest in this matter, I will first address a number of 
matters from the Senator’s October letter: 

1. On the first page of the October letter, Senator Grassley wrote “[a]s disclosed in her 
[Office of Government Ethics (“OGE”)] Form 278e, dated May 17, 2017, Ms. Donnelly 
reported a payment related to the sale of SBD Advisors LLC for $390,000. On her second 
OGE Form 278e, dated May 4, 2018, and filed two months after her resignation from the 
DoD, Ms. Donnelly reported the second, third, and final partial payments from the sale of 
SBD Advisors LLC totaling $1,170,000, which she received while in federal service. 
Notably, both of Ms. Donnelly’s OGE Forms failed to disclose the identity of the 
purchaser of SBD Advisors LLC.” 

a. It is important to note that OGE Form 278e does not require the filer to disclose 
purchasers, nor does it provide any indication that such information is required or 
expected.9 

b. On pages 49-50 of Ms. Donnelly’s interview with the DoD OIG: “Q: And who 
did you sell SBD Advisors to? A: André Pienaar was the organizer of the sale of 
SBD.”10

c. On page 200 of the DoD OIG report, “Ms. Donnelly legally divested all of her 
SBD Advisors membership units before she accepted the position as Senior 

 
8 Letter to Secretary Austin and Acting Inspector General O’Donnell, available at 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_deptdefenseinspectorgeneralsbdadvisorsllccon
flictsofinterestreview1.pdf. 
9 Available at https://www.oge.gov   
10 Available at https://www.dodig.mil/Portals/48/DODOIG-2020-
001050%201st%20Interim%20response%20records_1.pdf 
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Advisor to Secretary Mattis, and partial payments for selling her stake in the 
company continued to come to her during her DoD employment. She disclosed 
those payments on her OGE 278 forms, as required.”11 

2. The October letter also states on its second page that, “[k]nowledge of the entity that 
purchased Ms. Donnelly’s firm is a relevant and central to the question of whether a 
conflict of interest existed and could have substantively affected the protocols required to 
wall off Ms. Donnelly from potential and actual conflicts of interest while employed at 
DoD.” 

a. Per the OIG report on page 194, there was already a process in place to wall off 
Ms. Donnelly from potential conflicts: "Ms. Donnelly was not Secretary Mattis’s 
scheduler, nor was she the decision-maker regarding his acceptance of meeting or 
dinner invitations." There was a process where members of Sec. Mattis' staff 
would receive input from parts of the office, including the Defense Standards of 
Conduct Office (“SOCO”) ethics officials, to make sure there were legal/ethical 
purposes satisfied. Chief of Staff Sweeney would vet the request after that, and 
refer to Sec. Mattis for final approval. Scheduling and logistics of meetings 
happen thereafter. 

b. That same protocol protected from any potential conflict of interest with AWS, 
per page 195 of the OIG report: "As an example of Ms. Donnelly’s actions 
regarding Amazon access to Secretary Mattis, on April 17, 2017, an Amazon 
representative e-mailed Mr. Anthony DeMartino, former Chief of Staff to Deputy 
Secretary Shanahan and former Deputy Chief of Staff to Secretary Mattis, and 
asked for an April 27, 2017, meeting between Secretary Mattis and Mr. Bezos. 
Mr. DeMartino subsequently consulted Ms. Donnelly about Amazon’s request. 
On April 18, 2017, Ms. Donnelly sent Mr. DeMartino an e-mail stating, “We 
should stand back and let the [Secretary of Defense’s] schedule process work—
we should take no action to help. Not our place, not proper.” Mr. DeMartino 
replied to Ms. Donnelly, “Roger. My thoughts exactly.” 

3. According to Ms. Donnelly’s sworn testimony to the DoD OIG, “André Pienaar was the 
organizer of the sale of SBD.” DoD OIG never asked Ms. Donnelly to expand on what 
she meant by “organizer” of the sale. 

a. André Pienaar did not have interest in purchasing Ms. Donnelly’s company. 
Pienaar was helping a longstanding business partner who needed to sell her 
company quickly to comply within DoD ethics rules. Pienaar agreed to organize 

 
11 DoD IG report, at 200. 
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the sale in less than three days with the intention of selling all shares to other 
investors, which Pienaar subsequently did.  

i. In sworn testimony with DoD OIG Donnelly was asked “Q: So, you said 
you sold 80 percent of SBD. Was there another partner? A: Yes, ma' am. It 
was André Pienaar.” 

4. Page four of the letter states, “[o]n January 19, 2017, three days before she entered 
federal service, Ms. Donnelly sold her 80 percent stake in SBD Advisors LLC to VMAP 
Investor LLC for $1,560,000 paid in two installments of $780.000. According to the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement, the first payment was supposed to be made within two 
weeks of execution of the Agreement and the second payment within six months of the 
first payment. However, according to DoD OIG, Ms. Donnelly ‘did not receive payment 
for SBD Advisors LLC as indicated in the Purchase and Sale Agreement,” but instead 
received four installments of $390,000 paid on January 2017, March 2017, July 2017, 
and March 2018.’”

a. Ms. Donnelly sold her 80% stake (100% of her shares) and was free and clear of 
SBD Advisers when she joined the DOD. 

b. The payments she received subsequently were unrelated to the performance of 
SBD Advisers and due to her regardless of what happened to the business. 

c. On January 19, 2017, Donnelly received the first payment of $390,000 before 
entering the DOD.  

d. André Pienaar had to find additional investors to raise the capital needed to 
complete the financing of the sale, which is why the deal was structured with 
additional installments. Ms. Donnelly had no idea and no financial interest in who 
those investors might be; she was owed a set amount via installment payments 
from the entity that purchased SBD Advisors no matter who VMAP may have 
turned to later in order to finance that purchase. 

e. As detailed on pages 190-91 of the DoD OIG report, Donnelly received the 
installments of the remainder of the initial deal in March of 2017 ($390,000), July 
2017 ($390,000) and March of 2018 ($390,000).  

5. Page 5 of the October letter states that “[d]espite repeated requests, Mr. Pienaar’s counsel 
refused to identify this investor, but described him or her as someone with experience in 
the mining industry who may have also served on the board of C5 Capital.” 
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a. Again, Mr. Pienaar agreed to fully cooperate with Sen. Grassley and his legal 
counsel met with Senator Grassley’s staff on July 26, 2022, and gave them access 
to an unredacted copy of the agreement the day prior, on July 25. 

6. Page six of the letter states, “[f]or example, according to DoD OIG, ‘[s]ometime in 
March 2017, Ms. Donnelly received the second partial payment of $390,000 from her 
sale of SBD Advisors membership units.” 

a. This was scheduled from the sale of the SBD Advisors prior to Donnelly entering 
DoD and not a new payment. 

b. Per the OIG report pg. 202 “Ms. Donnelly legally divested all of her SBD 
Advisors membership units before she accepted the position as Senior Advisor to 
Secretary Mattis, and partial payments for selling her stake in the company 
continued to come to her during her DoD employment. She disclosed those 
payments on her OGE 278 forms, as required.” 

7. Page six also states, “[a]round this same time, Ms. Donnelly attended a dinner in the 
United Kingdom with Secretary James Mattis, Mr. Pienaar, and Theresa Carlson, then-
Vice President of Amazon Worldwide Public Sector Business, among others.”  

a. The dinner was hosted in honor of the late Duke of Westminster with whom 
Secretary Mattis worked on a voluntary basis to build the new UK Defense and 
Rehabilitation Center (DNRC). Secretary Mattis had missed the Duke’s Memorial 
Service because of his engagement with the Trump transition team.  

b. General Lamb is listed as the Host of this dinner , and the invitation and attendees 
worked its way through the ordinary course for approval at DoD. No cloud 
discussion occurred during the dinner, per Kevin Sweeney, the DoD Chief of 
Staff.12 

c. Page 173 of the DoD OIG report states that, in reviewing the itinerary for the UK 
trip, "The SOCO Attorney wrote in an e-mail, “no ethics objections” for Secretary 
Mattis’ itinerary and the dinner in the U.K. with the named attendees."  

8. Page six also states: “Notably, at this dinner, Ms. Carlson, on behalf of Mr. Jeff Bezos, 
then-President and Chief Executive Officer of Amazon, requested a meeting with 
Secretary Mattis for the purposes of discussing Mr. Bezos’ ‘thoughts/observations on 
DoD’s relationship with the tech [technology] sector.’” This suggests that Ms. Carlson 
made this request.

 
12 DoD IG report, at 173. 
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a. The quoted text is from an email sent by an Amazon representative on April 17, 
2017 - it is not a quote from Ms. Carlson, per page 176 of the DoD OIG report. 

b. Secretary Mattis told OIG investigators that he did not recall “a single mention of 
the cloud or of Amazon” at the dinner, per page 173 of the DoD OIG report. 

c. Admiral Craig Faller, who attended the dinner, told DoD OIG investigators that 
he “heard no discussion about cloud computing during the dinner,” per page 174 
of the DoD OIG report. 

d. When Ms. Carlson was introduced to Sec. Mattis, she was introduced as part of 
AWS Cloud computing, to which Mattis then responded, “that he could not 
envision the DoD moving to the cloud because of potential security issues,” per 
page 174 of the DoD OIG report.  

9. Page six also quotes an AWS Public Sector Blog post stating, “AWS is also one of 
several organizations that support two C5 startup accelerator programs, the Peacetech 
Accelerator in Washington, D.C. and the Cloud 10 Scalerator in Bahrain, to help early-
stage businesses with mentorship, training on cloud computing skills, and access to 
potential investors…. C5 [also] became part of the AWS Partner Network Channel 
Reseller Program for one deal supporting the Bahrain Information and eGovernment 
Authority,’ in April 2017.” 

a. The Peacetech Accelerator was partnered with the United States Institute for 
Peace to support the entrepreneurs from conflict or post conflict countries to build 
startups that could help bring peace to their countries. The Bahrain accelerator 
was focused on supporting female startup entrepreneurs in the Gulf region. 

b. Amazon is the fifth-largest company in the world. It has hundreds, if not 
thousands, of partners. Amazon is one of several companies that supported the 
Peacetech and Cloud 10 Scalerator.  

c. Regarding the Bahrain Information and eGovernment Authority, this involved one 
payment of $3,000 related to Amazon Cloud for use in the Bahrain accelerator. 

10. Finally, the report states: “Taken together, while in government service, Ms. Donnelly 
received payments from VMAP Investor LLC—an entity directly linked to two senior C5 
officials, a company connected to Amazon. These facts were not included in DoD or 
DoD OIG’s conflicts analysis.” 

a. The DoD OIG’s conflict analysis extensively details both of these facts on pages 
188-201. 
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b.  The OIG Conclusion summary of the report refutes these claims. On page 200, 
the DoD OIG writes, “[w]e did not find evidence that she failed to disclose 
payments from SBD Advisors on her OGE 278e, provided preferential treatment 
to Amazon, or improperly participated in the JEDI Cloud procurement because of 
her prior associations with Amazon, SBD Advisors, and C5 Capital.” 

c. On page 201, the DoD OIG concludes, “with regard to financial disclosures and 
SBD Advisors consulting relationships with C5 Capital and AWS, we found that 
Ms. Donnelly sold her SBD Advisors membership units and properly annotated 
both her initial and termination financial disclosure forms to reflect the total 
proceeds she received from the sale of SBD Advisors. She sought ethics advice on 
how to complete this documentation, and submitted the appropriate reports as 
required. In addition to the disclosure of SBD Advisors, she submitted a Periodic 
Report consistent with OGE procedure to disclose financial information involving 
an entity not related to AWS or SBD Advisors and had no connection to the JEDI 
Cloud procurement. We likewise found no evidence that she had an ongoing or 
undisclosed financial relationship with C5 Capital or Amazon and its affiliates 
that would have required her to recuse from any of her official duties during her 
service in the DoD.” 

Your July 13, 2023 Request 

Your recent letter requests a large amount of information, most of which is already known. 
Nonetheless, we are happy to respond to these requests.  

 The first request is for an unredacted copy of the January 2017 Purchase and Sale 
Agreement. This can be easily found as Exhibit D in Senator Grassley’s October letter. 
We previously shared an unredacted copy in confidence on July 25, 2022 – in an effort to 
protect the privacy of individuals who had no business before the United States 
government -  only to find it published online. If you are unable to read that text please 
let us know and we can provide it yet again. 

 The second request is for “[a]ll records between and among you or any party associated 
with C5 or VMAP Investors LLC, and Sally Donnelly, Anthony DeMartino, or any DOD 
official, related to Amazon or the JEDI cloud procurement.” After an extensive search, 
we found no relevant records.  

 The third request is for “[a]ll records between and among you or anyone at C5 or its 
subsidiaries or affiliates and anyone with anyone at Amazon, related to Sally Donnelly, 
SBD Advisors, ITC Global, and the JEDI cloud contract.” After an extensive search, we 
found no relevant records. 
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Your fourth request is for “[f]inancial records reflecting any payments pursuant to the 
January 2017 Purchase and Sale Agreement, including but not limited to each of the 
purported $390,000 payments previously referenced in the DoD OIG Report.” Details of 
all the relevant payments are already in your possession and in the public domain. No 
payments were made other than those already disclosed by Sally Donnelly to the DOD.  

Your fifth request is for “financial records of all payments from Amazon, or any person 
or entity acting on behalf of Amazon, received by you, C5 Capital, or any of its 
subsidiaries, officers, or employees at any time from 2015 to the present.” C5 Capital has 
never received any funds of any kind from Amazon. C5 Accelerate, the division of C5 
that ran C5’s accelerator programs, received matched funds from Amazon in line with its 
standard accelerator support program. In other words, to receive these funds from 
Amazon, C5 Accelerate had to spend an equivalent amount on the accelerator program. 
In Bahrain this was $340,000 in 2017 and for the Peacetech Accelerator $300,000 in 
2018.  

Your sixth request is for “financial records relating to any consideration you paid in 
connection with the sale of SBD Advisors….” We have already briefed Senator 
Grassley’s staff on this issue and have no new information.  

Your seventh request is for “all agreements and financial records relating to and 
consideration paid to Pallas Advisors (or any related entity) from Amazon (or any related 
entity), or C5 (or any related entity).” C5 has never had any dealings with Pallas 
Advisers.

Your eighth, and final request, is impossibly broad. The request is for “all records 
reflecting communications between and among you or your representatives and any CS 
entity or person in connection with SBD Advisors.” I welcome clarification on what this 
request means. 

Thank you for this opportunity to clarify the facts on this matter. 

Christopher J. Armstrong 



The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
The Honorable Nancy Mace 
July 27, 2023 
Page 11 



REDACTED

REDACTED













October 10, 2023   

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

Mr. Christopher J. Armstrong  
Partner 
Holland & Knight 
800 17th St. NW
Washington, DC 20006  
 
Dear Mr. Armstrong: 

 Thank you for your July 27th letter responding to our JEDI inquiry.  However, your 
response on Mr. Pienaar’s behalf is seriously deficient, and it misrepresents a number of key 
points.  And no records backing up your assertions were provided.  This is an opportunity for Mr. 
Pienaar to give his version of the facts and to support them with records.  It’s not Congress’s 
duty to defer to a single Department of Defense Office of Inspector General (OIG) investigation, 
and its report, which was riddled with problems.  Congress has authority to independently review 
the matter and the OIG’s work, especially since we possess new information that the OIG failed 
to obtain.  It’s within your client’s power to provide answers and records that would help us 
reach the truth, but your client has declined to do so.  We welcome information from any source 
that furthers the public interest and gets us closer to the truth, and we’re conducting an 
independent investigation following the facts wherever they lead.   
 
 Any claim that “[t]his matter has been fully reviewed by . . . the Government 
Accountability Office (‘GAO’), the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, and the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit” isn’t accurate.  Neither Mr. Pienaar nor Ms. Donnelly is mentioned even 
once in the final decisions in any of those proceedings.1  And of course, Mr. Pienaar’s disclosure 
late last year that a C5 company, VMAP, was formed for the purpose of buying Ms. Donnelly’s 
consulting firm, was new information that couldn’t have been analyzed in those proceedings 
because of Ms. Donnelly’s and C5’s successful efforts to conceal that fact from the public eye.  
Given information that is new, and unanswered questions that are old, this matter is ripe for 
examination to complete the public record. 
 
 While it would be unwieldy to respond to every comment in your eleven-page letter, 
many of which don’t directly relate to your client, it’s helpful to look at some of the main points.  
We’ll start off by noting that almost all of your letter responds to Senator Grassley’s October 
2022 letter to Secretary Austin and Acting Inspector General O’Donnell, and not to our recent 
joint letter.  Your letter also attempts to speak on behalf of Ms. Donnelly, who isn’t your client, 

 
1 U.S. Gov’t Accountability Office, Decision in the Matter of Oracle America, Inc. (November 14, 2018), 
https://www.gao.gov/assets/b-416657,b-416657.2,b-416657.3,b-416657.4.pdf; Oracle Am., Inc. v. United States, 
144 Fed. Cl. 88 (2019), aff'd, 975 F.3d 1279 (Fed. Cir. 2020). 
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even making claims about her state of mind.  Although there are plenty of reasons to call many 
of your assertions into question, we’ll only address matters with you that involve your client. 

Your letter claims that you’re, “currently unaware of any instance in which any relevant 
information that was required to be disclosed was withheld during this process [of the sale of 
SBD Advisors and subsequent proceedings].”  If this were true, it would mean there’s no legal 
obligation to candidly answer a direct question in an OIG investigation.  As our previous letter 
noted, Ms. Donnelly was directly asked in the course of an official OIG interview who purchased 
her company, and rather than truthfully revealing the role your client’s business, C5 Capital and 
VMAP, played in the purchase, she instead claimed that, “Andre Pienaar was the organizer of 
the sale of SBD.”  (Emphasis added.)  While you’re correct that the OIG didn’t ask Ms. Donnelly 
to expand on her statement, that doesn’t excuse her for offering a non-answer, and it also 
illustrates why this congressional investigation is necessary.  She also had the duty to correct the 
misunderstanding her evasive answer created.  The OIG understood Ms. Donnelly to mean that 
your client personally was the purchaser of her firm, as evidenced by the OIG’s next question:   
 

Q: And who did you sell SBD Advisors to?   
 
A: Andre Pienaar was the organizer of the sale of SBD.  
 
Q: Do you remember the date that you sold the company to Andre Pienaar?  
 
A: I believe we signed the documents on the 19th of January, 2017, but I probably owe you a 
confirmation if I can find the paperwork.2 
 

Ms. Donnelly not only didn’t correct this false impression, but she answered as though that 
understanding was correct.  We need to know whether your client had any role in Ms. Donnelly’s 
decision to hide the identity of the purchaser and represent your client as merely “the organizer,” 
and if so, why he wanted information concealed linking C5 and VMAP to the purchase.    

 Your letter also touches on the March 31, 2017, U.K. dinner, at which your client, Ms. 
Teresa Carlson, Ms. Donnelly, Secretary Mattis, and others were present.  Because your client 
was present at this dinner, we’ll address some of your points here as well.  You selectively quote, 
as did the OIG, the DOD Standards of Conduct Office (SOCO) attorney who wrote that there 
was, “no ethics objection” regarding the dinner.  This perfectly illustrates yet again why your 
reliance on the OIG report, and your expectation that we should do so, is misguided.  The email 
you refer to was sent March 24, 2017, from DOD Office of General Counsel (OGC), and it 
didn’t indicate that a full ethics screening had been performed.  Instead, the email focused upon 
whether the Secretary “may accept the ‘gift’ of the meal,” and which ethics exemptions would 
allow that gift.3

 
2 U.S. Dep’t of Defense, Office of Inspector Gen., Interview of Sally B. Donnelly (August 15, 2019) at 6 (emphasis 
added), https://www.dodig.mil/Portals/48/DODOIG-2020-
001050%201st%20Interim%20response%20records_1.pdf.  
3 Email from redacted sender, Senior Attorney and Deputy Designated Agency Ethics Official, Standards of 
Conduct Office, Office of General Counsel, U.S. Dep’t of Defense, to redacted recipient in Office of the Secretary 
of Defense (March 27, 2017 at 5:19 p.m.), on file with staff.   
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 Indeed, the email to OGC ethics official regarding the dinner, which prompted the SOCO 
email, didn’t even identify either your client’s or Ms. Carlson’s business affiliations, which 
would have been necessary to conduct a full and complete ethics review. 

This is unlike the list of attendees supplied for the New York dinner (which the Secretary 
attended on his way to the U.K.), which did include attendees’ corporate affiliations. 
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 Ms. Donnelly, at the time, also had not disclosed her ongoing payments from your 
client’s company because she hadn’t filed an ethics disclosure yet and wouldn’t file it until 
nearly two months after the U.K. dinner.  Accordingly, ethics officials couldn’t have considered 
that information.4  Ms. Donnelly’s former company, SBD Advisors, reportedly maintained 
Amazon as a client throughout Ms. Donnelly’s time at the DOD, which if true means that Ms. 
Donnelly was being paid for the purchase even as funds reportedly came in to SBD Advisors 
from Amazon.5    

It is also important to note that the U.K. dinner laid the groundwork for the JEDI 
contract, as it led to the August 10, 2017, meeting between Mr. Bezos and Secretary Mattis that 
was behind the Secretary’s decision to move the DOD to the cloud, apparently with the intent to 
award the massive contract without competition solely to Amazon.6  While you repeatedly allude 
to the fact that Microsoft ultimately was awarded the JEDI contract, that fact isn’t dispositive as 
to the questions we are investigating, which is whether serious conflicts were allowed to exist at 
DOD and whether your client or Ms. Donnelly improperly attempted to use her role at DOD for 
private gain.   

4 Letter from Senator Charles Grassley, Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Comm. On the Judiciary, to Lloyd Austin, 
Secretary, U.S. Dep’t of Defense, and Sean O’Donnell, Acting Inspector General, Dep’t of Defense, Office of the 
Inspector General, Exhibit A, Sally Donnelly New Entrant Report, OGE Form 278e, (October 24, 2022), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_deptdefenseinspectorgeneralsbdadvisorsllccon
flictsofinterestreview1.pdf. 
5 The Daily Caller, Andrew Kerr, Government Ethics Watchdogs Fear Amazon’s Web of Influence May Have 
Tainted Pentagon’s $10 Billion JEDI Cloud Deal (August 8, 2018), https://dailycaller.com/2018/08/08/sally-
donnelly-defense-department-jedi-cloud-amazon/. 
6 See, e.g., email, William Roper, United States Air Force, to Pat Shanahan, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Ellen 
Lord, Undersecretary for Acquisitions (August 12, 2017) (reporting on Secretary Mattis’s August 10, 2017 Amazon 
visit and noting that Secretary Mattis made an “important decision” on that trip, and that the Secretary, “now 
believe[d] in Cloud tech and wants to move the Departments to it”), forwarded to Ms. Donnelly by Anthony 
DeMartino (August 14, 2017 at 7:20 a.m.); email, Jennifer Chronis, Amazon Web Services, to Joshua J. Marcuse, 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (September 6, 2017 at 7:07 a.m.) (referencing “cost estimates [from Amazon] for 
a notional DoD move to the cloud”);  memo, Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Secretary of Defense (co-authored by 
Anthony DeMartino), for secretaries of the military departments, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Under 
Secretaries of Defense, et alia, Subject: Accelerating Enterprise Cloud Adoption (September 13, 2013) (directing the 
“use of a tailored acquisition process to acquire a modern enterprise cloud services solution that can support 
unclassified, secret, and top-secret information,” a directive that later is referenced in Air Force acquisition 
documents as meaning that, “The AWS Cloud Solution is a DoD priority as per the Secretary of Defense 
Memorandum dated 13 Sep. 2017 . . . .”), all documents on file with staff.  
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 Indeed, three weeks following the U.K. dinner, at which your client’s then-partner, 
Teresa Carlson, an AWS vice president responsible for AWS sales to DOD, invited Secretary 
Mattis to meet with Amazon CEO Jeff Bezos, Donnelly continued singing the praises of 
Amazon, which the “Why Bezos” email below clearly illustrates, and pushed hard for the 
meeting between Mr. Bezos and Secretary Mattis that was first offered in your client’s presence.7   

She also offered advice to an Amazon official in preparation for the Secretary’s meeting with 
Mr. Bezos days before it occurred, in response to the salesperson’s request for “general 
guidance,” and any, “landmines [Amazon] should avoid,” during Amazon’s presentation to the 
Secretary.8  The meeting between Secretary Mattis and Mr. Bezos resulted in the JEDI 
procurement, as it was the catalyst for Secretary Mattis’s decision to move DOD data to the 
cloud.9    

 When a DOD official notified Ms. Donnelly that the August meeting between Mattis and 
Bezos had “morph[ed] into an AWS sales pitch,” that made the official uneasy (“I didn’t get a 
good vibe out of it”), but that Secretary Mattis left the meeting “‘99.9% there’ in terms of going 

7 Email, Sally B. Donnelly to Craig Faller, Subject: Why Bezos (April 23, 2017 at 2:17 a.m.), on file with staff. 
8 Email, Jennifer Chronis, General Manager, Amazon Web Services, to Sally Donnelly, Subject: SecDef Visit Next 
Week (August 4, 2017 at 10:19 p.m.) (the email from Ms. Chronis also asks Ms. Donnelly to “put a bug in some 
ears” about resistance Amazon is receiving from DOD CIO with reference to, “cloud and major policy blockers”); 
reply email, Sally Donnelly to Jennifer Chronis (August 4, 2017 at 4:40 p.m.) (Donnelly gives advice for Amazon’s 
presentation to Secretary Mattis, advising Amazon that, “[u]sing one example of DOD obstacles to cloud (if that is 
what below) would be helpful.  Also security security security of cloud.  Oh yeah, and if we see power point, that 
will not be helpful. :)”), on file with staff.  
9 Supra n. 6. 
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to the cloud,” Donnelly responded: “Excellent.”10  So much for Ms. Donnelly being walled off 
from matters related to Amazon, as you and the OIG claim.   
 
 Congress needs to know whether your client had any conversations with Ms. Donnelly 
related to her efforts to promote Amazon and her attempts to push for a meeting between Mr. 
Bezos and the Secretary, and whether he was aware of any such conversations between Ms. 
Donnelly and Ms. Carlson.  We also request your client describe any knowledge he may have of 
Ms. Donnelly’s role in Ms. Carlson’s attendance at the London dinner and any discussions Ms. 
Carlson may have had with Ms. Donnelly related to her plan to ask Secretary Mattis to meet with 
Mr. Bezos.  

 As a final note on the U.K. dinner, your letter’s accounting of the event, again relying on 
the OIG report, shows just how muddy the record is.  Your letter notes that Secretary Mattis told 
OIG investigators he didn’t recall, “a single mention of the cloud or of Amazon” at the dinner, 
but only two bullet points later, your letter notes that, “[w]hen Ms. Carlson was introduced to 
Sec. Mattis, she was introduced as part of AWS [Amazon Web Services] Cloud computing,” 
after which your letter points out that Secretary Mattis directly offered his thoughts on whether 
the DOD should move to the cloud.  As you and your client can plainly see, it’s important that 
Congress hear your client’s version of what was discussed at that meeting and not just repetition 
of a discredited OIG report.   
 
 Your letter leaves a number of other issues just as muddy.  It claims, for example, that 
your client, Mr. Pienaar, had no interest in purchasing SBD Advisors and was simply helping a 
longtime business partner comply with her ethics obligations.  The letter notes that, “Pienaar 
agreed to organize the sale in less than three days with the intention of selling all shares to other 
investors, which Pienaar subsequently did.”  To this day and despite Senator Grassley’s repeated 
inquiries, your client has not disclosed which investors purchased SBD Advisors from C5 and 
Mr. Pienaar in 2017.  You also haven’t identified which “additional investors” Mr. Pienaar relied 
upon “to raise the capital needed to complete the financing of the sale” in such a short amount of 
time.   
 
 Your client has also failed to explain why C5 publicly claimed it had nothing to do with 
the initial purchase of the company and quickly sold it off, only to buy it back the next year with 
a public announcement making it seem this was C5’s first exposure to the company.11  He’s also 
failed to explain why the public website of ITC Global Advisors (the new name given to Ms. 
Donnelly’s former firm) was taken down not long after C5 re-acquired shares of it in 2018 and
why there seems to be no public advertising seeking clients for ITC Global Advisors.  It also 
appears that there was no non-compete agreement in place, which allowed Ms. Donnelly to 
found a carbon-copy firm, Pallas Advisors, after her short tenure at DOD.  These facts taken 
together make one wonder what exactly your client was paying Ms. Donnelly for.  We need the 
details of every step of the process of divesting and re-acquiring Ms. Donnelly’s former 

 
10 Email, Redacted sender (CIV SD) to Sally Donnelly (August 10, 2017 at 2:35 PM); email, redacted sender (CIV 
SD) to Sally Donnelly (August 10, 2017 at 2:59 pm), on file with staff.  
11 Press release, ITC Secure Acquires U.S. U.S.-based SBD Advisors, Business Wire (April 3, 2018), 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180403005624/en/ITC-Secure-Acquires-U.S.-based-SBD-Advisors.  
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company, including financial records documenting all capital contributions in SBD Advisors by 
Mr. Pienaar and all purchases of shares in the company by any party, before we can be confident 
we’ve reached the facts of this matter. 

 Your letter’s claims as to the existence of records we requested raises red flags.  Your 
letter claims that Senator Grassley’s office already has a copy of the Purchase and Sale 
Agreement.  This is false.  There is quite a difference between an unredacted copy and a redacted 
copy on which staff penciled in information viewed in camera.  Our request is for an unredacted 
copy of the original contract, and your client has not complied with that request.   
 
 The next claim in the letter, that your client found no relevant records related to our 
request for, “[a]ll records between and among [Mr. Pienaar] or any party associated with C5 or 
VMAP Investor LLC, and Sally Donnelly, Anthony DeMartino, or any DOD official, related to 
Amazon or the JEDI cloud procurement,” is very surprising.  This would mean that Mr. Pienaar and 
C5 have no records, for example, of communications with Ms. Donnelly related to Amazon 
consulting, or Ms. Donnelly’s consulting for C5 related to Amazon.12 Your client also failed to 
respond to our request for, “[f]inancial records reflecting any payments pursuant to the January 2017 
Purchase and Sale Agreement, including but not limited to each of the purported $390,000 payments 
previously referenced in the DoD OIG Report.”  This request is not ambiguous.  It requests financial 
records related to the payments, not just certain details that are “in the public domain.”   
 
 Your letter also claims that, “C5 Capital has never received any funds of any kind from 
Amazon,” other than matching funds from Amazon related to “C5’s accelerator programs.”  Our 
request specifically asked for financial records of all payments from Amazon to, “C5 Capital, or any 
of its subsidiaries, officers, or employees at any time from 2015 to the present.”  C5 has had at least 
some business dealings with Amazon by Amazon’s own admission.  For example, an AWS blog 
entry notes that, “[i]n April of 2017, C5 became part of the AWS Partner Network (APN) Channel 
Reseller Program for one deal supporting the Bahrain Information and eGovernment Authority 
(iGA).”13  Please describe the extent of C5’s reseller relationship with Amazon, and clarify whether 
it is distinct from the accelerator program you referenced in your letter.  We request, again, that your 
client provide records related to any payments received.  And of course, we’ve already referenced 
news reports that SBD Advisors continued to receive payments from Amazon after C5 purchased 
it.14  Your client should clarify whether these reports are accurate.  If so, any payments received from 
Amazon while SBD Advisors was owned by C5 would fall under our request as well.   
 
 Your client entirely ignored our request for, “financial records relating to any consideration 
[Mr. Pienaar or C5] paid in connection with the sale of SBD Advisors.”  While your letter notes that 
you’ve already briefed Senator Grassley’s office on this sale, that wasn’t the request.  We specifically 
requested financial records.    
 

 
12 Interview with Sally Donnelly, supra n. 2 at 9 (when Ms. Donnelly was asked what years she was a consultant for 
C5 Capital, she responded, “I believe I started . . . the beginning of 2013 . . . [t]hrough when I went into the 
government and sold the company.”)  
13 AWS Public Sector Blog, Setting the Record Straight on Inaccurate Reporting about AWS and JEDI (December 
13, 2018), https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/publicsector/setting-the-record-straight-on-inaccurate-reporting-about-
aws-and-jedi/.  
14 The Daily Caller, supra n. 5.  
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Your client apparently had trouble understanding the final request for, “all records reflecting 
communications between and among [Mr. Pienaar] or [his] representatives and any CS [sic] entity or 
person in connection with SBD Advisors.”  This request also is not ambiguous.  It’s looking for any 
communications, or related documents, where your client is discussing anything to do with SBD 
Advisors (now known as ITC Global Advisors) with any C5 entity or person.  This would most likely 
involve Mr. Pienaar’s internal communications within C5, or with its board members, employees, 
affiliates, subsidiaries, investors, etc.  If your client is unable to understand any of our other requests, 
please let us know, and we’ll be happy to explain them.  

We request that your client supply the requested records by October 24, 2023, and we 
reiterate our request for a transcribed interview with your client on this matter.   

Sincerely,

_______________________                                                                _______________________ 
Charles E. Grassley Nancy Mace

 Ranking Member                                                                 Member of Congress 
Senate Committee on the Budget      Committee on Oversight & Accountability
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        October 10, 2023 
 
Mr. Michael N. Levy 
Partner 
Ellerman Enzinna Levy PLLC 
1050 30th St. NW
Washington, DC  20007 
 
Dear Mr. Levy: 

 Thank you for your September 1, 2023, letter responding to our July 13 letter to your 
client, Ms. Sally Donnelly.  Our letter pointed to still-unanswered questions about your client’s 
potential role in advancing the interests of C5 Capital and its business partner, Amazon, while 
employed at the Department of Defense as a senior advisor to then Secretary James Mattis.  
Though you want to claim that these questions have all been answered, they haven’t, and we will 
continue to press for answers from your client and urge her cooperation with our investigation.   

Before getting into the substance of your letter, however, we want to address your 
implication that we were somehow delayed in notifying you of our inquiry.  You noted in your 
reply that Senator Grassley’s staff, “only sent a copy of this letter [to you] after 7:00 pm on 
August 10, less than 24 hours before [you were] scheduled to begin a long-planned August 
vacation.”  We wrote Ms. Donnelly on July 13 both by certified mail and by email to Pallas 
Advisors.  She failed both to pass that communication along to you and to notify us that you 
represent her in this matter.   
 
 To start with, your letter addressed some of the same topics raised in the July 27 response 
from Mr. Christopher Armstrong of Holland & Knight’s Washington, D.C. office, who 
represents Mr. Pienaar in this inquiry.  Indeed, in that response, Mr. Armstrong made assertions 
as to your client’s state of mind that are more properly your responsibility to make, and so we 
urge you to review that correspondence and advise us whether the claims made about your client 
by Mr. Armstrong are accurate.1

Like Mr. Armstrong’s July 27 letter, your response continuously references the report on 
the JEDI Cloud procurement issued by the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) at the 
Department of Defense.  Congress has a constitutional responsibility to review the work of the 
inspectors general, just as it has oversight of the agencies they serve.  We have raised a number 
of questions about, and objections to, the OIG’s report.  Continuing to simply argue from that 
report as if it’s a dispositive authority is unpersuasive.  In future responses it would be helpful to 
see original documents rather than references to a report that, while helpful in certain respects, is 
not the final authority on a matter that it failed to adequately report on initially, and a matter
which has continued to develop since the report was issued.   

1 Letter from Christopher J. Armstrong, Partner, Holland & Knight, to Senator Charles E. Grassley and Rep. Nancy 
Mace (July 27, 2023), https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/pienaar_to_grassley_mace_-_jedi.pdf.  
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 Indeed, Senator Grassley has uncovered significant new information since that report was 
issued, especially the fact that C5 Capital and Mr. Pienaar formed a company, VMAP Investor 
LLC, just before Ms. Donnelly entered her position at the DOD in 2017, apparently for the sole 
purpose of purchasing her stake in SBD Advisors.  Ms. Donnelly took a number of steps to avoid 
disclosing the identity of that company to officials who had a right to know it.2  She didn’t 
provide the name of the company, or its links to Amazon-affiliated C5 Capital, on her initial 
financial disclosure forms filed with the Department of Defense; she didn’t reveal the name of 
the company that purchased her firm on her termination financial disclosure forms upon leaving 
the Department of Defense in 2018; and she failed to provide the identity of the company that 
purchased her firm even in response to a direct question from the DOD Inspector General’s 
office.3  We need to know why.  

Moreover, while your letter quotes the OIG’s report and its discussion of Ms. Donnelly’s 
financial disclosures and its findings that, “Ms. Donnelly did not violate any ethical agreements 
and obligations regarding Office of Government Ethics financial disclosures,” you haven’t 
explained how providing the amount of payments received is useful in an ethics review without 
naming the source of the income.  As we have already quoted to you, the Office of Government 
Ethics’ (OGE) instructions for completing OGE Form 278, the financial disclosure form Ms. 
Donnelly completed upon entering service at the DOD, filers are required to provide, “sufficient 
information” to ethics officials, “concerning the nature of their outside interests and activities so 
that an informed judgment can be made with respect to compliance with applicable conflict of 
interest laws and standards of conduct regulations.”4  It makes little sense to claim Ms. Donnelly 
was required to disclose the dollar amount of the transaction, but not to disclose the source, as 
the amount of a transaction by itself never tells one whether a conflict exists.  Moreover, even if 
the source somehow was not required, neither you nor the OIG report has explained why it was 
satisfactory for Ms. Donnelly to report a single $390,000 payment on her entry financial 
disclosure, even though at the time it was filed in May 2017, she had received two installment 
payments, not just one.5  That second payment was received in March 2017, well before she filed 
her initial disclosure, leaving her ample time to report it.  She didn’t do so.  Again, this creates 
the appearance that she consciously attempted to avoid disclosing the ongoing financial link to 

2 Letter from Senator Charles E. Grassley, Ranking Member, Senate Committee on the Budget, and Rep. Nancy 
Mace, House Committee on Oversight and Accountability, to Christopher Anderson, Partner, Holland & Knight 
(October 10, 2023).   
3 U.S. Dep’t of Defense, Office of Inspector Gen., Interview of Sally B. Donnelly (August 15, 2019) at 6 (emphasis 
added), https://www.dodig.mil/Portals/48/DODOIG-2020-
001050%201st%20Interim%20response%20records_1.pdf.  
4 U.S. Office of Gov’t Ethics, OGE Form 278 Executive Branch Personnel Public Financial Disclosure Report, 
Instructions for Completing OGE Form 278, 
https://www.oge.gov/web/oge.nsf/0/A7FBDC0209B57819852585B6005A06C4/$FILE/8c47512231004e2d98b6966
829afebfb4.pdf.  
5 See Letter from Senator Charles Grassley, Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Comm. on the Judiciary, to Lloyd J. 
Austin, Secretary, U.S. Dep't of Defense, and Sean O'Donnell, Acting Inspector General, Dep't of Defense, Office of 
the Inspector General (October 24, 2022), 
https://www.grassley.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/grassley_to_defense_deptdefenseinspectorgeneralsbdadvisorsllccon
flictsofinterestreview1.pdf. 
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VMAP and C5 during her tenure at DOD.  We will continue to ask why until a satisfactory 
answer is provided.   
 
 Of course, once it’s established that a conflict existed, a key question then is whether the 
conflicted official took actions irrespective of that conflict.  Here, the question is whether Ms. 
Donnelly took actions to favor C5 Capital and Mr. Pienaar, who were paying Ms. Donnelly 
installment payments, and their business partner and Ms. Donnelly’s former client, Amazon.  
Your letter claims that, “[w]hile at the Department of Defense, Ms. Donnelly had no role in 
acquisition or procurement.  She played no role, and exercised no influence, in connection with 
any government contract, including – as the Department of Defense has confirmed repeatedly – 
the JEDI procurement.”  We’re well aware that the case has been made that Ms. Donnelly played 
no formal role in the JEDI contract, and that she certainly wasn’t supposed to play a role, but to 
say that she played no role at all is simply inaccurate and avoids now well-known facts.  Not 
only did she play a role, but she played what at the time was a key one: the OIG report noted—a 
source your letter frequently cites—the OIG interviewed Mr. Kevin Sweeney, Secretary Mattis’s 
Chief of Staff in 2017, and he told the OIG that he thought Ms. Donnelly set up the March 31, 
2017, dinner in the U.K. that included Secretary Mattis, Ms. Donnelly, along with Andre Pienaar 
and Amazon Public Sector Sales Vice President, Teresa Carlson, Mr. Pienaar’s then girlfriend.  
Mr. Sweeney also said that he thought Ms. Donnelly invited her friend, Ms. Carlson, to that 
dinner.6  As you must be aware, Ms. Carlson used that opportunity to ask Secretary Mattis to 
meet with then Amazon CEO, Jeff Bezos.7 Internal DOD records show that Ms. Donnelly 
strongly pushed for that meeting to occur, praising Mr. Bezos as, “the genius of our age,” and 
listing myriad reasons the Secretary should meet him.8  When the meeting did occur, on August 
10, 2017, it turned into a sales pitch for Amazon Web Services and led to the Secretary’s 
decision to move the Department to the Cloud, and to Amazon becoming the lead contender to 
provide that service to DOD. 9  

6 U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Inspector General, Report on the Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure 
(JEDI) Cloud Procurement (April 13, 2020) at 174, https://media.defense.gov/2020/Apr/21/2002285087/-1/-
1/1/REPORT%20ON%20THE%20JOINT%20ENTERPRISE%20DEFENSE%20INFRASTRUCTURE%20(JEDI)
%20CLOUD%20PROCUREMENT%20DODIG-2020-079.PDF.  
7 Letter from Sen. Charles E. Grassley and Rep. Nancy Mace, supra n. 2 (quoting email, Sally Donnelly to Admiral 
Faller (April 23, 2017): “He [Jeff Bezos] asked [Secretary Mattis to meet with Mr. Bezos] (via Teresa Carlson at the 
dinner in London.),” on file with staff.   
8 Email, Sally Donnelly to Kevin Sweeney, Adm. Craig Faller, et al., Re: Flagging – Jeff Bezos office call on 
Thursday, 27 April (April 21, 2017 at 4:00 p.m) (Donelly and Admiral Faller are asked if they, “want to accept the 
office call with Jeff Bezos of Amazon and Blue Origin,” and told that, “CoS [the Chief of Staff] defers to [Donnelly 
and Faller] for SecDef consideration,” and Donnelly replies: “I think he is the genius of our age, so why not.”), on 
file with staff; letter from Sen. Charles E. Grassley and Rep. Nancy Mace, supra n. 2.  
9 Email, Redacted sender (CIV SD) to Sally Donnelly (August 10, 2017 at 2:35 PM); email, redacted sender (CIV 
SD) to Sally Donnelly (August 10, 2017 at 2:59 pm); email, Will Roper, United States Air Force, to Patrick 
Shanahan, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Ellen Lord, Undersecretary for Acquisitions (August 12, 2017) 
(reporting on Secretary Mattis’s August 10, 2017 Amazon visit and noting that Secretary Mattis made an “important 
decision” on that trip, and that the Secretary, “now believe[d] in Cloud tech and wants to move the Departments to 
it”); email, Jennifer Chronis, Amazon Web Services, to Joshua J. Marcuse, Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(September 6, 2017) (referencing “cost estimates [from Amazon] for a notional DoD move to the cloud”);  memo, 
Patrick Shanahan, Deputy Secretary of Defense (co-authored by Anthony DeMartino), for secretaries of the military 
departments, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Under Secretaries of Defense, et alia, Subject: Accelerating 
Enterprise Cloud Adoption (September 13, 2013) (directing the “use of a tailored acquisition process to acquire a 
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 Indeed, internal emails also show that during the period after the Secretary’s August visit 
with Mr. Bezos, Ms. Donnelly was working to, “crush the bureaucratic impediments” that career 
DOD officials were mounting against Amazon as it sought this lucrative cloud contract.10  Your 
client needs to explain whether she knew in advance of the U.K. dinner that Ms. Carlson would 
issue the invitation to the Secretary, whether she invited Ms. Carlson and Mr. Pienaar to the U.K. 
dinner to provide them the opportunity to initiate this major sales pitch for the benefit of Ms. 
Donnelly’s former client, and also her actions at DOD following the U.K. dinner, both to 
encourage the Secretary to meet with Mr. Bezos and, later, to “crush the bureaucratic 
impediments” to Amazon being awarded the contract.  

 
 Ms. Donnelly facilitating Ms. Carlson’s access to the Secretary, the ongoing payments to 
Ms. Donnelly from C5 and Mr. Pienaar, and furthering Amazon’s efforts to win a contract to 
supply the DOD with cloud services create, at minimum, the clear appearance of a conflict.  As 
we explained to Mr. Armstrong, the lack of a non-compete agreement and the apparent lack of 
public advertising or web presence by the later iteration of SBD Advisors, ITC Global Advisors, 
along with Ms. Donnelly’s return to the same type of consulting work after her time at DOD, 
creates legitimate questions about what C5 and Mr. Pienaar were paying for.  If this impression 
is incorrect, it’s incumbent upon Ms. Donnelly to provide her version of events which, again, is 
what we’ve always sought so that this matter can be put to rest. 
 
 Your letter response says that Ms. Donnelly didn’t do anything for Amazon she didn’t do 
for other companies vying to provide cloud services to the DOD.  Indeed, your letter repeats the 
OIG’s finding that it found, “no evidence that Ms. Donnelly gave Amazon officials greater or 
more frequent access to meetings with Secretary Mattis than Amazon’s competitors who 
requested to meet with him.”   If this is true, we certainly welcome your client to provide records 
and statements to back it up.  If you have any contemporaneous emails, for example, that show 
Ms. Donnelly referring to CEOs of Microsoft, Apple, Google, Oracle or any other competitors as 

modern enterprise cloud services solution that can support unclassified, secret, and top-secret information,” a 
directive that later is referenced in Air Force acquisition documents as meaning that, “The AWS Cloud Solution is a 
DoD priority as per the Secretary of Defense Memorandum dated 13 Sep. 2017 . . . .”), all documents on file with 
staff.   
10 See email, Enrique Oti to Greg Oslan, cc to Raj Shah and Sean Heritage (August 25, 2017 at 10:59 a.m.) noting 
that he had spoken with “the AWS team” putting together the Secret-level AWS cloud…” and that, even though 
they had a, “great meeting with SecDef,” their “talks last week with DOD/CIO and DISA were interesting.”  This 
email referred to “pushback,” and says that “everything we do for AOC and the rest of the ops community should be 
riding AWS SPIR.” Apparently dissatisfied with the resistance described in Mr. Oti’s email, Raj Shah then 
forwarded Oti’s email to Justin Mikolay, an advisor to Secretary Mattis, with a cc to Sally Donnelly, Subject: FWD: 
Cloud Computing (UNCLASSIFIED) (August 25, 2017 at 1:07 p.m.), saying it was “crucial that the sd [Sally 
Donnelly] memo crush the bureaucratic impediments,” referenced in Oti’s email.  Mr. Mikolay replied to Mr. Shah 
by email that same day at 4:22 p.m., again copying Ms. Donnelly, advising him that, “Sally is already working 
angles with this note providing but targeting data (who to crush) and ammunition (reason to crush)….”  A little over 
two weeks after this exchange, on September 13, 2017, a memo was released by Deputy Secretary Patrick Shanahan 
by the title of “Accelerating Enterprise Cloud Adoption,” ordering a “tailored acquisition process to acquire a 
modern enterprise cloud services solution that can support unclassified, secret, and top secret information.”  
(Emphasis added.)  That memo is later cited in Air Force procurement documents as meaning that, “[t]he AWS 
Cloud Solution is a DoD priority as per the Secretary of Defense Memorandum dated 13 Sep 2017” (Justification 
and Approval (J&A) for Other Than Full and Open Competition, on file with staff).  
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anything similar to, “the genius of our age,” or listing a host of reasons the Secretary should meet 
with those corporate leaders, we’d welcome the opportunity to possess and review those records.  
If you have any materials showing that Ms. Donnelly was working behind the scenes to “crush 
the bureaucratic impediments” to one of these other companies gaining a lucrative contract to 
supply the DOD with cloud services, we ask that you submit those.  And if you have any 
examples of Ms. Donnelly arranging intimate dinner meetings between close personal friends 
she may have in any of these other competitors and Secretary Mattis, by all means, we welcome 
the chance to possess and review that evidence as well.  We have said all along and repeat that 
we will follow this investigation wherever the facts lead us.  What we won’t do, however, is 
accept mere assertions that contradict the known record and common sense.  

 We again want to thank you for providing a response to our letter.  It is important that we 
continue this dialogue, to turn the incomplete public record on this matter into a complete and 
final record.  Nothing less than your client’s full cooperation will satisfy our inquiry, and assure 
taxpayers that proper procedures are in place to prevent the misuse of the public offices they 
fund with their hard-earned dollars.  We therefore ask that you provide a detailed response to the 
points raised in this letter and to our prior information requests, by October 24, 2023.   

Sincerely, 

_______________________                                                                _______________________ 
Charles E. Grassley                                                        Nancy Mace

 Ranking Member                                                                 Member of Congress 
Senate Committee on the Budget      Committee on Oversight & Accountability
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