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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA SEALED COMPLAINT 

- v. - Violations of 
18 U.S.C. §§ 666, 1341 

WILLARD LANHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," COUNTY OF OFFENSE: 

NEW YORK 
Defendant. 

x 

BOUTHERN DISTRICT OF _NEW YORK, ss-.: 

ROBERT RYAN,bei-ng duly sworn_,_ deposes and says that he 
is a Criminal Investigator w-ith the United States Attorney's 
Office for the Southern Distri-ct of-New York ("USAO"), and 
charges as follows: 

COUNT ONE 

1. From at least in or about January 2002, up to and 
including in or about October 2008, in the Southern District of 
New York and elsewhere, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, being an agent, manager, and representative ~f a local 
government agency, to wit, the New York City Department of 
Education (the "DOE"), that received benefits in excess of 
$10,000 under a Federal program involving a grant, contract, 
subsidy, loan, guarantee, insurance, or other form of Federal 
assistance, unlawfully, willfully, and knowingly embezzled, 
stole, obtained by fraud, intentionally misapplied, and without 
authority knowingly converted to the use of persons other than 
the rightful owners, property valued at more than $5,000 and that 
was under the care, custody, and control of the DOE, to wit, 
LANHAM, while working as a consultant for the DOE, knowingly 
converted to his own use, without authority, approximately $3.6 
million in DOE funds that were intended to provide internet 
access to New York City public schools. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 666(a) (1) (A) & 2.) 



COUNT TWO 

2. From at least in or about January 2002, up to and 
including in or about October 2008, in the Southern District of 
New York and elsewhere, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, unlawfully, willfully, and knowingly, having devised 
and intending to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud, and for 
obtaining money and property by means of false and fraudulent 
pretenses, representations, and promises, and attempting to do 
so, did place in a post office and- authorized depository for mail 
matter, a matter and thing to be sent and delivered by the Postal 
Service and did deposit and cause to be deposited a matter and 
thing to be sent and delivered by private and commercial 
interstate carrier, and did take and receive therefrom, such 
matter and thing, and did knowingly cause to be delivered by mail 
and such carrier according to the direction thereon, such matter 
and thing, to w.it, LANHAM made material misrepresenta.t.ions to the 
DOE and others about a company LANHAM owned and operated and 
about consultants working on DOE projects that LANHAM managed for 
the DOE as part of a ·scheme to receive DOE funds, which totaled 
approximately $3.6 million, to which LANHAM was not entitled. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 2) 

The bases forrleponent-'-s know;Ledge and for the 
foregDing charges are, in part, as follows: 

3. I am-a Criminal Investigator with the USAO, and 
have been in that position for over 3 years. Previously, I was a 
Special Agent with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development-Office of the Inspector General ("HUD-OIG") for 3 
years, and prior to that I was a Special Agent with Internal 
Revenue Service - Criminal Investigation ("IRS-CI") for 14 years. 
While with the USAO, HUD-OIG, and IRS-CI, I have partici2ated in 
multiple investigations of theft, embezzlement, and fraud. I am 
familiar with the facts and circumstances set forth below from my 
participation in the investigation of this case, from my personal 
knowledge, and from my conversations with other law enforcement 
officers and others. Because this Affidavit is being submitted 
for the limited purpose of establishing probable cause, I have 
not included every fact I have learned during the investigation. 
Where the actions, statements and conversations of others are 
recounted herein, they are related in substance and in part, 
unless otherwise indicated. 

4. I have spoken with investigators from the New York 
City Office of the Special Commissioner of Investigation ("SCI"), 
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which has been conducting an investigation into the activities of 
WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, among others, 
in connection with LANHAM's role as a consultant for the DOE. 
During the investigation, SCI gathered and analyzed evidence 
including, but not limi_ted to, financial records and interviews 
of executives and employees of various entities referenced below. 
The information set forth below, except where specifically 
indicated, is based on my review of re~evant evidence and 
analyses obtained or conducted by SCI, my discussions with SCI 
investigators who gathered and analyzed the evidence, and my 
independent review of financial documents obtained from public 
sources and by subpoena. 

Overview of the Criminal Scheme 

5. In or about 2000, the DOE hired an independent 
consulting company- (the "-Consulting Company") to manage three 
major initiatives for the DOE, including Project Connect, a 
large-scale cabling, i-ntegr-ation, and wireless deployment proj ect 
with the goal of providing internet access to all New York City 
public school classrooms. In or about 2000, the Consulti-ng 
Company hired WILLARD-LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross-Lanham," the defendant, 
to work as a consultant to the DOE on these three projects. 

6. In--or ahollt Janua~y -2002, LANHAM, while s:till a 
consu-ltant to t'he ---nOE, became the project manager for -the DOE. on 
Pro-j-e-ct" Connect and the two other DOE initiatives. As the DOE 
proj-ect manager, LANHAM served as the primary DOE point of 
contact for:' all 'contractors and subcontractors working on these 
three projects until in or about October 2008, when the DOE 
terminated LANHAM's consulting relationship with the DOE. 

7. Throughout his tenure at the DOE, LANHAM was 
involved in all aspects of managing Project Connect and the two 
other DOE initiatives, including providin3 oversight and 
supervision for the DOE of the various contractors and 
subcontractors engaged on these projects. For LANHAM's work for 
the DOE, from in or about 2000 to in or about October 2008, the 
Consulting Company paid LANHAM, a salary of approximately $200,000 
per year, for a total of approximately $1.7 million, all of which 
was billed to, and ultimately paid for by, the DOE. 

8. As set forth in greater detail below, there is 
probable cause to believe that during the approximately seven 
years that WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, 
was responsible for managing Project Connect and the two other 
projects for the DOE for which he was paid approximately $200,000 
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per year in salary, LANHAM abused this- position of trust by 
unlawfully and without authority direct-ing $3.6 million in DOE 
funds to a company that LANHAM owned and controlled. This sum of 
$3.6 million in DOE funds was intended to be spent providing 
internet access to New York City public school classrooms and 
reducing the DOE's costs for its telephone and data line bills. 

9. More specifically, LANHAM orchestrated the hiring 
of outside consultants (the "LANHAM Consultants"), including, 
without authority, his own brother, to work for LANHAM on the 
three DOE projects that LANHAM oversaw. LANHAM then, without 
authority, arranged for "Lanham Enterprises," a company LANHAM 
owned and operated, to make millions of dollars from the billing 
of the DOE for the LANHAM Consultants' work while taking steps to 
conceal this arrangement from the DOE. 

10. LANHAM knowing~yand without authority converted 
this money from the DOE in the following two ways. First, after 
paying the LANHAM Consultants directly for their work, LANHAM, 
through Lanham Enterprises", billed a subcontractor working on 
project Connect for thes-e same cDnsultants at a much higher rate_ 
than- what LANHAM had paid them, and L.ANfffiM kept-the_difference. 
Second, LANHAM instructed a subcontractor working on the DOE 
proj ects LAl\JHAM managed: to-pay the LANHAM Consllltants directly, 
and-to b~ Lanham Enterprises for approximately that amount. 
LANHAM then used- Lanham Enterprises to cha-rge another 
subcontractor a greatly inflated amount f.or the w_ork of the 
~..:..1V1 Consultants, and LANHAM again kept the difference. 

11. In both of these circumstances, Lanham Enterprises 
contributed nothing of value to the work that the LANHAM 
Consultants performed, other than to submit significantly marked
up invoices for the work that was ultimately paid for by the DOE. 
Using this scheme, LANHAM converted to his own use an additional 
approximately $3.6 million in DOE funds, on top of his $200,000 
annual salary, for providing no additional service to the New 
York City public schools. 

12. To conceal the criminal scheme, WILLARD LANHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, never disclosed to his 
supervisors at the DOE that Lanham Enterprises was profiting from 
the work done by the LANHAM Consultants and LANHAM was never 
authorized by anyone at the DOE to engage in this conduct. 
Indeed, throughout this scheme, LANHAM affirmatively misled the 
DOE and the contractors and subcontractors that worked on the DOE 
projects that LANHAM was responsible for managing for the DOE. 
For example: 
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a. LANHAM falsely represented to companies and 
subcontractors working on Project Connect that the DOE had 
approved payments to Lanham Enterprises for consulting work when, 
in fact, the DOE had not. 

b. LANHAM falsely represented to the DOE that 
two of the LANHAM Consultants were being paid for by one of the 
principal Project Connect contractors when, in fact, the DOE was 
paying for these consultants and Lanham Enterprises was, in fact, 
getting a substantial portion of those DOE payments. 

c. LANHAM also concealed from the DOE the 
payments to Lanham Enterprises for the LANHAM. Consultants by 
ensuring that the Lanham Enterprises invoices for these 
consultant~ were never provided to the DOE directly; instead, 
LANHAM caused Lanham Enterprises invoices to be sent to 
subcontractors who then passed the costs for the consultants onto 

·other subcontractors-or contractors, who then billed the DOE for 
these expenses. And LANHAM never disclosed to the DOE- that 
Lanham Enterprise-s -was a part of the billing caain. In fact, at 
LANHAM's dire_ction, the costs to the DOE of -some of the LANHAM 
Consultants, including LANHAM's own brother, were hidden in . 
construction bills fox--prqject Connect that were submitted to the 
nOE under the categories "miscellaneous," "multiple," or 
"varrous. " 

d.._ In addition, LANHAM als_o succeeded in 
converting DOE funds without authority by threatening a Project 
Connect contractor that the contractor would be removed from 
project Connect if it did not- hire a particular subcontractor 
that LANHAM had already established was willing to both pay and 
be billed by Lanham Enterprises for the LANHAM Consultants. 

13. As set forth in more detail below, WILLARD 
LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," used the millions of dollars in 
proceeds from this unauthorized cOILversion of DOE money to fund a 
lavish lifestyle, including to purchase various luxury cars, and 
to purchase and develop significant real estate holdings on Long 
Island. 

The DOE Hires LANHAM to Oversee Project Connect 

14. Based on a review of documents from the DOE and 
conversations with SCI investigators, I have learned, in 
substance and in part, the following: 
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a. In or abo~t 2000, the DOE hired the 
Consulting Company to oversee three major projects for the DOE. 
The first project, Project Connect, handled large-scale cabling, 
integration and wireless deployment projects related to internet 
services with the goal of providing internet access to all New 
York City public school classrooms, including in Manhattan and 
the Bronx. The second project involved overseeing the federal 
E-Rate program, which provided federal funds for the DOE to 
obtain deeply discounted services for internet acces-s, 
telecommunications, and local area network installations. The 
third project involved centralizing the processing and payment of 
all the DOE's local telecommunication expenses, including phone 
and data lines. Between in or about 2000 and in or about 2008, 
the DOE received in excess of $10,000 annually from the federal 
government from, among other sources, the Federal E-Rate Program, 
to help fund DOE projects and expenditures, including Project 
Connect. 

b. Two companies, a global technology and 
consulting company (the "Technology Company") and a global 
broadband and telecommunIcations company (the "Telecommunications 
CompanyW) were the principa-l contract-ors that-the DOE hired to 
work on project Connect. As the principal Project Connect 
contractors, the::-Technology Company and_ the Tel_ecommunications 
Company were permitted=. to, and did,-B-ubcontract::_ out some of the 
required work.to varIous subcontraetors. 

c. In or about 20-00, the Consulting Company 
hired WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, to work 
as a consultant to the DOE on these three New York City public 
school-related projects. In or about January 2002, LANHAM, while 
still a consultant to the DOE, became the DOE project manager on 
Project Connect, the Federal E-Rate program, and the centralized 
billing project. In this role, LANHAM served as, and was 
identified in various DOE-vendor agreements as, the primary DOE 
point of contact for all contractors and subcontractors working 
on these projects until on or about October 17, 2008, when the 
DOE terminated LANHAM's consulting agreement. From in or about 
2001 to in or about October 2008, LANHAM was involved in all 
aspects of managing the three aforementioned projects, including 
providing oversight and supervision for the DOE of the various 
contractors and subcontractors on these projects. During this 
time, LANHAM worked out of a DOE office in Brooklyn, New York 
used a DOE email account, and was required to report to DOE 
officials in the DOE Division of Instructional and Information 
Technology ("DIIT"). 
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d. From in or about 2000 to in or about October 
2008, the Consulting Company paid LANHAM, through Lanham 
Enterprises -- a company that LANHAM controlled, operated and 
owned with his wife -- a salary of approximately $200,000 per 
year, and as much as $229,000 per year, for LANHAM's work for the 
DOE. In total, LANHAM was paid approximately $1.7 million by the 
Consulting Company for his work on the New York City public 
school-related projects, all of which was billed to, and 
ultimately paid for, by the DOE. 

LANHAM's Unauthorized Scheme to Obtain Money from the DOE 

A. LANHAM's Consultants - The Technology Company 

15. According to a senior manager ("Senior Manager") 
at a company that worked on Project Connect as a subcontractor 
(the "Communications Subcontractor") to the Technology Company 

who was interviewed by SCI investigators, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a 
"Ross Lanham,lt the de£endant, told the Senior Manager ill-.or about 
April 2002 that LANHAM needed- two consultants ("Consultant-l" and 
-"Consultant-Zit) to work for LANHAM at the DOE. LANHAM wanted the 
Communications SuDcontrac..tor to hire these consul.tants in .. -
connection with the Communication Subcontractor's work on Project 
Connect, even though these:-consultants wollld b~ working directly 
for LANHAM at the DOE and would have no direct role in the· work 
done by the Communications Subcontractor. LANHAM-a-lso instructed 
the Communi cat ions--Su-bcontrac tor to pay Consultant-l $70 per 
hour, and to pay Consultant --2--$ 30 per heur. LANHAM further 
instructed Communications Subcontractor to pay the consultants 
directly, and then bill Lanham Enterprises for reimbursement. 
The Communications Subcontractor agreed and implemented this 
plan. 

16. According to the Vice-President of Operations (the 
"Vice-President lt ) for another subcontractor on proj~ct Connect 
(the "Cabling Subcontractor") who was interviewed by SCI 
investigators, in or about April 2002 -- the same time period 
when WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, arranged 
for the Communications Subcontractor to hire and pay Consultant-l 
and Consultant-2 and then bill Lanham Enterprises for their work 
-- LANHAM also introduced the Cabling Subcontractor to the 
Technology Company as a potential subcontractor to do cabling 
work on Project Connect for the Technology Company. And, shortly 
after the Cabling Subcontractor, whose offices were located in 
Manhattan, began doing cabling work for the Technology Company on 
project Connect, LANHAM, through Lanham Enterprises and with the 
approval of the Cabling Subcontractor, started billing Cabling 
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Subcontractor for Consultant-Land Consultant-2, at the rates of 
approximately $187.50 and $125.00 per hour, respectively. 
According to the Vice-President, LANHAM furthered his scheme by 
asking if the Cabling Subcontractor would, in turn, bill LANHAM's 
consulting expenses to the Technology Company because Lanham 
Enterprises could not bill the DOE directly for reimbursement for 
the consultants' fees under Project Connect and LANHAM could ndt 
bill the Technology Company for these expenses because Lanham 
Enterprises was not an approved vendor for the Technology 
Company. Like the Communications Subcontractor, the Cabling 
Subcontractor agreed to and implemented this plan. 

17. According to a manager (the "Manager") at the 
Technology Company who worked on Project Connect and was 
interviewed by SCI investigators, the Technology Company 
submitted a request (the "Consultant Request") to WILLARD LANHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, also in_Qr~about April 2002, 
which did not mention Lanham Enterprises' involvement with 
Consultant-lor Consultcmt-2. The Consultant Reques_t sought DOE 
approval for Project Connect funding to pay the Technology 
Company for Consultant-l and Consultailt-2. According to SCI 
investigators, however, the-Technology Company has been unable to 
locate a copy of the Consultant Request that was actually 
authorized by a DOE employee, and the DOE has been unable to 
locate any copy, signed or unsigned, -of- the Consultant Request. 
According to the Manager and two otheremproyees-~ of the 
Techn610gy Company invOlved w-i-th Project Connect who were 
-±nterviewedby SCI investigat-ors, in or- -about 2D02 r the Cabling 
Subcontractor started billing the Technology Company for the work 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 did for LANHAM at the DOE. The 
Technology Company, in turn, 'billed the DOE for these consultants 
at amounts up to 15% higher than what the Technology Company paid 
the Cabling Subcontractor for Consultant-1 and Consultant-2. 

18. According to the Manager, in or about the fall of 
2002, the Technology Company learned that the Cabling 
Subcontractor had made payments to WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross 
Lanham," the defendant, for Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 through 
LANHAM's company, Lanham Enterprises. When the Manager 
questioned LANHAM about this practice, LANHAM stated, in 
substance and in part, that he had approval from a specific 
individual at the DOE for this pass-through plan. I have 
reviewed a January 10, 2003 email from the Manager to other 
officials at the Technology Company in which the Manager stated, 
in substance and in part, the following: 
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a. The Manager had jus t spoken wi th LANHAM and
the Manager had informed LANHAM that the Manager had just learned 
for the first time that Lanham Enterprises had provided 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 to work on project Connect. 

b. LANHAM told the Manager that LANHAM had 
spoken with a DOE official (IIDOE Official-1 1l

) II when they were 
bringing in these two resources and that since it was going 
through [the Technology Company], [DOE Official-1] did not have 
an issue with that. II DOE Official-1 was interviewed by SCI 
investigators and stated, in substance and in part, that he was 
not working at the DOE in January 2003, was not familiar with 
Project Connect, did not recall who LANHAM was, and did not 
recall having a conversation with LANHAM about bringing in 
consultants, the approval for which DOE Official-1 was not even 
authorized to provide. 

19. Based on a review of invoices concerning the work 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 performed for WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a 
"Ross Lanham," the defendant, and bank records for Lanham 
Enterprises, I have learned, in sum and substance, the follow-ing: 

a. Consultant-l worked at the DOE for LANHAM 
from in or -about April 2002 through in or about-Dctober 2008, and 
Consultant-2 worked at the DOE for LANHAM from in or about April 
20D2 through in or ttbout May 2005. 

b. LANHAM signed the invoices- that Consultant_-::l 
and Consultant-2 submitted to the Communicat.ions Subcontractor to 
get paid, and next to LANHAM's signature were the words, 
"Authorized and agree-d to by." No DOE employee appears to -have 
ever signed any of these invoices for Consultant-lor Consultant-
2. 

c. From in or about April 2002 through in or 
about October 2008, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, utilized the Communications Subcontractor, the Cabling 
Subcontractor, another subcontractor to the Technology Company 
(the "Technology Company Subcontractor") ,1 and the Technology 

1 Based on interviews done by SCI investigators with three 
employees of the Technology Company and "a review of relevant 
invoices, I have learned that beginning in November 2002, the 
Technology Company discontin~ed using the Cabling Subcontractor 
to pass through Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 for WILLARD LANHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, but rather decided, with 
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Company to implement the pass-through scheme that LANHAM devised 
as described above. 

d. Beginning in or about April 2002, the 
Communications Subcontractor, in fact, paid Consultant-1 and 
Consultant-2 at $70 per hour and $30 per hour, respectively, and 
sought reimbursement for these expenses from Lanham Enterprises. 
LANHAM, in turn, created and provided invoices to the Cabling 
-Sl1:bcontractor that made it appear as- if Lanham Enterprises was 
directly paying Consultant-1 and Consultant-2, at the rates of up 
to approximately $187.50 and $125.00 per hour respectively, and 
LANHAM asked the Cabling Subcontractor to reimburse Lanham 
Enterprises for the work of Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 at that 
inflated rate. As described above, however, Lanham Enterprises 
did not pay these consultants directly, nor at the rates LANHAM 
.indicated to the Cabling Subcontractor. Rather, LANHAM profited 
-- without authorization from the DOE, disclosure to the DOE, or 
adding any value to the services provided by Consultant-1 and 
Consultant-2 for LANHAM at the DOE -- from the difference between 
what LANHAM needed to reimburse the Communications Subcontractor 
for the consultants' work and what he received from the Cabling 
Subcontractor for that very same work. 

e. As instructed by LANHAM, after receiving 
Lanham Enterprises' invoices for these two consultants, and, 
according to -the owner of the eabling Subcontractor, paying 
Lanham Enterprises for these_ invoices by check- through -the mail , 
the Cabling Subcontractor submitted these expenses to the 
Technology Company for reimbursement. The Technology Company, in 
turn, then submitted invoices to the DOE, which the DOE paid, 
that included Lanham Enterprises' mark-Ups, made no mention of 
Lanham Enterprises, and charged the DOE up to 15% more for 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 than the Technology Company was 
charged by the Cabling Subcontractor. For example: 

LANHAM's agreement, to run the reimbursements for Consultant-1 
and Consultant-2 through the Technology Company Subcontractor, 
which was one of the Technology Company's longtime 
subcontractors. Accordingly, beginning in or about November 
2002, the pass-through scheme as established by LANHAM worked as 
it had beginning in or about April 2002, but with the Technology 
Company Subcontractor in the role that the Cabling Subcontractor 
had: namely, Lanham Enterprises billed the Technology Company 
Subcontractor the inflated rate for Consultant-1 and Consultant-
2, and the Technology Company Subcontractor paid Lanham 
Enterprises by check through the mail, and, in turn, charged the 
Technology Company for Consultant-1 and Consultant-2. 
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i. In or about February and March 2003, invoices for 
the work performed by Consultant-1 and Consultant-
2 in February 2003, which LANHAM signed next to 
the note "authorized and agreed to" and in which 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 billed $70 per hour 
and $30 per hour, respectively, were sent to the 
Communications Subcontractor. In March 2003, the 
Communications Subcontractor billed Lanham 
Enterprises for these consultants; and Lanham 
Enterprises, in turn, billed the Technology 
Company Subcontractor for Consultant-1 and 
Consultant-2 at rates of approximately $168.75 per 
hour and $112.50 per hour, respectively. The 
costs for these consultants were then billed by 
the Technology Company Subcontractor to the 
Technology Company, and the Technology Company 
then billed, and was paid by, the DOE at a rate of 
approximately $215.62 per hour and $143.75 per 
hour for the work done by Consultant-1 and 
Consultant~-2, respectively. 

ii. -For February 2003 alone, the DOE.paid out a total 
of approximately $54,500 for Consultant-1 and 
Consultant-2, of which Lanham Enterprises received 
approximately $42,750. From the payments to 
LanhaITl-Enterprises, Consultant-1 and ConsuLtant-2 
received apprDximately $~16, 000. Accordingly, for 
£ebruaLY 2003 alone, LANHAM, through Lanham 
Enterprises, converted more than $26,000 in 
unauthorized DOE funds to his own use. 

f. Between in or about April 2002 and in or 
about October 2008, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, through Lanham Enterprises, and without the knowledge, 
approval, or authorization of the DOE, and without adding any 
value to the work done by Consultant-1 and Consultant-2, was paid 
approximately $3.2 million in DOE funds for the work Consultant-1 
and Consultant-2 did for the DOE on Project Connect, E-Rate, and 
the telecommunications billing project. 

20. According to six senior DOE employees, including 
the DOE officials responsible for supervising WILLARD LANHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, who were interviewed by SCI 
investigators, LANHAM never informed the DOE that LANHAM or a 
company that LANHAM controlled or owned was profiting from the 
work performed by Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 for the DOE on 
any DOE project, let alone the projects that LANHAM was 
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responsible for and paid $200,000 a year in salary to manage. In 
addition, according to these DOE employees, neither LANHAM nor 
Lanham Enterprises was authorized to receive DOE funds for the 
work done by Consultant-1 and Consultant-2 for the DOE on any DOE 
project, let alone the projects that LANHAM was responsible for 
and paid $200,000 a year in salary to manage. 

B. LANHAM Consultants -
The Telecommunications Company 

21. Beginning in or about 2004, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a 
"Ross Lanham," the defendant, brought on three more consultants 
to work for the DOE on the telecommunications billing project and 
.the federal E-Rate program, both of which LANHAM managed for the 
DOE. Through these three consultants, LANHAM obtained, without 
the knowledge, approval, or authorization of the DOE, even more 
illicit profits from the DOE by initiating and implementing ~ 
pass-through scheme nearly identical to the one described above, 
but through the Telecommunications Company, the other principal 
Project- Connect contractor. 

22. More specifically, as was the case with 
Consultant-1 and Consultant-2, LANHAM arranged for the 
_Communications. Subcontractor to pay for one of these three 
additional consultant-s directly. After the Communications 
Sulx:!ontractorpaid thi-s consul tan,t, it then billed Lanham 
Enterpri-s-e-s-. wi~th respect to the- other two additional 
consultants·, . Lanham Enterprises 1?aid them directly . In -both 
cases, LANHAM, but no DOE employee, approved and authorized the 
three consultants' invoices on behalf of the DOE. Lanham 
Enterprises then charged the Cabiing Subcontractor for the work 
of these three consultants at a rate of more than three times 
what Lanham Enterprises paid out directly to the consultants or 
the Communications Subcontractor. The Cabling Subcontractor, in 
turn, passed these costs onto the Telecommunications Company (or 
back to the Communications Subcontractor who then passed them 
onto the Telecommunications Company), and the Telecommunications 
Company, like the Technology Company, in turn, inflated the costs 
of the three consultants and billed the DOE. The DOE then paid 
for these consultants without knowing that LANHAM, through Lanham 
Enterprises, was receiving a substantial portion of the money. 
According to DOE officials responsible for supervising LANHAM, 
neither LANHAM nor Lanham Enterprises was authorized to receive 
DOE funds for work done by these three additional consultants for 
the DOE on any DOE project. 
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23. As set forth below, however, LANHAM's scheme with 
the three additional consultants was different in at least one 
important respect than the arrangement he implemented with 
Consultant-l and Consultant-2, While the invoices from,the 
Technology Company to the DOE concerning Consultant-l and 
Consultant-2 did not indicate that Lanham Enterprises was getting 
paid for Consultant-l and Consultant-2, these invoices at least 
identified Consultant-l and Consultant-2 and the amount the DOE 
was being charged for their work. with regard to the three 
additional consultants, however, LANHAM not only withheld from 
the DOE the fact that a company that LANHAM owned and operated 
was getting paid with DOE funds for the work of these three 
consultants, LANHAM also affirmatively and successfully hid from 
the DOE the fact that the DOE was actually paying for these 
consultants at all. 

LANHAM's Brother 

24. One of the three additional consultants that 
WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the de~endant, arranged to 
work on the DOE projects that LANHAM was managing was LANHAM's 
brother ("LANHAM's Bro-ther"). Accordir:tg _to LANHAM's Brother, who 
was interviewed by SCI investigators: 

a. LANHAM's -BrGther worked on the DOE 
telecommunications billing project from ino.r around mid-200S 
through in or around- the beginning of 2007, sometimes as much as 
25 hours per week~ 

b. LANHAM's Brother worked from his own home and 
he never worked at any actual DOE office. 

c. LANHAM signed LANHAM's Brother's time sheets. 

d. LANHAM's Brother was paid $40 per hour by 
Lanham Enterprises for his work on the telecommunications billing 
project. 

2S. According to six senior DOE employees, including 
the DOE officials responsible for supervising LANHAM, who were 
interviewed by SCI investigators, no one at the DOE had any 
knowledge that LANHAM's Brother was doing consulting work on any 
DOE-related matter, let alone that LANHAM himself was profiting 
from DOE work that LANHAM's brother was handling. 
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26. Based on a review of time sheets and invoices 
concerning LANHAM's Brother and Lanham Enterprises bank records, 
I have learned, in sum and substance, the following: 

a. LANHAM signed LANHAM's Brother's time sheets 
underneath the note, "NYC DOE - DIIT Acknowledgment" and next to 
the note, "DOE Signature." No DOE employee signed, or even saw, 
LANHAM's Brother's time sheets. 

b. LANHAM's Brother was never identified as 
working on any DOE project on any time sheet, invoice, or 
document that was sent to the DOE. 

c. LANHAM, through Lanham Enterprises, 'was paid 
approximately $175 per hour by the Cabling Subcontractor for 
LANHAM's Brother's DOE consulting work. 

d. Over the course of the approximate year and a 
half year period that LANHAM's Brother was employ~d by LANHAM on 
DOE projects that LANHAM was managing, LANHAM, through Lanham 
Enterprises, conver,ted over $200, 000 in DOE funds to his own use 

-a-s a re.slllt of LANHAM's B'roth~ unauthorized DOE' consulting work. 

LANHAM's Threats to the 
Telec,ommuni'cat-ions Company 

27. According to thre'e Telecommunication Company 
employees involved with managing the Telecommunication Company's 
projects with the DOE, who were interviewed by SCI investigators, 
WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, threatened 
the Telecommunications Company when it considered using a 
subcontractor other than the Communications Subcontractor on 
Project Connect. More specifically, in or about the summer of 
2006, LANHAM told the Telecommunications Company, in sUbstance 
and in part, that LANHAM wanted the Telecommunications Company to 
use the Communications Subcontractor as its subcontractor for 
cabling and integration work, and if the Telecommunications 
Company did not do so, LANHAM was going to give the cabling and 
integration work on Project Connect to the Technology Company. 
The Telecommunications Company agreed to LANHAM's demand. 

Billing for the LANHAM Consultants 

28. According to three Telecommunication Company 
employees involved with managing the Telecommunication Company's 
projects with the DOE, who were interviewed by SCI investigators: 
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a. WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, approved the consultants' bills on behalf of the DOE. 
The Telecommunication Company sought approval from LANHAM, acting 
in his capacity as the project manager for the DOE, for the 
consultant bills that the Telecommunications Company received 
from the Communications Subcontractor and/or the cabting 
Subcontractor, and LANHAM approved of these bills. 

b. The consulting bills from the Communications 
Subcontractor and/or the Cabling Subcontractor, however, did not 
disclose the identity of the consultants or that they were 
working for Lanham Enterprises. For example, in May 2004, the 
Telecommunication Company received a bill from the Communications 
Subcontractor, without supporting documentation such as time 
sheets or timecards, that listed consulting services in the 
amount of approximately $325,000.00. According to one 
Telecommunication COITlpany employee, LANHAM approved this charge 
and, in or about July 2004, bank records for Lanham Enterprises 
reflect the deposit of a check from the Cabling Subcontractor in 
the amount of $286,200.00. 

c. LANHAM was aI-so responsible, at least in 
part, for the format and information contained within the 
Telecommunication Company~s Project Connect _bills _that were 
tYQically sent to the DOE wi-th the_ following- note, '~A.'I'TN: ROSS 

LANHAM. " With respect to cha.J:-ges -f.or "cabling" and 
"integration," LANH.~.M instructed t-b-e- Telecommunication Company to 
puLth0se charges under the categories "cabling" and 
"integration." However, with respect to billing the DOE for the 
consulting charges arising from the work done by LANHAM's Brother 
and the two other additional consultants ("Consultant-3" and 
"Consultant-4"), which were billed to the Telecommunications 
Company by the Communications Subcontractor and/or the Cabling 
Subcontractor, LANHAM instructed the Telecommunication Company to 
list these charges on its bills to the DOE simply as 
"miscellaneous," "multiple," or "various." 

d. Accordingly, based on LANHAM's instructions, 
the bi~ls to the DOE from the Telecommunication Company did not 
specify that charges under "multiple" or "various" were for 
consultants, the identity of the consultants, what services the 
consultants were providing, or that Lanham Enterprises was 
getting paid a substantial portion of these costs. In fact, 
based on my review of the bills submitted to the DOE by the 
Telecommunication Company, I have learned that the "description 
of work" for the line item that corresponded to the consultants' 
work was written as, among other things, "ATM Installation 
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Integration Services" and "EVPL Installation Integration 
Services." These two descriptions concern the actual wiring of 
schools for internet access, and not the consulting work done by 
LANHAM's Brother, Consultant-3, and Consultant-4, which consisted 
primarily of reviewing bills in connection with the DOE 
telecommunications billing project that LANHAM managed. 

29. According to six senior DOE employees, including 
the DOE officials responsible for supervising WILLARD L7rnHAM, 
a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, who were interviewed by SCI 
investigators, LANHAM never informed the DOE that LANHAM or a 
company that LANHAM controlled or owned was profiting from the 
work performed by LANHAM's Brother, Consultant-3 or Consultant-4 
for the DOE on any DOE project, let alone the projects that 
LANHAM was responsible for and paid $200,000 a year in salary to 
manage. In addition, neither LANHAM nor Lanham Enterprises was 
authorized_to receive DOE funds for the work done by LANHAM's 
Brother, Consultant-3 or Consultant-4 for the DOE on any DOE 
project, let alone the projects that LANHAM was responsible for 
and paid $200,000 a year in salary to manage. 

3'0-. Furthermore, in or -about 2008, LAl\JHAM 
misrepresented to the DIIT Director of Deployment and 
-Implementation that the Telecommunication Company provided two of 
1=-he consultants, Consultant-3and Consultant-4, to the DOE free 
of charge. In truth and in fact, the total amounts actually 

-biITed- t-o DOE-by the Telecommunications Company under "various" 
and/or "miscellane6us" for Consultan-t-3 and Consultant--4- amounted 
to approximately $1 million annually. 

31. Based on a review of billing records, I have 
learned that between in or about 2004 and in or about October 
2008, WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, through 
Lanham Enterprises and without the knowledge, approval, or 
authorization of the DOE, was paid approximately $2.1 million in 
DOE funds for the consulting work performed by LANHAM's Brother, 
Consultant-3, and Consultant-4 on the DOE projects that LANHAM 
was responsible for overseeing. 

C. LANHAM's -Unauthorized Profits 

32. Based on interviews by SCI investigators with 
representatives of Cabling Subcontractor, the Communications 
Subcontractor, and the Technology Company Subcontractor, as well 
as a review of relevant invoices and bank records, I have 
learned, in substance and in part, the following: 
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a. Lanham Enterprises had no other business 
dealings with the Cabling -Subcontractor, the Communications 
Subcontractor, or the Technology Company Subcontractor apart from 
those described in this Complaint. Indeed, based on the 
investigation to date; it appears that Lanham Enterprises' income 
from 2002 through in or about October 2008 consisted almost 
entirely of DOE funds -- from the Consulting Company, which paid 
to Lanham Enterprises the salary that WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross 
Lanham," the defendant, was owed as a DOE consultant, and from 
the unauthorized payments from the Cabling Subcontractor, the 
Communications Subcontractor, and the Technology Company 
Subcontractor in connection with the work done by the LANHAM 
Consultants on the DOE projects LANHAM was managing for the DOE. 

b. Between June 2002 and in or about October 
2008, Lanham Enterprises was paid approximately $5.3 million by 
the Cabling Subcontractor, --t-he Communications Subcontractor, _and 
the Technology Company Subcontractor; and over that same period 
of time, Lanham Enterprises paid out approximately $1.7 million 
to the Communications Subcontr-actor,and the five LANHAM 
Consultants who worked :for LANHAM on the DOE projects LP-..NHAM 
managed. Accordingly ,LANHAlvi, through Lanham Enterprises, trrade 
approximately $3.6 million in unauthorized profits from his 
scheme - funds that were intended to be used to provide internet 
access for New York City public schools and to reduce the DOE's 
te~ephone anddab-a-line costs. 

D. LANHAM's veh:i:cle and Property Pu~chases 

33. WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the 
defendant, engaged in the conduct set forth in this Complaint to 
support a lavish lifestyle, and used the proceeds from his 
criminal scheme to unlawfully obtain DOE funds, in whole or in 
part, to purchase various luxury vehicles and to purchase and 
develop real estate. For example, in connection with this 
investigation, I have reviewed public records and learned that 
from in or around 2002 through in or around 2008, LANHAM and his 
wife purchased a number of new luxury automobiles, including a 
Lexus, Corvette, Porsche, Cadillac Escalade, and Mercedes, at a 
total cost of approximately $600,000. 

34. I have also reviewed various public records and 
learned that WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross Lanham," the defendant, 
and his wife, purchased and developed various properties in the 
past ten years. Specifically, in or about 2000, LANHAM purchased 
a large plot of land in East Northport, New York, and between 
2000 and 2008, he built three high-end houses on this land, 
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including one home assessed by a bank to be worth $720,000 in 
2010. In or about May 2008, LANHAM also purchased property in 
Bethpage, New York, for approximately $380,000. In addition, in 
or about 2008, LANHAM told the DIIT Director of Deployment and 
Implementation that LANHAM had an interest in a large development 
in Bridgehampton, New York, where LANHAM intended to build 
several multi-million dollar homes. 

WHEREFORE, deponent respectfully requests that a 
warrant be issued for the arrest of WILLARD LANHAM, a/k/a "Ross 
Lanham," the defendant, and that he be imprisoned or bailed, as 
the case may be. 

ROBERT RYAN 
-Criminal Investigator 

Sworn to before me this 
~ __ . day of April 2011 

HONORABLE . THEODORE H-. KATZ 
UNITED STA'rES MAGISTRA Iii- E 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

united States Attorney's Office 
Southern Di-s-t;rict of New York 

-18-


