


2. PETER WIISER, the defendant, and his associates created the Weiser Entities to
profit unlawfully from the City’s provision of homeless services by capturing downsircam
revenues arising from CCS’s massive contracts with the City. For the most part, the Weiser
Lintitics were created for the sole purpose of providing goods and scrvices 1o CCS. WEISER
attempted to disguise the Weiscr Lntitics as legitimate providers of, among other things, IT
services and hardware, security services, office and living furniture, and food scrvices. In reality,
and with few exceptions, thc Wciser Lintitics were fly-by-night companies with no or few
cmployees. In most cases, the Weiser Entities obtained goods and services from legitimate third-
patrty vendors and then re-sold those goods and scrvices to CCS at marked-up and, in some cases,
grossly inflaicd prices.

3. PETER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, along with their
coconspirators, allempted to conceal the scheme {rom the various City agencies and components
responsible for the administration of homcless services. For example, the defendants and their
coconspirators solicited straw owners o appear on paper as the owners of the Weiser Lintitics
when, in realily, WEISER owned, financed, and controllcd cach Weiser Intity. Moreover,
WEISER, BRANSKY, and thcir coconspirators made and caused to be made false statements to
Cily officials and personnel about, among other things, the ownership of the Weiser Entities, the
interconnectedness of the Weiscr Lintitics, the sclection process through which CCS awarded
contracts to the Weiser Lintities, and the ability and experience of the Weiser Entities in providing
quality goods and services.

4, Likcwisc, to cvade and bypass the City’s {raud-detection and cost-saving policics
and procedures, PETER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, along with their

coconspirators, caused CCS to award contracts to the Weiser Entities without using a competitive



bidding process, conducting proper due diligence, completing necessary documcntation, or
obtaining requisite approvals. When questioned by the City, BRANSKY at times made and caused
to be madc falsc statcments, including that the required documentation had been misplaced when,
in fact, it had never been completed. At other times, WEISLER crcated and/or solicited fictitious
competing bids and caused those (ictitious hids to be submitted to the City to securc contracts
between CCS and the Weiser Entities and to conecal the inflated pricing.

5. PIETER WLISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, and their
coconspirators, caused CCS — and, as a consequence, the City — to pay the Weiser Entities more
than $50 million for goods and scrvices. The Cily would notl have authorized or made these
payments had proper and truthful disclosures about the Weiser Entitics been made. ‘The fraudulent
scheme harmed the City in numcrous ways, including: (1)} the City paid inflated prices resulting
{from the unnecessary insertion of middlemen (the Weiser Lntitics) between legitimate providers
of goods and serviecs and CCS; (2) the City paid objectively unreasonable markups for certain
goods and services; and (3) CCS’s subversion of the mandatory bidding process and conccalment
of its contlicts of interest exposcd the City to the risk—oflen realized—that the City would not
obtain the best value for its money.

6, Through the scheme, PETER WEISLR, the defendant, collected more than $7
million in illicit profits. THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, earned more than $1.2 million in
salary as the CEQ ol CCS.

Childrens Community Services

7. CCS was formed in 2014, with an address at a UPS store in Laurclton, New York.
CC8’s first office space was in Cedarhurst, New York. PETER WEISER and THOMAS

BRANSKY, the defendants, CCS’s Chief Operating Officer (“CC-1"), and other cmployces of






11, In addition, CCS concealed that the vast majority of funds loaned to CCS 1o fund
its initial operations oslensibly private financing from a family trust and from THOMAS
BRANSKY, the defendant—were, in fact, from PLITER WEISER, the defendant. Because
WEISER intended to capiure all the downstream subcontractor and vendor contracts from CCS,
WEISER and BRANSKY took pains to avoid disclosing that WEISER effectively bankrolled and
controlled CCS. In particular:

a, On or about November 6, 2014, CCS cxecuted a loan agreement with a
family trust (the “Family Trust) associated with PETER WEISER, the defendant. The loan
agreement between the Family Trust and CCS stated that “CCS is starting up a business and does
not have the capital to conduct its business [and the Family Trust] is a trust fund that has capital
and wants to invest ils capital in a business transaction to create income.” The loan provided for
CCS to pay the Family Trust 6.73% interest and for CCS 1o request funds from the Family Trust
on an as-needed basis. The loan agreement was signed by THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant,
and CC-1, on behalf of CCS, and by WEISER’s daughter (who uses a different surname) on behalf
of the I'amily Trust.

b. While the loan agreement stated that the Family Trust was a “trust fund that
has capital and wants to invest ils capital,” in fact the majority of the Family Trust loan funds were
derived from PETER WEISER, the defendant, and onc of the Weiser Entities. In total, from1 in or
about 2014 through in or about 2017, the Family Ttust Joaned approximately $2.56 million to CCS.

Approximately $2.2 million of those funds were derived from WLISER and one of the Weiser



Entities. In total, this arrangement caused CCS (and, by cxtension, the City) to pay WEISER
approximately more than $500,000 in interest payments.

C. In addition, on or about April 23, 2014, TITOMAS BRANSKY, the
defendant, and CCS executed a loan agrcement (the “Bransky Loan Agrecment™). The Bransky
Loan Agrcement stated that “Thomas Bransky has capital and wants to lend to CCS.” The Bransky
Loan Agreement stated that CCS could request funds from BRANSKY on an as-nceded basis,
However, unlike the loan from the Family Trust, the Bransky Loan Agreement provided tor zero-
interest borrowing. In total, CCS received $350,000 pursuant to the Bransky Loan Agrcement,

d. PETLER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, concealed
from the City that WEISER was the source of the funds that BRANSKY loaned to CCS. Tor the
overwhelming majority of the distributions to CCS pursuant to the Bransky Loan Agreement,
WEISLER transferred [unds to BRANSKY, BRANSKY withdrew those funds from his account in
cash, and then BRANSKY dcposited those funds in CCS’s account. Likewise, loan repayments
from CCS flowed through BRANSKY’s account into WEISER’s account, thereby conccaling
WEISER’s direct funding of CCS.

C. TIIOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, made numerous misreprescntations
and/or omissions to the Cily concerning CCS’s {inancing from PETER WEISLR, the defendant,
in order to conceal WLEISLR's influence and control over CCS. For example, in or about April
2018, BRANSKY sent the Department of Social Scrvices (“IDSS™) records relating to his loan to
CCS, including the Bransky Loan Agrecement and a CCS board resolution approving the loan. As
alleged above, the Bransky T.oan Agreement falscly stated that BRANSKY had capital to lend to
CCS. The CCS board resolution, dated December 29, 2014, purported to approve a $100,000 Joan

from BRANSKY to CCS. In reality, there were multiple loans, over lime, totaling $350,000.



Indced, at the time the board resolution was approved, BRANSKY had already loaned $50,000
(which he received directly from WEISER) to CCS, ‘The board resolution, signed by CC-1 and
WEISER’s former son-in-law, stated that the loan was from BRANSKY, when in fact it was
funded entirely by WEISER. The board resolution did not disclose WEISER’s involvement or the
source of the funds,

The Provision of Homeless Services in the City

12, Historically, two City agencies have provided the vast majority of housing and
services 10 homeless New Yorkers: thce Iluman Resources Administration (“HRA™) and the
Department of Homeless Services (“DIS™).! These two agencies operated independently until in
or about the spring of 2016 when certain administrative functions— such as procurement and
contracting (handled by cach agency’s Agency Chief Contracting Officer or “ACCO”)—werc
consolidated under the aegis of the Department of Social Scrvices (“DSS™). TIRA and DIIS each
continued to administer and oversce their own respective programs, largeting different
populations, with different housing and social support nceds. Ilach program had its own
administrators and staff, who workcd with providers to ensure that the providers were taking in
new clicnts in need and providing adequate services, as required by their contracts and the program
requirements generally. Relevant herc, DHS/DSS’s programs serve multiple populations,
including familics with children and single adulis, by providing emergency and transitional

housing in various settings and by providing ancillary services, such as mail delivery, food service,

' Beginning in or about 1979, New York City has recognized that Article 17 of the New York State
Constitution guarantces shelter, to varying degrees, to those who seek it and arc determined to be
eligible. As a result, New York City is legally required to provide sheiter, on the night it is
requested, to anyone who seeks it and is determined to be eligible.

7



childcare, as well as social and support scrvices. At all relevant times, DHS/DSS maintained
offices in Manhattan.
The General Contracting and Funding Process

13. The process for selecting and awarding contracts for homeless services requires
multiple rounds of review and authorization. The City relies on municipal, state, and federal tax
dollars to fund its programs and therefore must comply with the procurement laws and rcguiations
set forth in the City Charter and the Rules of the City of New York, in addition to federal
rcgulations governing procurement when, as here, federal programs or funds contributc to the
City’s services. These rules and regulations are meant to ensure, among other things, transparency,
fairness, and accountability in the awarding of City contracts, and to sateguard taxpayer funds
from waste or fraud. As relevant hcre, in or about 2014, the nced for shelier and related services
was acute, and DHS was secking to increase its housing capacity. To meet the need, DHS solicited
new homeless service providers pursuant to an open-cnded request for proposals (“RFP”) process,
as well as “cmergeney declarations,” issued by the NYC Mayor’s Oftfice. The RFPs set out the
types of services that the City was seeking and thc organizational capacity providers would need
to bid for contracts, among other crileria.

14. At all relevant times, DHS’s Capacity Planning and Development unit (“CPD”)
was responsible for identifying new providers, initiating negotiations, and helping new providers
put topether a proposed budgetl that would meel the program requirements set forth in the RFP.
The typical process for identifying and putting in placc a ncw provider was as follows: An assistant
or deputy commissioner invited prospective providers 1o meet with DHS representatives from its
legal, programs, and budget functions. Prospective providers werc then asked about thelr service

model, rates, and cxperience with scnsitive populations. CPD then negotiated initial rales with a









typically discussed with providers during the budgeting proccss and then, again, with the ACCO’s
office when the contract was drafted and reviewed with the provider.

18.  Once the ACCO carried out a responsibility detcrmination of the provider, dralted
the contract, and the provider cxecuted the contract, the ACCO’s office sent the contract to MOCS
for approval, Once MOCS approved the centract, it was sent to the NYC Comptroller’s Office,
which registered the contract. Only alter a contract was registered could a provider submit involces
{typically on a monthly basis) and receive payment under the contract.

19.  Because the procurement process was lengthy and the need for housing and scrvices
threatened to exceed capacity, DHS at times placed homeless clients secking shelter into housing
managed by a new provider whose contract was still pending in the procurement process. DHS
typically placed clients with these pending new providers only if: (1) DHS CPD had completed its
initial screening of a provider and approved the provider’s initial rate; (2) the DHS Budget Otfice
had reviewed and approved the provider’s line-item budget; and (3) OMB had approved the line-
item budget. As a resull, providers often began operations—providing accommodation in a hotel
room, apartment, or stand-alone shelter, along with varying levels of services—before they were
eligible to receive payment from DHS.

20.  Many providers obtained commercial lines of credit befere their contracts werce
registered to finance their operations during the period prior to contract registration, The cost of a
line of credit could not be included in their budgets, however, and therefore could not be
rcimbursed by DHS. As a result, providers that could demonstrate a critical cash flow nced were
eligible to apply for short-term bridge loans from the Fund for the City of New York ("FCNY™)
that were then repaid once the contract was registered and the provider submitted invoices. The

FCNY bridge loan process consisted of a certified application (typically 3-4 pages); review and
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approval ol the request by DHS; and final authorization of MOCS, which forwarded the request
to the FCNY, which issued a loan agreement to the provider. The FCNY loans were then repaid
when the contract was registered.

CCS Becomes a Homeless Shelter Provider

21, DHS ultimately onboarded CCS as a homeless services provider pursuant to the
process sct forth in paragraphs 13 to 20 above. THOMAS BRANSKY, the defcndant, initially
approached a DHS assistant commissioner (“Assistant Commissioner-1") aboul becoming a
homeless scrvices provider in or about February 2014, At thal time, in an email to DIIS,
BRANSKY claimed to represcnt an organization called “TB Community Services LLLC” and
claimed (o have access to “many apartments that I could furnish and prepare for DHS familics,”
as many as 15 apartments per week. BRANSKY, however, provided few specifics regarding either
his ownership or ability to control so much housing, and he did not provide DHS with supporting
documentation when asked. Accordingly, Assistant Commissioner-1 did not follow up with
BRANSKY.

22. 'THHOMAS BRANSKY, thc defendant, persisted in his attempts to obtain a contract
for homeless services with DHS. In or aboul June 2014, BRANSKY reached out—this time from
a CCS cmail address—io press Assistant Commissioner-1 on the possibility of DHS partnering
with BRANSKY in a real estate development project for DIS clients and, scparaicly., to offer DHS
up to 500 existing apartments for homeless clients “and the organization to ful{ill all the social

kL

servicc requirements for these apartment |[sici Assistant Commissioner-1  forwarded
BRANSKY s email to the then-head of CPD (“Head of CPD-1") and suggested that DHS partner
BRANSKY, as a landlord, with an existing DHS homeless service provider. The Head of CPD-1,

in turn, suggested this to BRANSKY, but BRANSKY rejected the idea.
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(“Contract-1"") on or about November 1, 2014; Contraci-1, however, was not registered with the
City Comptroller’s Office until 2017 owing to, among other things: CCS’s inability lo account
for its use of an unlicensed and unapproved temp agency (Sasy Enlerprises Inc. or “Sasy™) owned
and conirolled by PETER WLISER, the defendant, to hirc and train all ils employees; CCS’s
decision to pay Sasy exorbitant “recruiters foes” and to use Sasy to pay its dircet payroll; and
CC8’s inability to cxplain to DIIS’s satisfaction the scrial irregularitics in Sasy’s invoices, all as
alleged in greater detail below.

26. One DHS Program Director (“Program Director-1") explicitly explained the
conflict-of-interest regulations set forth in paragraph 16 above to THOMAS BRANSKY and
PIITER WEISER, the defendants. While discussing the possibility that a particular DUS contract
could be expanded to include food service, BRANSKY and WEISER proposed, in substancc and
in parl, that WEISER provide the food service, Program Dircctor-1 stated, in substance and in
part, that this was unacceptable because, as Program Director-1 understood it, WEISLIR was a
member of CCS’s board of dircctors. BRANSKY then replied, in substance and in part, that
WEISER would stcp down from the board. Program Director-1 reiterated, in substance and in
part, that to award the contract to WEISER would effectively constitute a conflict of interest and
self-dealing, which DHS would not permit.

CCS Farms Out Contract Performance fo Sasy

27. Sasy was incorporated by PETER WEISER, the defendant, in 1970, as a clothing
company in Brooklyn, New York., WEISER and CC-1 worked together at other WEISER cntitics
in the 1980s, and logether at Sasy from al least in or around the mid-1990s. At all relevant times,
WEISER was the CEO/President of Sasy and Sasy’s registered address was WEISER's personal

residence.
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31.  Also in or about June 2016, Sasy and CCS entered into an agreement for I'T and
computer services. In this agreement, CCS agreed, in substance and in part, to pay Sasy “1.35 of
purchase cost” for all “Computers, Printers, Scanners, 1lot Spots, Electronic devices”™ and “1.25 of
purchase cost” for “Furniture, I'ilec Cabinets.” Tt also provided, in substance and in pari, that for
cach “office”™—a term which goes undefined—CCS would pay $3,000 to set up each computer
and corresponding office cquipment. Finally, the contract provided that CCS would pay Sasy
“$100 per Month times the number of individual computers” {or “On Site Maintenance.”

32. In or about April 2015, CCS began applying for bridge loans from the FCNY to
covcr its operating cxpenses until its pending contracts under the Cluster Site and Hotel programs
had been registered by the New York City Comptroller’s Office. As CCS began applying for
bridge loans more and more frequently—and for larger and larger amounts—the DHS/DSS ACCO
began 1o question the amounts that CCS was requesling, in particular for its payroll. When the
ACCO’s office finally received some of the back-up documenlation to justify CCS’s high payroll
spending as reflected on its bridge loan applications, CCS’s reliance on Sasy cmerged. In a
November 2016 cmail to TITOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, the ACCQO for DHS/DSS
questioned the use of Sasy and requested various calegories of back-up documents and
information, stating, “I cannot get this loan approved until we have an explanation.” CCS
responded and provided some documents to address the amounts charged by Sasy (and how they
were reflected in the payroll expenscs CCS submitied), but each round of documents or invoices
that CCS submitted revealed new discrepancies, such as the amounts invoiced not reflecting the
amounts sought in bridge loans; the invoices themselves being higber than the ultimate payroll;

and costs labeled as “benefits” that totaled nearly 60% of payroll itself. The DIS/DSS ACCO
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continued to press for additional documentation about Sasy and explained to BRANSKY that the
[50% temp agencey fee thal Sasy charged was unrcasonable.

33.  Rather than provide the documentation—such as price lists—requested by
DHS/DSS, which would have revealed the exorbitant feces and markups that Sasy was charging,
on or about December 2, 2016, THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, informed DHS/DSS that
Sasy was willing lo transfer all employees to CCS and forgo all future fees if its $13 million in
open invoices to CCS were paid in full through DIS/DSS’s bridge loan program. DHS/DSS
refused to pay these outstanding Sasy invoices beyond direct payroll. Around the same time, in
or ahout December 2016, PETER WLISLR, bcgan sctting up the Weiser Entities to replace Sasy.

The Weiser Entities

34, PETER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, and thcir
coconspirators, causcd CCS to obtain, among other goods and services, IT services and hardware,
temp and personnel services, cleaning scrvices, seeurity services, olfice and living furniture, food
services, and real cstatc brokcrage services, from the Weiser Entities. The allcgations set [orth
below, §9 35-80, infra, provide examples of the ways in which WEISER, BRANSKY, and their
coconspirators used the Weiscr Lintitics to defraud the City.

IT Services and Hardware: AZ Security and Delta

35, At all relevant times, AZ Seccurity Scrvices LILC (“AZ Security”) and Delta I'T
Solutions LLC (“Delta™) were conirolled by PETER WEISER, the defendant, and were created
and/or used to provide 1T services and hardwarc to CCS at inflated prices. While A7 Security and

Delta had straw owners and CLOs, WEISER was the true owner and opcrator of both companies,
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AZ Security

36.  The original officer and manager of AZ Sceurity was an individual (“Weciser
Associate-17) who, at the time AZ Security was formed, was in his early 20s, had not compleled
high school, and was unemployed. In or around the fall of 2015, TIHIOMAS BRANSKY, the
defendant, who had met Weiser Associate-1 years earlier, introduced Weiscr Associate-1 1o
PLTER WLISER, the defendant, for the purposc of using Weiser Associate-1 as a straw owner.
BRANSKY described WEISER to Weiser Associate-1 as BRANSKY’s “business partner.” Ina
meeting among WLISER, CC-1, and Weiscr Associate-1, WEISER explained to Weiscr
Associate-1, in substance and in part, that CCS was a non-profit that provided housing and that he,
WEISER, was cstablishing separate for-profit companies to provide goods and setrvices to CCS.
WLEISER explained, in substance and in part, that the Weiser Entities could not be affiliated with
CCS becausc CCS was not allowed to turn a protit. WEISER then asked Weiser Associate-1, in
substance and in part, to serve as the owner of AZ Security on paper and cxplained that Weiser
Associate-1 would not have to do any work and would be compensated for his role as straw owner.
Weiser Associate-1 agreed to the arrangement. FFollowing his initial meeting with WEISER and
CC-1, Weiser Associatc-1 signed documents to create AZ Security and helped open a hank
account. About a month later, Weiser Associate-1 told BRANSKY and CC-1, in substance and in
part, that the arrangement did not scem right. Several weeks later, Weiser Associate-1 signed
documents that purported (o transfer 98% of AZ Security to WEISER’s spouse and 2% of the
company to another individual (“Weiser Associate-27).

37. On or about November 17, 2015, an email account controlled by PETER WEISER,
the defendant, emailed the AZ Security corporation documents to Weiser Associate-2. Later that

day, THOMAS BRANSKY, thc defendant, emailed CC-I, “remember to send [Weiser
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machines, and internet connections in all of the | CCS | facilitics.” In the same contract, CCS agreed
to pay $3,500 “for the set up of any new offices.” In another September 1, 2016, agreement (signed
by CC-1 on behalf of CCS), CCS agreed to rctain AZ Sccurity for the same services and pay
structure for a CCS shelter located in Brooklyn, That contract was subsequently amended and
provided for $500 weekly payments. CCS and AZ Scecurity also entered into several other
aprecments, including a set of agreements from July 2018, In the July 2018 contracts, CCS
retained A7, Security, in exchange for weekly fees, to maintain “off-site and, if necessary, on site-
IT support and maintenance™ at certain CCS Tacilities, including the CCS administration offices,
CCS hotels, a particular family shelter and a shelter for single men.

40. A7 Sccurity was created and operated so that PETER WEISER, the defendant,
could profit from the IT-related revenues arising from CCS’s conlracts with the Cily, including
through unjustificd markups that would not have been possible had CCS used a legitimate
compeiitive bidding process and disclosed the conilict of interest in using AZ Sceurity to the City.
Internal A7, Security records reflect significant markups for goods that AZ Security purchased
from cominon retail vendors {(such as Amazon and Staples) and resold to CCS. For example, an
internal A7 Security pricing list from 2018 rcflects markups of up to 102% for items such as
computer monitors, desktop compuiers, and printers. The same price list reflects scparate charges
for installation and setup, which was on top of thc monthly charges that CCS paid 1o A7, Securily
for I'T" “support and maintenance.”

41,  While A7 Securily had a handful of employccs, most were part-lime and lacked
formal 1T training. For example, AZ Sccurily’s manager was sell-taught and worked at a local

pharmacy stocking shelves and as a cashier prior to working at CCS and AZ Sccurity.
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42, In early 2019, DIS began to question the legitimacy of AZ Security. In an April
2019 cmail exchange between DHS and CCS, a DHS employce questioned why AZ Security
charped a separatc installation charge on top of a monthly IT services charge. Apparently
unsatisficd with CCS’s responses, the DHS employee asked for a summary of the vendor selection
process that led to the contracts between CCS and AZ Security, A CCS employee respondcd,
copying, among others, THOMAS BRANSKY, the detendant, and CC-1, that AZ Securily met
“specialized requirements.” When asked about these “specialized requirements,” BRANSKY
draficd a response email, which CCS then sent to the DHS, falscly stating that AZ Security “had a
track record of performing” specificd and specialized functions. But AZ Security had no track
record at all because il was created to service CCS. When DHS asked whether AZ Sccurity was
an affiliate of CCS in any way, cither through familial relationship or interlocking ownership, a
CCS cmployce, copying BRANSKY and CC-1, falsely wrote “AZ Security is not affiliated with
CCS in any way.”

43, On July 12, 2019, DIIS conducted a site visit to A7 Security’s registered address,
which was a shipping store where the company reccived mail. Later that day, DITS requested that
CCS provide additional documentation to confirm the legitimacy of the purchascs from AZ
Sceurily. A CCS employee, in a July 16, 2019, email in which TIIOMAS BRANSKY, the
defendant, and CC-1 were copicd, provided information that AZ Security was owned by an
individual (the wifc of PETLR WEISER, the defendant), and provided the address of the shipping
center where A7 Securily received mail. The next day WEISER direcled one of his employees
(*“Weiser Associatc-4”) urgently to rent office space for AZ Security. Weiscr Associate-4 found
office space, and WEISER directed her to sign the lecasc by forging the signature of Weiser

Associate-3, who was then the straw owner of AZ Security. Tn a July 23, 2019 email chain with
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DHS, BRANSKY, who was asked aboul whether CCS sought out other bids for computer
equipment, falsely claimed that “{w]c used the bidding process, but due to staff turnover in the
accounting department, we cannot locate the bids” and that “[w]e priced out computer and softwarc
installations with various outlets, including Office Depot, Amazon, 3est Buy, ete.”

44, From in or about 2016 through in or about 2020, PETER WEISER and THOMAS
BRANSKY, the defendants, caused CCS to pay AZ Securily approximately $1.4 million for I'T
services and hardware., Of these payments from CCS to AZ Sccurity, morc than approximalcly
$516,000 was transferred to an account in the name of the spouse of PETER WEISER, the
defendant, and ultimately on to WEISER’s account, as further discussed in paragraph 80, infra.
The balance of the $1.4 million was transferred to other Weiser Lntities.

IT Services and Hardware: Delta

45, In or about Dcecember 2016, PETER WLISER, the delendant, and his associates
crcated Delta to sell additional I'T services and hardware to CCS at inflated prices and in violation
of the City’s conflict-of-interest policies. At all relevant times, Weiser Associlate-4 was the straw
owner and CLEQ of Delta. Iowever, in reality, WEISER owned and controlled Delta. Dclta’s
startup financing was loaned by WEISER and transferred through Weiser Associale-4’s personal
bank account to conccal WLEISLER's ownership and control of Delta.

46, At the direction of PETER WEISER, the defendant, Weiscr Associate-4 rented
office space for Delta on Long Island. Whilc the Long Island office address was listed as Delta’s
officc, for thc most part Delta-related business was condueted out of the fourth floor of the
Rockaway Offices, where WEISER worked, and in the same office building where CCS’s offices
were locatcd. WLEISLR warncd his associates that the Weiser Entities, such as Delta, could not be

connecled to the Rockaway Offices, where CCS’s front-officc operations were located.  or
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in part, falsely, that thc City was aware of this process of having vendors solicit their own
competing bids: “The City of New York knows that’s the process.” During the recorded telephone
call, BRANSKY falscly stated that the City’s requirement of soliciting thrce competing bids was
a merc formality: “there’s a certain box that they need to check off.” Several days later, PETER
WEISER, the defendant, approached the CCS employee and stated, in substance and in part, that
any bid submitled to CCS counts as a competing bid even il not solicited by CCS.

51, From in or about 2017 through 2020, PETER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY,
the defendants, caused CCS to pay Delta more than $1.5 million for IT services. Delta, in turn,
transferred sipnificant portions of those fraudulent proceeds to WEISER and other Weiser Entities.

Security Services: Priority 1 Security, LLC

52. In or about July 2017, PETER WEISER, the defendant, and his associatcs created
a sceurity company (“Priority 1")—at the time, known as Priority 1 Security, L1.C—in ordcr to
sell security services to CCS. WEISER solicited an individual (“Weiser Associaic-7"") with a law
enforcement background to own and help run the day-to-day operations of Priority 1. While
Priority 1's business formation documents listed Weiser Associale-7 as the company’s owner,
WEISER was thc truc owner and exercised control over thc company. Likewise, Weiser
Associate~7’s home address was used as Priority 1’s business address but, in reality, Priority 1
operated from the Rockaway Offices, where CCS’s oftfices were located.

53. Weiser Associate-7 undersiood, based on conversations with PETER WEISER, the
defendant, that CCS would award a contract to Priority 1 irrespective of a competitive bidding
process. In that regard, WEISER asked Weiser Associate-7, in substance and in part, whether
Weiser Associate-7 knew of other sceurity firms that would be willing to submit a proposal to CCS

in order to paper CCS’s files. Weiser Associate-7 declined, writing in a December 2017 email to
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WEISLR, “I couldn’t think of anyone I know in security who would be comfortable just throwing
down a proposal as a third candidate. I'm sorry.”

54, The relationship between PETER WEISER, the defendant, and Weiser Associale-7
deteriorated, and in or about October 2018, WEISER caused the ownership of Priority 1 to be
transferred to a shell entity owned by WLISER and WLISER’s personal driver, and WEISER
recruited another individual (“Weiser Associate-8") with a law enforcement background and the
necessary licenses to help run the day-to-day operations of Priority 1. In or about 2019, WLISLR
and his associates created a new entity, Priority-1 Security Services LLC, when they discovered
that they had inadvertently included WEISER’s name in a Priority 1 submission to the City.
WEISER continued to control the operations and fnances of Priority 1, irrespective of the change
in registered owner or corporate name.

55,  From in or about Scptember 2017 through 2020, Priority 1 provided security
serviees to CCS. During that same petiod, CCS paid Priority 1 more than approximately $28.6
million. Priority 1, in turn, transferred significant portions of those fraudulent proceceds to PETER
WEISER, the defendant, and other Weiser Entitics. For cxample, Priority 1 transferred
approximately $2.3 million to KPM Business Development LLC (“KPM”) and approximately
$590,000 to White & Rosen PSIF LI.C (“White & Rosen™), both entitiecs which WEISER
controlled. Those entities, in turn, transferred significant portions of the fraudulent procecds to
WEISER, As set forth below in greater detail, most of the transfers from Priority 1 to other Weiser
Entities had no legitimate business purpose and were executed to conceal the fraudulent nature of

the scheme and launder the fraud procecds to WEISER.
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Furniture and Supplies: AMX Distributors, LLC

56. In or about September 2017, PETER WEISER, the defendant, and one of his
associates (“Weiser Associate-57) crealed AMX Distributors, LILC (“AMX"™) to source and supply
various consumcr goods, including furniture, to CCS at inflated prices and in violation ol the City’s
conflict-of-interest policies. WLISLER completed and caused to be completed the busincss
formation documents and seeded most of the startup costs of AMX., AMX was registered 1o
Weiser Associale-5s home address to conceal WLEISER’s ownership and the corrupl arrangement
between CCS and the Weiser Fntities.

57. At all relevant times, the City required significant vendors to be regisicred in
PASSPort before providers, such as CCS, could do business with them. To register, a vendor must
provide, among other things, information that is designed to deteet potential conflicts of inlerest.
AMX, like other Weiscr Lntitics, made a series of false statements in its PASSPort registration
form, with the intent of disguising the conflicts of interest arising {rom the involvement of PETER
WEISER, the defendant. FFor cxample, AMX’s PASSPort submission to the City stated that it was
not a subsidiary or controlled by any other cntity and that it did not share office space, staft,
expenses, or equipment with other cntities, even though AMX shared office space and staff with
other Weiser Entities, which also provided services to CCS. Those statements were materially
false and misleading and were designed to deceive the City and conceal the fraudulent scheme.

58,  Through AMX, PIITER WEISER, the detfendant, sold furniturc and supplies to
CCS, including, among other things: beds, mattresscs, sheets, towels, pillows, sofas, cribs,
microwaves, refrigerators, chairs, tables, and toiletries., WEISER sold these goods to CCS at

unjusiified markups of up to 309%.
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Real Estate Broker Services: PK Realty

64. In or about 2017, PLETEER WEISER, the defendant, ereated and caused to be created
PK Realty Management LLC (“PK Realty™), a purported real esiate brokerage company. The
company was registcred to another individual (“Weiser Associate-9), who was involved in
various real estale projects.

65. THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, was friendly with Wciser Associale-9’s
family and, for a short period, lived in Weiser Associatc-9’s family home. In or about 2017,
BRANSKY solicited Weiscr Associate-9's involvement in sourcing buildings that CCS could use
to housc the homeless pursuant to CCS’'s contracts with the City. BRANSKY introduced WEISER
and Weiser Associate-9 and suggested that they work together.

66. In sourcing potential housing units for CCS, Weiscr Associale-9 contacted a real
estale invesiment and development firm and its alfiliates (the “Real Estate I'irm™) that Weiser
Associatc-9 knew from his work in the industry. Over the course ol several meetings among
TIHOMAS BRANSKY, the defendant, Weiser Assocliate-9, and representatives of the Real listate
Firm, the Real Estate I'irm agreed to lease shelter units and hotel rooms to CCS, However, PETER
WLEISER, the defendant, proposed, and BRANSKY negotiated, a “finder’s fee” that the Rcal
Fstate Firm would pay to PK Realty [rom funds it received from CCS. T'or example, the Real
Estatc Firm agreed to pay PK Realty 5.75% of all funds that CCS paid to the Real Estate Firm
relating to a specific location. While the Real Ustate Firm initially objected to this “finder’s fee™”
arrangement, BRANSKY assured the Real Estate Firm that he could get the City to pay the
maximum rate per room, thus cnabling the Real Estate Firm to carn a satisfactory profit whilc stiil

paying the “finder’s fee” to PK Really and, indirectly, to PETER WLISLR, the defendant.
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Through this arrangement, BRANSKY caused CCS — and, as a result, the City — to pay higher
ratcs for the shelter units and hotel rooms.

67. PK Realty was registered in Weiser Associate-%'s name and to Weiser
Associate-9’s home address to conccal PLYTER WEISER s, the defendant’s, ownership and control
of the company. For the same reason, PK Realty’s initial funding, from WEISLR, was transflerred
through Weiser Associate-9"s personal bank account to PK Rcalty.

68. From in or about 2017 through in or about 2020, the Real Estatc I'irm — and
ultimately the City — paid PK Realty morc than approximately $826,000. Other than the payments
from the Real Estalc I'irm, PK Realty did not have any other significant income. Almost all those
fraudulent procceds were transferred to PLTER WEISER, the defendant, and the WEISER
Lintities.

Real Estate Broker Services: 511 Realty

69. At all relevant times, 511 Realty Management, 1LLC (“511 Realty”) was regisicred
{0 PETER WEISER s, the defendant’s, adult son. In reality, WEISER controlled and operated 511
Realty. 511 Realty was registered to one of WEISER’s children and 1o the home address of another
one of WEISER’s adult children in order to conceal WEISER's involvement with the company.

70.  From in or about Scptember 2017 through at lcast in or about 2019, CCS contracted
with 511 Realty to lease certuin residential and commercial properties, However, 511 Realty
provided no legitimate services. Instead, 511 Realty made monthly rent payments to third-party
landlords on CCS’ behalf, For this, 511 Realty charged hefty markups to CCS, and, as a result,
the City. For example, CCS would make monthly payments to 511 Realty of approximately
$24,000 for CCS® office space in the Rockaway Offices. 511 Really, in turn, would pay the

landlord $17,500 monthly, representing a 37% markup, for essentially doing nothing more than
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writing a check; the markup increased to 46% by in or around 2019, WEISER also used 511
Realty to pay the rent on behalf of other Weiser Entities.

71. At all relevant limes, Weiser Associate-5 was 511 Realty’s only employee. Weiser
Associate-5 performed no actual work other than making monthly rent payments and sending
invoices lo CCS and other Weiser Entities. WEISER dirccted the markups by writing the markup
amount on Post-It notes and passing the Post-It notes lo Weiser Associate-5.

72.  From inor about 2017 through 2020, PIYTER WEISER and TITOMAS BRANSKY,
the defendants, caused CCS to pay 511 Realty more than approximately $1.7 million for “rent.”
511 Really, at WEISER’s direction and control, then transferred significant portions of those
fraudulent proceeds to WEISER, WEISER's son, and other Weiser Entities.

Staffing Services: Receptionist & Staff, LLC, d/b/a “R&S Resources”

73.  In or about December 2016 around the time that the City was questioning the
legitimacy of Sasy— PETER WEISER, the defendant, and Weciscr Associate-6 created
Receptionist & Staff, LLC, d/b/a “R&S Resources™ (“R&S™). Weiser Associate-6 served only as
a straw owner; WEISER madce all business decisions at R&S and controlicd the company.
WLISER provided the original financing for R&S, which was transferred through Weiser
Associate-6’s bank account to an R&S account in order to conceal WEISER’s involvement.

74, PLETER WEISER, the defendant, created R&S to replace Sasy as a staffing agency
after the City questioned the usc of Sasy. R&S hired, among other positions, residential aidcs,
shift supervisors, call center dispatchers and operators, program directors, office assislants, and
case managers for CCS, Ré&S charged CCS markups of between 20% and 45% of cach hired

employee’s annual salary.
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75. From in or about 2017 through in or about 2019, PETER WEISER and THOMAS
BRANSKY, the defendants, caused CCS to pay R&S morce than approximalely $716,000. More
than $100,000 of those proceeds were transferred [rom R&S to WEISER.

WEISER’s Yfforts (o Launder the Fraudulent Proceeds

76. PETER WEISER and TIIOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, caused CCS to
transfer more than $50 million to the Weiser Entities. As alleged in greater detail above, WEISER
caused the Weiser Entities to transfcr the fraudulent proceeds to other Weiser Entities. In some
cases, fraudulent procceds were transferred through multiple Weiser Lintitics. Most of these
transactions had no legitimate business purpose and were executed with the intent to disguisc and
conceal the source, ownership, and control of the fraudulent proceeds.

77.  Most of the proceeds were laundercd through two shell companies, KPM and White
& Rosen. Both KPM and Whitc & Rosen were created in 2018 and registered to CC-2. In reality,
PETLER WEISER, the defendant, owned and controlled both entities. KPM and White & Rosen
were used as vehicles to launder the proceeds of the scheme to defraud the City.

78. For example, as a result of the fraudulent scheme, [rom in or about September 2017
through 2020, PETER WEISER and THOMAS BRANSKY, the defendants, caused CCS 1o pay
Priority 1 more than approximately $28.6 million. WLISLR then transferred and caused to be
transferred $2.3 million from Priority 1 1o KPM and approximately $590,000 from Priority | to
White & Rosen. The transfers from Priority | to KPM and White & Rosen had no legitimate
business purpose and were executed to conecal and disguise the fraudulent nature of the scheme,
as well as the source, ownership, and control of the fraudulent procceds.

79. To further conceal the fraud, PETER WLISER, the defendant, created and caused

to be created multiple invoices from KPM to Priority 1 for alleged “Consulting Services.” KPM
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engaged in a scheme to defraud the City through CCS and the Weiser Entities, including by making
and causing to be made {alse statements to the City in order to obtain money, which scheme was
furthered by electronic commnunications and bank wires 1o and from the Southern District of New
York and clsewhere.

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1343 and 2.)

COUNT THREE
(Embezzlement of Government Funds)

The Grand Jury further charpes:

86,  The allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 80 of this Indictment arc
repeated and realleged as if {ully set forth herein.

87. From at lcast in or about 2014 through at least in or about January 2020, in the
Southern District of New York and elsewhere, PETER WEISLER and TIIOMAS BRANSKY, the
defendants, while acting as an agent of an organization that received in any one-year period
benefits in excess ol $10,000 under a Federal program involving a grant, contract, subsidy, and
other form of federal assistance, to wit, CCS, did willfully and knowingly embezzle, steal, obtain
by fraud, and otherwise withoutl authority did knowingly convert to the usc of a person other than
the right{ul owner and intentionally misapply properly that was valued at $5,000 and more and
was owned by and was under the care, custody, and control of such organization, to wit,
BRANSKY, while acting as the CEO of CCS, and with WEISLR s aiding, abetting, counseling,
commanding, and inducing, fraudulently caused CCS to award lucrative contracts for goods and
serviecs to entitics controlled by WEISER, without competitive bidding, for inflated and otherwise
unnecessary expenses that were paid with funds from DIIS and DSS.

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