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Monday, October 30, 2017
HAND DELIVERED

The Honorable Richard Burr
Chair, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence

The Honorable Mark Warner
Vice Chair, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence

211 Hart Senate Office Building
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Re: i her R. Sharpley — ination to Serve as Inspe neral. Central Intelligen
Agency

Dear Chairman Burr and Vice Chairman Warner,

The nonprofit legal organization Whistleblower Aid represents Jonathan H. Kaplan. From 2005 —
2015, Mr. Kaplan served as a Special Agent and Investigator with the Central Intelligence
Agency’s (“CIA™) Office of Inspector General (“OIG™). Mr. Kaplan was part of operation Top
Gun, which resulted in the successful prosecution of U.S. Congressman Duke Cunningham for
bribery, fraud, and tax evasion. During his government service, Mr. Kaplan received a Certificate
for Special Achievement and fourteen Exceptional Performance Awards.

[n 2009, Mr. Kaplan won the Intelligence Community Inspector General’s Investigation Award
[Exhibit A] for his role in the investigation and prosecution of CIA Executive Director Kyle
Foggo—the highest-ranking CIA officer ever indicted—for fraud against the United States.
Director of Central Intelligence Leon E. Panetta personally congratulated Mr. Kaplan on his
“outstanding achievement.” [Exhibit B]

Mr. Kaplan is concerned that Christopher Sharpley has been dishonest with this Committee about
M. Sharpley’s personal knowledge of multiple whistleblower reprisal investigations in which
Mr. Sharpley is named.
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In his nomination hearing on October 17,2017, Mr. Sharpley made false statements under oath.'

Mr. Sharpley testified several times that he was unaware of any active whistleblower reprisal
investigations against him:

* “Senator [Feinstein], I'm unaware of any open investigations on me.” (Christopher R.
Sharpley, 0:54:32) (emphasis added).

* To Senator Harris: “I am unaware of any ongoing investigations” (Christopher R.
Sharpley, 1:32:40) (emphasis added).

Mr. Sharpley did not limit his denials merely to active reprisal claims. He went further.,
suggesting to the Committee that he does not know of any reprisal complaints filed against him,
presumably including prior claims:

* To Senator Feinstein: “I’m unaware of ... the details of amy complaints about me. ... |
can’t speak to specifics because | don’t know about them.” (Christopher R. Sharpley,
0:54:35) (emphasis added).

* To Senator Harris: “I’m unaware of ... the details of any complaints...” (Christopher R.
Sharpley, 1:32:40) (emphasis added).

Not only is Mr. Sharpley currently named in multiple open, ongoing investigations for
whistleblower retaliation, but at the time he gave his sworn testimony, Mr. Sharpley was well
aware of these and multiple earlier investigations. Mr. Sharpley took his denials a step further,
claiming under oath that no one during his entire career had ever acted against his misconduct:

* [To Senator Harris] “No action or conclusions of wrongdoing have been made about my
career or anything that I’ve done.” (Christopher R. Sharpley, 1:32:47)

Mr. Sharpley knew when he testified that multiple CIA OIG staff, over a period of years, have
taken action to challenge and remedy Mr. Sharpley’s wrongdoing.

Our client Mr. Kaplan, a federal investigator who served with distinction for many years,
believes on the basis of personal knowledge that there is probable cause to initiate a criminal

'Available at, https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/hearings/open-hearing-nomination-christopher-sharpley-be-
inspector-general-central-intelligence.
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investigation of Christopher R. Sharpley for perjury to Congress.” The evidence supporting Mr.
Kaplan’s belief is described below.

I1. Summary of misconduct within CIA OIG under Mr. Sharpley’s leadership.

The Committee should be aware of the full scope of accusations and investigations against Mr.
Sharpley and the OIG under his leadership, first as Deputy IG, and more recently Acting IG.
These include:

(1) Evidence tampering in the “Faber” case: In 2013—14, while Mr. Sharpley was serving
as Deputy IG, staff from the CIA OIG fabricated incriminating evidence and withheld

exculpatory material in order to obtain a fraudulent conviction in a criminal case
prosecuted by the United States Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia. The
underlying CIA OIG investigation, called “Faber,” arose out of a False Claims Act civil
lawsuit in which American Systems Corp., Anixter International Inc., and Corning Cable
Systems LLC ultimately settled for $3 million paid to the U.S. government [See Exhibit
C]. Because the name of the individual defendant in the improper criminal prosecution
may still be classified by the CIA, Mr. Kaplan refuses to provide the name in this letter.
When several OIG staff discovered this misconduct, they secretly went around OIG
leadership (including Mr. Sharpley), and contacted the U.S. Attorney’s office directly
with their concerns. In that particular case, the defendant’s guilty plea had already been
accepted by Judge James C. Cacheris, and had to be voided at the request of the U.S.
Attorney after learning about the falsified evidence. All the case proceedings were then
sealed by the court. Multiple sources have since told Whistleblower Aid that the U.S.
Attorney’s office for the Eastern District of Virginia was furious, and announced an
informal policy of declining new criminal referrals from CIA OIG.

ion: Several whistleblowers within CIA
OIG reported evidence tampering in the “Faber” case to the Inspector General for the
Intelligence Community (“ICIG”), the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence (“HPSCI”), and the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (“SSCI”).
Unfortunately, they still have not received a positive resolution. Under the leadership of
Mr. Sharpley and Mr. Buckley, no one within CIA OIG was prosecuted or even
disciplined for this criminal activity.’ Under Mr. Sharpley’s leadership as Deputy IG, and
in violation of U.S. law and policy, CIA OIG staff were specifically instructed never to
speak to ICIG investigators without prior permission and monitoring from CIA OIG

2See 18 U.S.C. § 1621 (2017) (criminalizing the act of perjury).
318 U.S.C. §§ 1505, 1519 (2017) (criminalizing obstruction of justice and falsification, fabrication, or
destruction of evidence).
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leadership. During an ensuing investigation on evidence tampering conducted by the Fair
Housing Finance Agency OIG (chosen as an external and presumably, objective, agency),
Mr. Sharpley improperly interrupted witness interviews, walking in special designated
conference rooms to learn the names of the whistleblowers within his staff who had
reported the “Faber” evidence tampering to external oversight bodies.

(3) A pattern of reprisals: Mr. Sharpley successfully identified some (but not all) of the
CIA OIG whistleblowers involved in reporting the office’s misconduct to ICIG, HPSCI
and SSCI. (Some of the whistleblowers remain employed at CIA OIG and do not wish to
have their identities revealed.) Mr. Sharpley and other senior CIA OIG officials retaliated
against the whistleblowers he was able to identify in various ways including forced
administrative leave, adverse security clearance actions, and other forms of harassment.
Our client, Jonathan Kaplan, is only one example. Mr. Kaplan had been an initial
investigator on the “Faber” case. In August 2014, Mr. Kaplan met with HPSCI staff to
discuss misconduct by Mr. Sharpley and CIA OIG leadership in the “Faber” case and
other related matters. Shortly before Mr. Kaplan’s meeting with HPSCI, he accessed a
CIA OIG computer system to refresh his memory on the details of the “Faber” case. Then
on November 24, 2014, his supervisor Kim McManus—a CIA OIG staffer involved in
the improper “Faber” prosecution—issued Mr. Kaplan a formal “Letter of Warning”
(“LOW?™) and placed it in his security file. The McManus LOW states:

“on 6 August 2014 ... you searched on ‘Faber,’ the last name of a subject
previously investigated by OIG... I am issuing this Letter of Warning
because you violated OIG policy” [by searching the computer system].

[See Exhibit D, Letter of Warning from Kim McManus to Jonathan
Kaplan, November 24, 2014]

The McManus LOW, issued while Mr. Sharpley was the Deputy IG, ultimately prevented
Mr. Kaplan from renewing his security clearance, and effectively ended his long and
distinguished career in government service. Mr. Kaplan believes the McManus LOW was
intended by OIG leadership to signal to other prospective whistleblowers that they should
stay quiet. Several other whistleblowers suffered serious, career-ending reprisals by
Christopher Sharpley and other senior CIA OIG leadership. Ms. McManus was ultimately
given a favorable transfer out of CIA OIG to a new government position.

The irony that such malfeasance should occur within the CIA’s Office of Inspector General—
created by Congress to be the agency watchdog and to protect CIA whistleblowers—should be
lost on no one.
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The misconduct described here was part of a larger pattern of incompetence, bullying, and
harassment within CIA OIG under Mr. Sharpley’s leadership. During this period the Office of
Inspector General turned away from complex investigations of overseas CIA covert operations
towards easier-to-prove fraud and bribery claims against low-level domestic contractors and
vendors. As an example, CIA OIG never conducted any investigation at all into the 2012
Benghazi attacks. or any evaluation of why Ambassador Stevens and two CIA operators were
killed during agency operations in Libya. Instead, the CIA’s security office was permitted to
conduct its own review of itself and its staff. Staff turnover accelerated tremendously under Mr.
Sharpley’s leadership, and the total number of active investigations (as measured by semi-annual
reports to Congressional oversight committees) dropped precipitously. Mr. Sharpley was also
involved in the decision to move CIA OIG offices away from the main CIA complex at Langley,
to the Dulles Discovery site, a blow to OIG’s relevance within the agency. Several CIA OIG staff
filed complaints of harassment and discrimination during Mr. Sharpley’s tenure.

Our client Mr. Kaplan—and other whistleblowers whose identities are not yet public—followed
all the rules and procedures designated by the government. For years, Mr. Kaplan and others
have pursued complaints through various supposedly-independent oversight bodies, including
the Intelligence Community Inspector General, the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and the U.S. Council of the Inspectors
General on Integrity and Efficiency (“CIGIE”). Mr. Kaplan also filed multiple complaints with
the U.S. Equal Opportunity in Employment Commission.* We are aware of no allegations that
Mr. Kaplan or any of the other whistleblowers suffering Mr. Sharpley’s retaliation have ever
improperly disclosed classified information to someone not authorized to receive it.

But the system of U.S. intelligence oversight has failed Mr. Kaplan and others. Despite reports of
misconduct from numerous sources within CIA OIG over several years, apparently none of the
relevant oversight bodies have taken any remedial action against Mr. Sharpley or other current
and former CIA OIG leadership who are responsible. Instead, Mr. Sharpley has been nominated
by the President to serve as Inspector General of the CIA, and the Senate is now actively
considering his nomination.

I11. Evidence of perjury by Christopher R. Sharpley

Mr. Kaplan believes that the following provides probable cause to investigate Christopher R.
Sharpley for perjury to Congress:

* The complete EEO filings, which run to thousands of pages, can be provided upon request.

5
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Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Case 15-06: Christopher Sharpley was
named as a perpetrator in EEO case 15-06, in which Mr. Kaplan alleged reprisal for
communicating directly with the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
about the “Faber” evidence-tampering case. As a proposed remedy, Mr. Kaplan’s
complaint requested that Christopher Sharpley be required to attend a training class on
the Intelligence Community Whistleblower Protection Act. Mr. Sharpley was “Affiant E-
4” in EEO case 15-06. (Note the documents in this case were originally classified, but
were declassified on February 22, 2016.)

On September 16, 2016, Mr. Sharpley signed a sworn affidavit [Exhibit E] that reads in
part as follows:

o “l, Christopher R. Sharpley, do hereby solemnly affirm under penalty of perjury that
the information I am about to give is true to the best of my knowledge and belief.”

o “I have been advised that ... the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity, Central
Intelligence Agency, Washington D.C. is investigating a complaint of employment
discrimination filed by Jonathan Kaplan. ...

o “J understand that the investigation will address the following issues: ... reprisal for
participating in EEO activity... when ... On 24 November 2014, Kim M. issued
Complainant a Letter of Warning (LOW) for violating the Office’s policy
concerning accessing and searching information. ...” (emphasis added.)

© Inresponse to a question “Have you ever been accused of harassment or retaliation
for protected EEO activity previously?”, Mr. Sharpley answered: “Yes™ but denied all
allegations.

© In 2016, the EEO closed case 15-06 with no findings on the merits, arguably
consistent with Mr. Sharpley’s denials of any knowledge about “open™ investigations.

o But in his sworn Congressional testimony, Mr. Sharpley went even further, denying
knowledge of “any” complaints in which he is named. Mr. Sharpley misled the
committee about the history of reprisal accusations against him.

“Ongoing” & “Open” Reprisal Complaint with ICIG: On December 2, 2014, while
Mr. Sharpley was Deputy IG and about one month before Sharpley became Acting IG,
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Mr. Kaplan submitted a formal complaint of reprisal to the Investigations Division of the
Inspector General of the Intelligence Community [Exhibit F]. The complaint reads:

o “By this letter I wish to formally file a complaint of Whistleblower Reprisal and
report a violation of the Intelligence Community Whistleblower Protection Act
(ICWPA) by the Central Intelligence Agency’s Office of Inspector General.”

© “On 24 November 2014 ... McManus stated that | was being issued a Letter of
Warning (LOW) for violating the Office’s policy concerning accessing and searching
[the computer systems].”

Q

“The first search presumably occurred on 6 August 2014, and revealed that the
keyword “Faber” was associated with this search.” (emphasis added)

© “The ... [*Faber”] search I am accused of conducting was associated with my
meeting with HPSCI Staffers and the document I provided Congress had resided on
an OIG owned file server and I had vetted its release through the Agency’s Office of
Congressional Affairs.” [emphasis added]

©  “In or about February 2013, I wrote a Letter of Urgent Concern to the
[Congressional] oversight committees in which I raised ... potential criminal conduct
by David B. Buckley ... and his subordinates. In the summer of 2013, I was
interviewed by Staffers from both oversight committees.”

© “In or about May 2014, | wrote a second Letter of Urgent Concern to the committees
regarding irregular personnel actions and potential reprisal against two of my
colleagues that had made protected communications.™

©  “In or about June 2014, I met with [...] Deputy Counsel for IC/OIG, and reported
potential investigative misconduct by CIA’s OIG. In early August 2014, I met with
Staffers from the House Permanent Select Committee for Intelligence and provided
information of potential withholding of material evidence in the ‘Faber’ case...”
[emphasis added]

©  Mr. Kaplan’s December 2, 2014 reprisal complaint to ICIG against Mr. Sharpley and
other CIA OIG leadership remains active and open. Mr. Kaplan has reason to believe

5 Mr. Kaplan is referring to two other whistleblowers involved in the “Faber” case whose identities are not yet
public. Their associated reprisal complaint(s) against Mr. Sharpley remain active, but are beyond the scope of this
letter.
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that Mr. Sharpley was informed about the complaint and possibly even responded to a
request for evidence from the ICIG. However, to protect sources, Mr. Kaplan declines
to state the factual basis for his belief in this letter. Mr. Kaplan is willing to provide
additional evidence to federal criminal investigators in a secure environment.

Whistleblower Aid is aware of other individuals with open reprisal claims against Mr. Sharpley.
One of them, Andrew Bakaj, is also our client. Mr. Bakaj submitted a letter to Congress on
October 23, 2017 outlining his related concerns with Mr. Sharpley’s nomination. That letter
contains further evidence that Mr. Sharpley was fully aware of the active investigations against
him at the time of his testimony.

Our clients Mr. Kaplan and Mr. Bakaj, and Whistleblower Aid legal partner Mark S. Zaid, are
interested in meeting with you or your staff at your earliest convenience to discuss these matters.

We suggest secure communications with Signal encrypted phone app, on ||| EGN

ne

John Napier Tye, Esq.
Executive Director, Whistleblower Aid

Sincerely,

Enclosures

Exhibit A: Investigations Award for Jonathan Kaplan, December 1, 2009

Exhibit B: Letter of Congratulations from DCI Leon Panetta to Jonathan Kaplan,
December 17, 2009

Exhibit C: CI4 Contractors Settle Hooters, Blue Man Group Kickback Case, Huffington
Post, 11 March 2013

Exhibit D: Letter of Warning from Kim McManus to Jonathan Kaplan, November 24,
2014

Exhibit E: Sworn Affidavit of Christopher R. Sharpley, EEO Case 15-06, Affiant E-4, 16
September 2015

Exhibit F: Formal Complaint of Reprisal from Jonathan Kaplan, submitted to
Investigations Division, Inspector General of the Intelligence Community, 2
December 2014
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The Honorable Mitch McConnell, Senate Majority Leader

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer, Senate Minority Leader

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley, Chair, Whistleblower Protection Caucus
The Honorable Ron Wyden, Vice Chair, Whistleblower Protection Caucus
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence
The Honorable Kamala Harris, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence
Intelligence Community Inspector General

Department of Homeland Security, Office of the Inspector General

Mark S. Zaid, Founding Legal Partner, Whistleblower Aid

Andrew P. Bakaj, Esq.

Jonathan H. Kaplan

Whistleblower Aid is a project of Values United, a U.S. tax-exempt, 501(c)(3) organization,
EIN 26-4716045.

WhistleblowerAid.org
Anonymous access via Tor browser: WBAidLaw6quwv7h3.onion
Contact via SecureDrop over Tor: http://uwd57germeote3an.onion
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Intelligence Community Inspectors General

Investigations Award

is hereby presented to

Jonathan H. Kaplan

in recognition of his superior performance during the prosecution of a former
Central Intelligence Agency Executive Director. Mr. Kaplan assisted in the
prosecution of the former Executive Director for allegations of criminal activity.
He and other members of the Central Intelligence Agency Office of Inspector
General teamed with other government agencies and the United States Attorney's
Office to gather, examine, and process thousands of classified documents. The
investigation led to the resignation of the former Executive Director, an
indictment, and subsequent guilty plea. Mr. Kaplan's accomplishments reflect the

highest credit on himself, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Intelligence
Community.

December 1, 2009 ‘Rps[(%ﬂ. ﬂ{am”—

Inspector General
Office of the Director of National Inteffigence
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https://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/03/08/cia-kickbacks-hooters n 2837568.html

POLITICS
03/08/2013 12:29 pm ET Updated Mar 11, 2013

CIA Contractors Settle Hooters, Blue Man
Group Kickback Case

By Ryan J. Reilly

WASHINGTON — Three companies have agreed to pay the government $3 million for showering
Central Intelligence Agency employees with tickets to sporting events and concerts; golf, fishing, and
hunting excursions; and drinks and meals at restaurants like Hooters in an attempt to win contracts to
provide cabling and wiring at CIA facilities.

American Systems Corp., Anixter International Inc. and Corning Cable Systems LLC reached an
agreement with the Justice Department to resolve violations of the False Claims Act and Anti-Kickback
Act, the DOJ announced Thursday. The allegations were brought forward in a whistleblower suit filed
by former Anixter sales representative William Jones, who will receive $585,000 of the government’s
recovery under a provision of the False Claims Act.

In his December 2011 lawsuit, Jones alleged that nine CIA employees received expensive gifts from
contractors trying to win bids for building projects nicknamed “Falcon” and “Buckeye.”

CIA employees were treated to Red Sox, Cubs and Nationals baseball games; NASCAR events; trips to
Boston, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Texas, Mexico and Myrtle Beach; Blue Man Group concerts;
hunting trips and “scores of meals, drinks and snacks” at “numerous restaurants, bars and coffee shops”
including Hooters and Famous Dave’s, Jones alleged.

One of the contractors, American Systems Corp., even gave a job to the stepson of CIA employee
Daniel Faber, according to Jones’s lawsuit.

A CIA spokeswoman said the agency had no comment on the suit or the nine CIA employees accused
of receiving the kickbacks. David Samuel Panzer, a lawyer representing Jones, had no immediate

comment.

UPDATED: A CIA spokesman’s full statement: “The CIA has a rigorous process for ensuring that any
allegation of misconduct is thoroughly investigated and that our officers uphold the highest ethical and
professional standards. Allegations of misconduct are reviewed by management, referred to the
Inspector General, or, in cases involving the potential violation of federal law, referred to the
Department of Justice. If a determination is made that an Agency officer violated the public trust,
appropriate action will be taken. This case remains under review internally, and it would be
inappropriate to provide any additional details at this time.”
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2 December 2014

Mr.

Inspector General of the Intelligence Community
Investigations Division

Reston 3

Washington, D.C. 20511

SUBJECT: Formal Complaint of Reprisal

{2 (U) By this letter | wish to formally file a complaint of Whistleblower
Reprisal and report a violation of the Intelligence Community Whistleblower Protection
Act (ICWPA) by the Central Intelligence Agency’s Office of Inspector General. On 24
November 2014, Kim M. McManus, Special Agent in Charge (SAC) for Headquarters
Operations Section, Investigations Staff, Office of Inspector General, Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), contacted me via secure email and told me to report to
Dulles Discovery Three (DD3). Upon arriving at DD3, McManus directed me to a
conference room and we were joined by Patrick Craddock, Assistant SAC for
Intelligence and Integrity Investigations. McManus stated that | was being issued a
Letter of Warning (LOW) for violating the Office’s policy concerning accessing and
searching. McManus did not provide any proof of my having violated said policy and |
denied any wrongdoing. Issuance of the LOW was a direct threat to my retention of a
Top Secret security clearance and came days after | was informed by Deborah Cline,
Executive Officer for Investigations Staff, that | would not be interviewed for a vacancy |
had applied to. These adverse personnel actions are a continuation and an escalation
of retaliation | have endured after making protected disclosures to the Senate and
House Intelligence Oversight Committees, the Inspector General of the Intelligence
Community, and senior CIA management.

2 (U) The LOW stated that, during a routine audit of the OIG’s Case
Administration and Evidence Status Reporting system, two searches associated with
userid KAPLANJO [Note: my userid is KAPLNJO] were identified for further review. The
first search presumably occurred on 6 August 2014, and revealed that the keyword
“Faber” was associated with this search. The second search reportedly occurred on 29
October 2014 and alleges that | had searched upon my own name. The LOW does not
cite which OIG policy | presumably violated or what elements of said policy were not
adhered to. | am unaware of any relevant policy that would be applicable given the
alleged offenses. There is OIG 21-1 (U) Access Control for Agency Databases,
Research Applications, and Information Systems Owned by Outside Components.
However, it only applies to information systems outside of the OIG. The first search |
am accused of conducting was associated with my meeting with HPSCI Staffers and the



document | provided Congress had resided on an OIG owned file server and | had
vetted its release through the Agency’s Office of Congressional Affairs. Although | have
no recollection of the second alleged search, it too was on an OIG owned information
system. Therefore, | find the issuance of the LOW to be without merit and believe it was
concocted in reprisal as a harassing tactic to demoralize and intimidate me.

3. (U) As background: In or about February 2013, | wrote a Letter of Urgent
Concern to the oversight committees in which | raised abusive management practices,
cronyism, and potential criminal conduct by David B. Buckley, Inspector General (IG) for
the CIA and his subordinates. In the summer of 2013, | was interviewed by Staffers
from both oversight committees. In or about May 2014, | wrote a second Letter of
Urgent Concern to the committees regarding irregular personnel actions and potential
reprisal against two of my colleagues that had made protected communications. In or
about June 2014, | met with Paul J. Wogaman, Deputy Counsel for IC/OIG, and
reported potential investigative misconduct by CIA’s OIG. In early August 2014, | met
with Staffers from the House Permanent Select Committee for Intelligence and provided
information of potential withholding of material evidence in the “Faber’ case that would
have exonerated seven industrial contractors that had their security clearances revoked
and employment terminated. Note: | had waived “confidentiality” for each of these
protected communications and on several occasions had informed McManus and other
colleagues that | had reported wrongdoing to the appropriate authorities. Further, | had
filed an age discrimination and hostile workplace complaint against CIA’s OIG
management team with the CIA’s Office of Equal Employment Opportunity (OEEO) in
April 2013 (OEEO Case Number: 13-21) that is awaiting final adjudication. OIG
management was interviewed by an OEEO Investigator and was therefore witting of my
complaint.

4. (U) I allege that Buckley, Christopher R. Sharpley, Deputy Inspector
General (DIG), Howard W. Cox, Assistant Inspector General for Investigations (AIGI),
have created a hostile work environment and empowered subordinates McManus and
Craddock to create derogatory documents that defame my reputation because |
engaged in protected activities and made disclosures to Congress. | allege that Cox
has interfered with my opportunities for career advancement in retaliation for making
disclosures. In his testimony to OEEO, Cox stated that in 2013 he did not interview me
for a SAC vacancy—because, in his opinion, | was not qualified. However, OEEO’s
Report of Investigation indicated that | possessed more managerial experience than any
other applicant. Special Agent Anthony J. Cipparone was among those applicants
OEEO had compared my experience level to. In or about October 2014, | applied to a
vacancy notice for the position of Deputy AlGI, but was told in November 2014 that |
was being denied an interview. However, Cipparone was interviewed for said vacancy.
The fact an employee of lesser experience was interviewed and | was not indicates
bias/reprisal. It is my perception that | have been unjustly denied opportunities for
career progression. OIG management’s actions affected the terms and conditions of
my employment and have frustrated my efforts to perform my duties—making my job
impossible in an apparent attempt to force my early separation from the Agency.



5.

(U) I allege that Buckley, Sharpley, Cox, McManus, and Craddock

engaged in a pattern of retaliatory conduct that has violated:

(U) Pertinent Federal and Agency Regulations—

6.

(U) Presidential Policy Directive 19 (PPD 19) expressly prohibits retaliation
against any officer or employee of a covered agency within the IC, prohibits
retaliation by affecting eligibility for access to classified information, and
allows for employees who allege reprisal to request an external review by a
three-member Inspector General panel if the applicable review process is
exhausted. PPD 19 states in part,

This Presidential Policy Directive ensures that employees (1) serving in
the Intelligence Community or (2) who are eligible for access to classified
information can effectively report waste, fraud, and abuse while protecting
classified national security information. It prohibits retaliation against
employees for reporting waste, fraud, and abuse.

(U) The Intelligence Community Whistleblower Protection Act (ICWPA) of
1998 provides a secure means for employees to report matters of “urgent
concern” to the intelligence committees of Congress and allegations
regarding classified information. ICWPA contains no explicit mechanism for
obtaining a remedy for retaliation stemming from disclosure of an urgent
concern to Congress. It merely allows an IC whistleblower who has faced an
adverse personnel action because he disclosed an urgent concern to the
congressional intelligence committees to then use the ICWPA’s disclosure
procedures to inform the committees of the retaliation.

Executive Order 12674, Principles of Ethical Conduct for Government
Officers and Employees, specifies in part that “employees shall endeavor
to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are violating the
law or ethical standards.”

(U) The US Office of Government Ethics (OGE), Standards of Ethical

Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, and Agency Regulation (AR) 13-2()(l),
Misuse of Position, specify that an employee shall not use his office for the private gain
of friends with whom the employee is affiliated, or to give preferential treatment to a
friend. In particular,

AR13-2, Conflict of Interest, Lack of Impartiality....Misuse of Position..., cites
federal law and policy on federal ethics regulations, including conflict of
interest and lack of impartiality. AR 13-2(c)(6), Standards of Official Conduct,
specifies that all Agency employees must adhere to the Standards of Ethical



Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, which in part, governs
impartiality in performing official duties and misuse of position. AR 13-2(d)(l)
specifies that “Agency employees are expected to act impartially in the
performance of their duties and not to give preferential treatment to any
private organization or individual.” In addition, AR 13-2(j)(l), Misuse of
Position, specifies that an employee shall not use his office for “...the private
gain of friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is affiliated.”

7. (U) The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive
Branch, published by OGE, is codified in Title 5 C.F.R. Pertinent are:

Title 5 C.F.R. § 2635, 101, which requires that employees avoid any
actions that create the appearance that they are violating the law or ethical
standards for federal employees.

Title 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502 also requires employees whose duties would
affect the financial interests of a friend, relative, or person with whom he is
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity to determine whether the
circumstances of a matter would cause a reasonable person with
knowledge of relevant fact s to question their impartiality and if so, to not
participate in the matter.

Title 5 C.F.R. § 2635.701, Use of public office for private gain, specifies in
part: An employee shall not use his public office for his own private gain,
for the endorsement of any product, service or enterprise, or for the
private gain of friends, relatives, or persons with whom the employee is
affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity, including nonprofit organizations
of which the employee is an officer or member, and persons with whom
the employee has or seeks employment or business relations.

Title 5 C.F.R. § 2635.702(d), Performance of official duties affecting a
private interest, provides: To ensure that the performance of his official
duties does not give rise to an appearance of use of public office for
private gain or of giving preferential treatment, an employee whose duties
would affect the financial interests of a friend, relative or person with
whom he is affiliated in a nongovernmental capacity shall comply with any
applicable requirements of [5 C.F.R. § 2635.502].

8. (U) To the layperson these individual acts may appear to be the result of
crass individuals or an uncomfortable working environment, but | allege the perpetrators
[Buckley, Sharpley, Cox, McManus, and Craddock] are highly knowledgeable of



investigative techniques and have conspired to skillfully craft these harassing tactics as
pretext to avoid detection. It is only when these acts are viewed in the collective that a
pattern is revealed that demonstrates that Buckley and his subordinates have created a
dysfunctional office environment in which managers routinely berate and belittle
personnel, show contempt for the abilities of career government professionals, cause
staff to fear coming to work, and engaged in acts of reprisal/retaliation for having made
disclosures that afford transparency into OIG operations. | allege these adverse
personnel actions were an effort by Buckley and/or his subordinates to quash further
dissent by senior officers of the CIA.

(U) PROPOSED REMEDIES—

9. (U) Per John Brennan, Director of Central Intelligence statement to CIA
employees on 18 March 2013, “You have my assurance that | and my senior leadership
team will not tolerate any acts of reprisal...Harassment and discriminatory practices are
incompatible with our Agency’s mission and simply have no place at CIA...”

10. (U) Therefore, | seek the following resolutions and/or remedies:
e Harrassing behavior must stop!

e An examination of the matters raised here to determine the
appropriateness and legality of the actions taken.

e Establish a meaningful oversight mechanism to ensure that all of the
Inspector General’s management practices and assignment processes
are transparent and fair, free of bias and discrimination, and in
accordance with laws and regulations.

(U) Punitive Remedies—

¢ David B. Buckley, Christopher R. Sharpley, Howard W. Cox, Kim M.
McManus, and Patrick Craddock be required to attend IC
Whistleblower Protection Act training and then instruct employees on
the ICWPA.

e One Year Letter of Reprimand to be placed in the personnel file of:
Buckley, Sharpley, Cox, McManus, and Craddock. Each to be
prohibited from receipt of Awards and Promotions for One Year.



(U) Liquidated damages—

e Any and all references to a Letter of Warning are to be expunged from
Agency records and a letter on Agency letterhead to be provided to
Complainant verifying their record has been expunged.

11. This Memorandum contains information protected by the Privacy Act. You
should consult with the Office of General Counsel prior to further dissemination of
any information to ensure compliance with the Privacy Act.

Respectfully,
Jonathan H.’Kaplan

Special Agent

Headquarters Operations Section
Investigations

Office of Inspector General
Central Intelligence Agency
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Sworn Statemant

EEQ Case No. 15-06

e g e

S ﬁhmiﬁm@ph@m; -1 do hereby golemnly affirm

.under penalty of perjury that the information I am about to give
is trye-to the best of my knowledge and belief.

(U) I have been advised that Rathryn Ramchand of the Office
of Equal Employment Opportunity, Central Intelligence Agency,
Washington, Dy i investigating a complaint of employment
discrimination filed by Jonathan Kaplan under Title vIT of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, and provided for under
Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations, section 1614. T
understand that my answers should reflect ny own recollections
and perceptions of the event(s) in question. In addition, T
must take care that T do not disclose either the questions asked
Cr my responses to any pptentia% witness., I will not coordinate
’ y response with or submit it through my normal management

approval/release channels. I will return the signed affidavit

Sz

te Kathryn Ramchand.

(U) I understand that the investigation will address the
following issues:

lssue and Basis L: Cowplainant alleges harassment
leading to hostile Work environment on the basis of
reprisal for participating in ERO activity by Office of
Inspector General managers David B., Christopher 8., Kim

i i - 2 i ] 20148 to Decombes 9094 - .
M., and Howacd €. when from July 2014 te December 2014 the
following occurred:

4 e a s

) Affient Iandtials
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£53)

- In oz about July 2014, Complainant’g tanagers referred
him to the Qffice of Security, resulting in a six-plus
hour Security interrogation, I

b,OQ 24 November 2014, Kim m. issued Complainant a Letter
of Warning (LOW) for violating the Office’s policy
Concerning Accessing and searching information on
Nimself,

C. In November 2014, Howard c. denied Complainant an
interview for the Deputy Assistant Inspector General for
Investigations pesition for which Complainant appliad,

d. On ¢ Decembher 2014, Kim M. threatened to document
Complainans for failing to meet case completion
deadlines Ffor his asgligned cases,

Lssue and Basig 2:  Complainant alleges discrimination
on the basie of reprisal for patticipating in previous EEQ

activity when in November 20714 Howard C. denisd Complainant
an interview for the PDeputy Assistant Inspector General for

Investigations position for which Complainant applied,

S’

Issue and Basis 3: Complainant alleges discrimination
on the bhasis of reprisal for participating in prior EEO
activitylwhen on 3 January 2015 David B., Christopher By
Kim M., Anthony C., Chad S.;, Pat C., and Howard C, caused
his constructive discharge.

(U) Inpowtanis Reminders

(U//FOU0) Please correctly portion mark your
Statement/Answers and classify the Statement correctly
T oensuring all answers are at the SECRET or below

level - with NQ compartmented information.

@

(U) Please answer the following questions:

L. (U).Please state your name, position, grade, T
directorate/component at the time of the. alleged incidents

£ AEELart Initialg]
Page 2 of “zlﬁﬁlm_ .1 Fila 4 L
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(Ju}yl“ December 2014). Please sltate your currenﬁ
position, if different,

@U Raswme . . ,?' ''''' B "Wm‘“ . > i
&ﬁbﬁ@@%yw 5 ponge; @th&thg&hq_ I8 ... {918, CIA Office of
Ok benecal (0I16) Deputy Inspectsy Uenezal, I ]

ﬁmwt&ntly the CIx OI@ Deputy Inspactor a&n@muhu

2. (U) Please gtate the name and position of both vour first-
and second-line supervisors at the time of the alleged
incidents. ' '

o

1) e evseyss o g _
(o) Resvonsesy My ®ivet Line guparvisor waes the honosable

David B, Buekley, Inspastos General, His supervisor was
i by ez i vh el o o 1 N s o :
the President of the Usited States, through the Directow

Cra.

it g T} vy oy g ] i '
J. (U) Please state your relationship to Complainant.

(U) Response: Complainsnt was gned o the OIE
Luvestignt ive stafd, flve subordinste lavels down the

0

vmmmanu/au GEVLSOY structure within the OIE

4. (U} Are you aware of Complainant’s prior participation in
Protected EEO activities? If yes, please provide the date
you become aware of Complainant’s prior parcticipation in

' protected EEQ activities, describe how you were made aware,
and indicate what you know the prior activities to be.
Please state your role, if any, in Complainant’'s prior
activity.

Fwenas BRO

e
[&0)

(U) Response: o e avees of eomplalnent’ s py

baeeomdng

3P T s o} o e g v o e vy exagn g e Y ER Pt Tk
complaints but I do not recall the dates of wy

Bware, Lhere were seven X letdd affidavits and was
guestloned about the coummlaints & witnesws, Bs I vecall,

e vr dpeal w
00 iy e R i1 B

EL

UNCLASSIFLED/ /FOUO



SECRET

AL CONTAIN AL VI,

Ry

Semplalnant Believed he was

Seriminated againgt in some

irdl
Lasalon. I aw unowave op complainant belng di sorininated
agadnst dn Mmg ERESTIRLG Y |

oo (U) Becausg this case is based on allegations of
retaliation for partiu¢patinq in protected EEO activities,
Please state whether you have ever partic cipated in
protected EEO activities (ie, as a Complainant or witness.)

yes, please provide g degceription of your prior
activity.

(U) Response: See #4 above.,

2014, Complainant’s

security, resulting in a

lssue and Basis Lla: In or about July
managers referred him to' the Office o
sin~plus hour‘oecuzlty Lntﬁrngdt‘Oﬂu

2
£

6. (U) Please state when and how "you ersi becane aware of
§ this matter.

(0) Response: I am aware that couplainant was veferved to
Ssourdty. ¥ do uot recall when ¥ beosms aware of this, T
e just now learsing of the 6 hours aad pew the coumments in
complainant’ s accusatiens Go you above, asswee it was
sonetine in July 2014

7. (U) Did you play @ role in Complainant’s referral to the
Office of Security or.do you have any firsthand knowledge
of this claim? IFf yes, please describe your knowledge of
or role in. Complainant’s referral to Office of Security in

detail. Please include dates,

for and content of the referral. Please
and provide documentation, as available,
which it 1s attached.

locations, and the reas son
identify witnesses
stating the Tab at

; AFEELant Tanldiale
} Page 4 of / zw BAfEFlant Indd - wwe ey
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i

EEI} -E’:‘%.&?E}"@@ff&éf’-‘ S W FEE Y ol snes e d, F 3 i i
Lo etpongg; No, nev Clracely, Compyladmmnn waw refawped
cw seaund by by

- Ehe Agaletani LSOO EoE (Bormmen T
iS‘ZﬁQZ‘E@@_@ fie sl HOme ey R ‘r . : L :h_au, U_ L .
e, @ lavined that onplagge o0, SS58ved Sonplatnant.
s B mplainant hag aocasesed OLG files
ag&m&at OLE policies, that's the axtent of wy direct
knowledyes, @powered my direct FEPOXt mansgers e make

HERroprlate decisions with respact to stafy asalgned in

thaldr aves o Fasponsibility,

EQEQ&QQMLQQELMer Eiolatgng the Office’s policy concerning
aceessing and searching informat ion on _himselF,

T Y ; . . ' : .
ig;ﬁggmﬁjhﬁgﬁamber 2014, Kim w, itssued Complainant a Letter of

8. (U)' Please state when and how you first hecame aware of
this matter.

(U) Response: Agaiv, beyond what you have provided, I de
not hﬂﬁ@ 2 recolleotion of when I beoame aware of thig.

Mr, ¢ isformed me that his ofifice was lesuing a LOW o
conplainent elther the day it coovezed ox BOON, after, to
the best of 4@y recollectlon.

T o

[0s]

(U) Bid you play any role or do yeu have any firsthand
knowladge about the ilssuance of the LOW, to include but wot
timited to divect ing, advising, coordinati ng o or concurring
on either the cont ents or the decision to losue a LOW? Tf
yeg, please describe your knowledge or involvement in
detail, cuplaining why you toolk any actions you did.

9% U S G R s B A [T YN A L
(V) Responss: Supsrvision of

sabigations Staff was
Mz, G leforsed we that

Tl wegponsiblility oF &E@E_ﬂ_md

he had lesusd a LOW o cumplainant, but did net seelk iy

pormlsgion ., That decision was his and other wmansger’s on
the Inves tigations’ staff. I had no direcst involvemsnt

other than ¢he alIowe ,

4 . Page 5 of __ _j}_ _ . Pinpe tlads
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Issues and Basis 1o and 2:

b sl G B0A 28 In Novenber 2014, Howard C, denied
“gngdanant -.an interview for the Deputy Assistant Inspector
Qﬁnoxal Jur

anebthgkigp position for which he applied.

10. (U) Did You play any role in the d
whether or not

etermination of
to interview meplblhdﬂf
Assistant

for the Deputy
Inspector General for Investigations pogition?
LE vas, please e explain fully your role. ‘

(W) J@Q@U 8@ No,

1l (U) If you played a role,
Acgnrdina whether

9031L¢on?, Please ¢
did, including on
recomuaendation.

what did you recommend .
Complainant should be interviewed for the
state you made the recommendation you
what criteria you based your

Please be specific.

i
-';
(0} Response: W/a,

Ld: On 4 December <014, Kim M, threatened to docunment

Complainant for [aJLlnq to meet case completion deadlines for

his asssigned cases '

12. (U) Please state when.and how you first became aware
of this matter.
(U) Respomse: I do not weoall evew having heawd this.
; . I 4 : n e o ey
Managers i responsible Ffor glng the favestlgations
casaload and the activ s@ioned stals £ vhere
was a punoblem in this regsed ¥ de not believe mw"
unreasonable that cowplaisant's supsrvisor would have »
il 11 R e T e R e TR T R L& &
ewplained the conseguence of sub-por performance, i€ that
what is belog allege
% e e s s 1:
I [
. w7 ARl ant Indlbtdals |
? Page © of ~m¢iwh%. - :
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13 0) Did you P-ay a role, to include but not limited
to directi.ngP adviaing, coordinating Or concurring on g
decision to tell Complainant that he would be documented
for failing to feelt case deadlines? LE yes, describe your
role in detail ang explain fully why you took the actions
you did. Provide dacumentationp a8 available, stating the
Tab at whigh it is attached,

L

¢ 5 e ienin cnas o S
(V) ne BPeunse: We.

14, (U) Is there an office policy regarding case deadlines

and/or “onsequences for not mesting deadlines? Please

i
explain it and provide documentation, stating the Tab at
which it ig attached.,

T
P
=
P
&

: &
=
g
=
{14

i oW
o

There ave policies. I do not recall itvs
spacifios off hapd. St suoh policies ave in line wi h
investigative gtandards aowoss the Inspectoy Genezal -
Community .  Yhis ds = guastlion bast diveosted o Me, ¢

Claim 3. Complainant alleges discrimination on the basis of

reprisal for participating in priorx EEO activity when on 3 )

January 2015 pavid B.:. Christopher S.p KBim M, , Anthony C., Chad

S.., Eﬂgﬂg$hmﬂggmﬂgyﬂquc¢ caused his constructive discharge.

15, (U) When did You become awara of Complainant’s
intended resignation/retirement? Please describe the

clircumetances in detaill,

v

(0) Rusponse: T do not recall the exsot date, ouly that ¥
et 4 d i fmetie i L —— . | a iy

was duforwed by elther M, ¢ thet compladnant had shown
ue one day end said he wae retleing, without prior notics.

y ; !
¥, AT e e e MG e da | o
c ) Page 7 of / f B REFLant &ﬁ&h&dwa!
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1g, (U) The Complalnant alleges that 0rIQ manaqefs
conspired to retaliate against hin for hisg EEO‘activity-and
to make his.working conditions such that it would force his
resignation/retirement, Please respond.

(U) Response: T ay WA e

® Of wuy congplracy or efforts by
Aanagers or auyons eles bo mak '
coupladnant .,

L (U} Did you ever reference Complainant’s eligibility
to retire or planned retirement? If yes, please explain
thoroughly the context in which these items came up.

(U) Response: Wo,

g, 18, (U) Complainant alleges that, as Head of the Career

ﬁ service, you failed to enforcoe personnel policies that
would have ensured fair and unbiased treatment, and failed
to address numerous complalints of discrimination and
criminal wrongdoing, therefore contributing to
Complainant’s alleged constructive discharge. Please
respond.

() Fes Eowanr wob besd of the cuwswesy sexviee, the
laspestor e wae ., Compleisent’s comusnts are awbiguous
and general I disagres with them in geenral.

9., (U) Were Complainant’s coworkers subjected to the same
conditions as Complalnant? Were the Complainant’s working
conditions (deadlines, management oversight, ste.) less
favorable than other euployeses? Please respond in detail.

} Page § Qf.mwjjgw &fFient Inibials :‘_
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L Gartadnly it was gy
lovestlgations #Lax

& wsre subject o
aned woyledneg eromeld bl ong

L
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20, (U) Co omplainant indicates thgr

immediately prior to
his decision to retire,. he wa

subjected to the same
conditions that led to valerie C. and Andrew B, being
walked out of the bullding ang being placed on
Administrative Leave, 7¢ your knowledge, was the
Complainant being evaluated for placement on Administrative
leave and/or being escorted frowm the building? Please
respond in detail, includ ding how you know what you do and
YOur role in the decislong, if any,

v

(U) Response; No, he was net, to my knowl adye ,

b (0) Pleasge compare the situations of Valerie C. and

'} Andrew B. to that of the Complainant. Please note how they
are similar and how they are ﬁifferhnt, and note whether
YOUu are aware of protec ted BEO WVLJVLty on the part of
elther Valerie C. or Andrew B.

disauss
s
g, and
tlgations
[l rements .

elrouus tanoss ,
L& o one else. Yo my knowl
laly it wae w W ewpactatdon that all Yoy

) T T o T - P T e b |
ware subject to the same policies and =

SR

28 (U) Do you know of other employees in the Office of
the Inspector General who retired garlier than originally

"

planned within the past' 3 years? If yes, please provide
the names and state whether they were subject to the same
conditions as Complainant and whether they had participated

prior EREQ activity.

3 " Affiant Todtinie |
' PaC_}'E: 9 QT / P A S B
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() Desvmomncm. W
{ aﬂam&wwma%» You aue 5. ¥ that wouplainant retived
SULLLEY Lhan ha i o s 5 N
1: .“fx h“f% “G plasned. Y ensunot speak to that with smv
IRILGRE.  Now €6 T Sawe coox o - . T
FLonG Nor do I Lhave SESLELE on sueh GLECuhsbancnss

Fegurding other oyg HRaEE who hove retived.

23. (U) Do you know of other employees in the Office of
the Inspector General who participated in Ero activity but
wera not subject to the fame conditions ase Complainant

and/or did not resign/retire?

(U) Response: No,

24, (V) Wag Complainant congldered for any career service
awards? Please explain thoroughly why or why not, and
explain how complainant’ s Career history allgns with the
Criteria for the various career service awards. Attach
dmcumerltationr as available, stating the Tab at which.it isg
attached. ‘

(U) Response: T do nobt kaow, Tailtisl conslderntion fo such

awards would be genswated imdtially within the OfFfice of
Tavestigations. Thiw question ls best dizectsd to Mz, G ,
General Questions:

a5, {(0) Are you aware of the Agency’ s anti-harassment

pblicy? If yes, please state how you know and what you

know it to be, including what vou understand managemant

responsibilities to e,

% . - TR e T ey Anhar wras
(U) Response: I am ganerelly aware of 1t. IFf a matber was

brought to wy sttention that regulzed ay halghtened
swareness of the Agency’s anti-harassment policies, ov ayy
othar of the Acsency’s mysiad policies, I would fawniliasdse

myseld with then thorouyhly .

t AT

T Begones awarea

[

o

of pogzible harassmeat it is

1 ; g AEdant Tndltials
) page 10 of gigim Af Lo
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26, (U) Did Lompid ~nant make known
considered any of the qitcgad incide
la~1ld, harasg ing, hostile, offensive,
hig engagement in protected EEQ acti
2xplaln in \A\T.’-l.rﬁl-l.n‘-»e

() Response : We N

asadsbanos Trow the OBEO on how

to you that he

nts describes in eclaims
or retaliatory for

v1tyf If ves, please

ol e

effidavi s/ st bomant e e was the
flvst T s aBWERe of Shew,
27, (U) Lf yes, did you take action in response to

Complainant’s claim of a hostile wor
nvxnonment/harassm&nt/retaliatxon £
activity? Please explain fully.

(U) Response: N/B. ;

28, (U) Have you ever heen accused
retaliation For Protected BEOQ activi
Hlease explain f“IJv

{0) Mosponss: Yes y Wy vivtue of my &
individual s allege harssmsent oy et

they will typleally inwslude me 28 one

[t

have never engaged in barassment nox

hgainst sayone. I have never bean Fourned

33 years of honovables aivil) and mild

k
or protecfed EEO

of harassment or
ty previously? If ves,

sosdtldon, when

aliation within the 0OI¢
e or the offendays., I
have I retaliated

Te have dene so in

tary service.

29, (U) Did you take any of the actions at issue in this

investigation to harass, discriminate
involvement in protected

Complainant on the basis of his
EEOQ activity?

Page 11 of
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@ or retaliate against
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D

(U) Response. e .

Oi “(U) Do you have =0y reason to believe that any other
éggncy Gfficlalg Look any of the actions at lssue in this
vestigation to harass, discrim:

Complainant On the bagis of

EEQ activity?

nate or retaliate against
nvolvement in protected

hig i
(U) Responge: Wo.
(U) Did you take any actions

Complainant to resign/retire?
these actions to retaliate ag

te force or encourage

L yes, did you take any of
alnst Complainant for his
Participation in prior protected ERO activity?

(U) Responsge: Neo .,

(U) At any point, have you heard Agency management
officials involved in the actions at issue make reference
Lo Complainant’s EEQ activity? 1f yes, provide the name of

the official, what was said, when 1t was sald, who was
bresent, and any other relevant context,

(U) Respounse: We.

33 (U) Can You suggest witnesses not previously named in

34.

this affidavit who can provide relevant information? If
yes, identify by name, title, and nature of information +o
be provided.

iy 1 gy SRR s o e B gty o
() Rewponse: T kmow of ne oblews,

(U) Is there any additional information, to include

documentation that is relevant to this investigation that

15 : / 2 ' ' BEELant Tonitials
J Page 12 of A - . .

has not been included above? If 50, please describe and

UNCLASSIFIED/ /FOUQ
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Clearly state how it appliss to the alleged discriminatory
events., If additional information ig documentary, please
state the Tap at which it {g attached,

(u) R@swnns@:’wﬁn@ that I have not alraudy wEovided in
£ A

gt bemen b Awgooiated with compladnarnt’ g many othax
Gompladnte

(U) I have read this entire statement, consisting of 13
pages, including thig Page, any Attachments, and any lidentity
Lists., 1 hereby solemnly swear op afficm under penalty of
perjury that the information I have provided is true and
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. T understand
that the information I am providing is nor privileged .and may be
Ao e A s Lhasvdioo_a. Lo Lrimate., inteceas ..

\ e Dy T —— Sem—
S tistopfier, g e
_-.‘»‘/ / "’/ N
\__..»-"‘" / ‘,:ﬂ/ s i -
Executed on;: S e L5 5

p Y
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